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ABSTRACT 

Statement of the Problem 

The main problem of this study was to identify and 

investigate factors related to the retention or abandonment 

of educational innovations in selected Arizona high 

schools, 

Procedure 

A list of variables related to the continuation or 

abandonment of educational innovations was developed by the 

researcher and submitted to an advisory committee of pro

fessional educators who were asked to rate the variables as 

to their appropriateness for study. Based on the committee 

ratings the following variables were selected for studys 

1. Specific educational nep.ds of students were 

considered in developing and authorizing the 

innovation. 

2. An analysis of the school objectives, which the 

innovation complemented, was made prior to develop

ing and adopting the innovation, 

3. Numerous teachers were involved in developing the 

innovation. 

VII 
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4. Consultant service by university personnel or other 

specialists was provided during the developmental 

and evaluation phases of the innovation. 

5. Criteria for evaluating the innovation were 

established prior to the adoption of it. 

6. Acceptance by the board of education was received 

prior to the decision to authorize the innovation. 

7. Objectives as stated for adopLing the innovational 

practice were analyzed following the actual use of 

the innovation. 

8. Students involved in the innovation were given the 

opportunity to react to it, 

9. Statistical analyses were used to assist in 

evaluating the results of the innovation. 

Arizona high schools accredited by the North 

Central Association, that had retained or abandoned educa

tional innovations following their adoption, were identi

fied. Administrators of these high schools, part of which 

continued and part of which abandoned educational innova

tions, provided data indicating the degree to which they 

considered the variables had been applied in their particu

lar schools. The pooled variance t test model was used to 

determine significant difference at the .05 level between 

the two categories of schools, Personal interviews were 

conducted with ten randomly selected administrators, five 
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from "continuing" and five from "abandoning" schools, to 

aid in determining how the variables had been used, and to 

determine the importance administrators attached to these 

va riables. 

Find ings 

Significant difference was found at the .05 level 

between schools that continued and schools that abandoned 

educational innovations relative to the extent that 

specific educational needs of students had been considered 

in developing and authorizing innovations. Significant 

difference was also found between the two categories of 

schools relative to the extent that school objectives had 

been analyzed prior to developing and adopting innovations. 

Administrators of schools from both "continuing" and 

"abandoning" categories reiterated, when interviewed, that 

these two variables were important for developing innova

tions . 

To assist in studying specific educational needs of 

students, school personnel had used standardized tests and 

records of students who "dropped-out" or graduated. School 

objectives had been used as guidelines by people involved 

with developing innovations in determining how new programs 

coalesced the total school program, in faculty discussions, 

and in developing innovations. 
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Although no significant difference was found 

between schools that continued and schools that abandoned 

them, variables that should be considered by administrators 

prior to adopting educational innovations include involving 

numerous teachers in the development of innovations, pro

viding consultants during the developmental and evaluation 

phases of the innovations, acceptance of the innovations by 

the board of education prior to the administrative decision 

to authorize them, and providing students involved an 

opportunity to react to the innovations. Establishing 

criteria for innovations prior to their adoption, analyzing 

objectives following the use of innovations, and statistical 

analyses were variables that school administrators con

sidered to be less important than the other variables 

tes ted =. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

"Innovation and experimentation in education have 

become respectable in recent years.""'' Recent professional 

literature abounds with articles on innovational practices. 

For example, "INNOVATIONS in education" as a separate 

listing, did not appear in Education Index prior to the 

July 1965 to June 1966 issue. In that issue there were 

fifty-eight articles listed in eight sub-categories under 

this heading. There were 101 articles dealing with innova

tions in education indexed in the July 1966 to June 1967 

issue of Education Index, the most recent bound volume of 

2 the publication. 

According to Gerberich, . . the majority of 

publications on these topics (changes in education) to date 

have either presented opinions or have consisted of descrip

tive and expository statements. Hence, there is a real need 

1. Charles H. Wilson, "Educational Innovations Are 
Public Schools Going Overboard?," Nation's Schools, LXXX 
(November, 1967), 66. ~ 

2. Minnie A. Seng (ed.), Education Index, July 
1965-June 1966 (New Yorks The H. W. Wilson Company, 1966), 
p. 342. 

1 
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for evaluative studies of these newly introduced programs 

in order to obtain evidence about their effectiveness."^ 

Many of the recent studies dealing with educational 

innovations have been concerned with such factors as the 

innovative teacher, the roles and influences of various 

groups, finances of school districts, the influence of 

school size and setting, and salaries of personnel involved 

with innovations. 

It was intended that this study be concerned with 

factors associated with planning and developing innova

tions, adopting or authorizing innovations, evaluating the 

effectiveness of innovations, conducting the innovations, 

and modifying and continuing the innovations, as these 

factors were related to the retention and abandonment of 

innovations. An advisory committee was used to determine 

the actual variables for testing. 

4 A recent national study conducted by Cawelti 

showed the number of accredited high schools, state by 

state, that had accepted or rejected twenty-seven specific 

innovations. These innovations were categorized into three 

groups, curriculum, technology, and organization. It was 

3. J. Raymond Gerberich, "Evaluating.Educational 
Change," Contempory Issues in American Education, ed. F. 
Robert Paulsen (Tucsons The University of Arizona Press, 
1967), p. 63. 

4. Gordon Cawelti, "Innovative Practices in High 
Schools; Who Does What--And Why--And How," Nation's Schools, 
LXXIX, No. 4 (April, 1967), 56. 
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found from Cawelti's study that nearly one-third of the 

Arizona high schools belonging to the North Central Associ

ation abandoned one or more of the innovations after they 

had been adopted. Approximately two-thirds of the Arizona 

high schools that were members of. the North Central 

Association retained all of the innovations once they were 

adopted. 

This was intended to be an in-depth study, based in 

part on. Cawelti ' s work, and was planned to determine what 

relationships existed between schools that continued and 

schools that abandoned innovations relative to selected 

variables. It was further planned that the findings of 

this study might be used as a basis for making recommenda

tions to assist school administrators in making decisions 

relative to authorizing the introduction of innovations in 

the high school. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to identify and 

investigate factors related to the retention or abandonment 

of educational innovations in selected Arizona high schools. 

Objectives of the Study 

Objectives of this study which were designed to 

assist in solving the main problem weres 



1. To synthesize a list of variables relating to the 

continuation or abandonment of educational innova

tions . 

2. To identify the most appropriate variables for 

study through the use of an advisory committee of 

professional educators. 

3. To identify selected Arizona high schools that had 

retained educational innovations once they were 

adopted, or had abandoned one or more educational 

innovations following their adoption. 

4. To determine the relationship between schools 

continuing innovations and schools abandoning 

innovations with regard to the variables selected. 

5. To conduct personal interviews with randomly 

selected high school administrators who responded 

to the questionnaire to determine how the variables 

were utilized in their schools, and to determine 

the importance administrators attached to the 

variables. 

Hypotheses to be Tested 

To assist in providing order and direction to the 

study, multiple null hypotheses were tested. These 

hypotheses were designed to test whether or not any signifi

cant difference existed in the use of variables recommended 
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by an advisory committee of professional educators, between 

schools that continued or abandoned the innovations. 

The hypotheses were stated as follows: 

1. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to considering specific 

educational needs of students in developing and 

authorizing innovations. 

2. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to analyzing the school 

objectives, which the innovations complemented, 

prior to developing and adopting the innovations. 

3. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to involving numerous 

teachers in developing the innovations. 

4. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to providing consultant 

service by university personnel or other specialists 

during the developmental and evaluation phases of 

the innovations. 

5. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to establishing 



criteria for evaluating tbe innovations prior to 

adoption of them. 

6. There is no significant difference between, schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to receiving acceptance 

by the board of education prior to the decision to 

authorize the innovations. 

7. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to analyzing the 

objectives as stated for adopting the innovational 

practices following the actual use of the innova

tions . 

8. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to giving students 

involved with the innovations the opportunity to 

react to them. 

9. There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to using statistical 

analyses in evaluating the results of the innova

tions . 
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Assumptions Underlying the Problem 

The following assumptions were made relative to 

this study3 

1. That data from the Cawelti study which identified 

the innovations introduced into specific Arizona 

high schools, as well as those innovations which 

were introduced and abandoned, reflected actual 

conditions in the schools relative to innovations. 

2. That a committee of professional educators could 

rate variables that would be related to the 

continuation or abandonment of educational innova

tions . 

3. That this study would provide data of value in 

policy formation in high schools. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations of the study were 

recognizeds 

1. The validity of the conclusions would be no more 

accurate than the responses given by the high 

school principals or the persons they delegated to 

reply to the survey instrument. 

2. That the sampling used was limited to Arizona high 

schools that were accredited by, and were members 

of, the North Central Association of Colleges and 

Secondary Schools in 1966. 



Definitions of Terms Used 

The following definitions applied throughout the 

Innovation--A change in the educational program 

of a specific high school whether concerned with 

curriculum, technology, or school organization, 

that was new to the school and identified in the 

Cawelti study. 

Var iable--A selected characteristic or practice 

that was assumed to vary or change between the 

high schools continuing innovations and the high 

schools discontinuing innovations. 

Selected Arizona high schools--Those high schools 

in Arizona that were accredited by the North 

Central Association of Colleges and Secondary 

Schools (a regional accrediting organization) and 

that were identified as continuing or abandoning 

educational innovations according to the Cawelti 

study completed in 1966. 

Continuing school--An Arizona high school that 

continued all of the innovations reported in the 

Cawelti study. 

Abandoning school--An Arizona high school that dis 

continued one or more innovations according to the 

Cawelti study. 
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Review of Related Literature 

Research and literature related tc this study were 

surveyed in order to get a broad overview of what had been 

written relative to educational innovations. The purpose 

of the study dictated that factors or variables related to 

the retention or abandonment of the innovations identified 

in the Cawelti study should be reviewed a.s opposed to the 

investigation of opinions or descriptions of specific 

innovations in education. These selected writings 

appeared to be related to the main problem and were 

directed toward the use of objective information to help 

in the solution of educational problems relative to 

innovations. 

According to Christiansen^ the more innovative the 

experienced teacher, the greater use he is likely to ma"ke 

of impersonal sources of information and of sources out

side his teaching field; the greater amount of education 

he is likely to have obtained in a formal credit program 

since his initial certification; the greater amount of 

money he is likely to have invested in professional 

growth; the greater the number of other departments he is 

likely to visit on his own initiative; and the greater the 

5. James E. Christiansen, "The Adoption of Educa
tional Innovations Among Teachers of Vocational Agricul
ture" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, The Ohio State 
University, Columbus, 1965), p. 170. 



number of non-local professional meetings he is likely to 

attend. 

Relative to the roles that the public, the board of 

education, the administrator, and the teacher play in the 

process of change within local schools, some of the points 

advanced by Brickeli appeared to be pertinent to this study 

and are listed as followsi 

Parents and citizens groups in most com
munities do not exert a direct influence on the 
adoption of new types of instructional programs, 
but their influence is decisive when exerted." 

The board of education in most communities 
is not a strong agent in determining the path of 
educational innovation, but its influence is 
decisive when exerted. 

New types of instructional programs are 
introduced by administrators. Contrary to 
general opinion, teachers are not change agents 
for instructional innovations of major scope.8 

The most persuasive experience a school 
person can have is to visit a successful new 
program and to observe it in action.9 

The most successful innovations are those 
which are accompanied by the most elaborate 
help to teachers as they begin to provide the 
new instruction.10 

6. Henry M. Brickeli, Organizing New York State 
for Educational Change (Albany? The University of the State 
of New York, State Education Department, 1961), p. 20. 

7. Ibid., p. 21. 

8. Ibid., p. 22. 

9. Ibid. , p. 27. 

10. Ibid., p. 31. 
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Instructional innovations are almost always 
evaluated by observing the reactions of the 
students while they are receiving the new 
instruction. . . . More complex evaluative tech
n i q u e s  a r e  r a r e l y  u s e d . H  

The attention, encouragement, and recognition 
given to teachers by people outside the classroom 
during the introduction of new programs are among 
the strongest causes of their success.12 

Relative to the role that the colleges and uni

versities play in the process of change Brickell also says3 

Except for their role in training teachers, 
which is universally regarded as being of 
critical importance, the colleges and universities 
have little influence on instructional innovation 
in elementary and secondary schools.13 

Jacobs investigated along with other hypotheses the 

following oness 

. . . (5) there is a positive relationship 
between the number of innovations and the total 
number of students in the school district^ 
. . . (7) there is a positive relationship 
between the number of innovations and the state 
equalized valuation per membership pupil; and 
(8) thete is a positive relationship between 
the number of innovations and the average 
teachers' salary in the school district.14 

11. Ibid., p. 33. 

12. Ibid., p. 35. 

13. Ibid., p. 44. 

14. Jan Wayne Jacobs, "Leadership, Size, and 
Wealth as Related to Curricular Innovations in the Junior 
High School," Dissertation Abstracts, Vol. 27, No. 2, 
August, 1966, University Microfilms, Inc., p. 354-A. 
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He concluded that there was not "a significant relationship 

between the number of curricular innovations and the size 

and wealth factors investigated in this study."^ 

A study by Hughes, at Ohio State University in 1965 

found that one characteristic of the districts revealed 

itself as significant: innovative districts expended more 

money per pupil than did non-innovative ones. He concluded 

that the "amount of per pupil expenditure by school dis

tricts is reaffirmed as a contributing factor in innovati.ve-

„ 16 ness, " 

Currie concluded in part thats 

A negligible influence was found between the 
annual expenditure per pupil in Oregon high 
schools and their innovativeness. In fact, a 
negative relationship was reported for two of 
the staff utilization practices included in this 
investigation. The availability of funds was an 
important factor to the principal's adoption 
intentions for the staff utilization techniques 
seemingly requiring an immediate expenditure of 
money in order to initiate the innovation. 

High school principals having adopted or 
planning to adopt selected staff utilization 
practices identified situational factors such as 
staff and school board support as being of 
greatest importance in their decision to adopt 
innovations such as team teaching. The size of 
school and district classification showed a 
greater tendency to adopt staff utilization 

15. Ibid. 

16. Larry Wayne Hughes, "The Organizational 
Climate Found in Central Administrative Offices of Selected 
Highly Innovative and Non-Innovative School Districts in 
the State of Ohio," Dissertation Abstracts, Vol. 27, No. 1, 
July, 1966, University Microfilms, Inc., p. 73-A. 
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practices for larger high schools and first 
class unified school districts.1? 

There was no significant correlation between the 

variables of innovative score and size of enrollment, 

18 
according to Hanson. However, there was a significant 

correlation (.66) between innovation scores and per pupil 

costs for the control group, and a significant correlation 

(-.78) between enrollments and annual per pupil costs for 

the Upper Midwest Small Schools Project schools. He 

further concluded that UMSSP schools spent significantly 

more money for equipment in business education and the 

natural sciences than did control schools. In the other 

equipment areas of industrial arts, homemaking, and voca

tional agriculture, the mean UMSSP expenditure was con

sistently higher than it was in the control schools. No 

significant difference was found between groups in terms of 

valuations of school districts, general fund mill levies, 

a:nd per pupil costs. 

In attempting to study whether a significant rela

tionship existed between selected variables and the 

17. Craig Hugh Currie, "Secondary School Princi
pals' Assessment of the Importance of Personal and Situa
tional Factors in the Adoption of Innovations," 
Dissertation Abstracts, Vol. 27, No. 3, September, 1966, 
University MicrotiIms, Inc., p. 624-A. 

18. John Ofsthus Hanson, "A Descriptive Study of 
Basic Data and the Educational Innovations Found in Twenty-
Two Selected North Dakota Small SchoolsDissertation 
Abs tracts, Vol. 27, No. 6, December, 1966 ./University 
Microfilms, Inc., p. 1587-A. 



introduction of educational innovations in New Jersey 

public school districts, nine independent variables were 

used by Breivogel. They have been rearranged here in 

descending order from those having the highest significant 

relationship to those having the lowest significant rela

tionship. It should be pointed out that the last two 

variables showed no significance. 

1. Superintendents' salary. 

.2. Average teachers' salaries. 

3. District size by enrollment. 

4. Teacher salaries, cost per pupil. 

5. Total expenditures per weighted pupil (same rank 

as number 4). 

6. Day scho_ol cost per pupil in district schools , 

7. Professional staff members per 1.000 weighted 

pupiIs. 

8. Equalized valuation per pupil--rn residence (average 

daily enrollment). 

9. Equalized school tax rate on real property. 

He concluded that, 

In contrast to reports made in several recent 
innovation studies, that no significant relation
ship seemed to exist between financial factors 
and the introduction of educational innovations 
into public school districts, this study found 
that a significant relationship did exist between 
selected financial factors and the number and 
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time of introduction of twenty-six selected 
educational innovations in New Jersey public 
school districts,19 

20 Carswell concluded in part that? the professional 

personnel closest to the frontier in school are the most 

influential in the adoption of innovations (principal, 

superintendent, and teachers); innovations once introduced 

tend to remain in the schools; there are few organized 

research projects connected with innovation study. She 

also found that the shortage of funds was a major reason 

given for not adopting innovations in the elementary schools 

of Arizona, 

Summary of Related Literature 

The research and literature reviewed in this study 

concerned with innovations dealt to a large extent with 

explanations and descriptions of what was done to bring 

educational change about. There was an emphasis on 

the classroom equipment and atmosphere for learning to a 

large extent. Much of the literature reviewed tended to 

substantiate the observation of Gerberic'n who wrote that 

19. William F. Breivogel, "The Relationship of 
Selected Variables to the Introduction of Educational 
Innovations in New Jersey Public School Districts," 
Dissertation Abstracts, Vol. 28, No. 5, November, 1967, 
University Microfilms, Inc.,, p. 1643-A. 

20, Evelyn Medicus Carswell, "Trends in Educa
tional Innovation in Arizona Elementary Schools Between 
1960 and 1966" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, The 
University of Arizona, Tucson, 1968), p. 139. 
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"there is a real need for evaluative studies of new pro

grams in order to obtain evidence about their effective-

.,21 
ness ," 

There appeared to be lack of agreement regarding 

how various items such as size and wealth of school dis

tricts, school enrollment, staff-pupil ratios, and teacher 

salaries affected innovations. 

The literature reviewed tended to add positive 

credence to the value of teacher and administrator visita

tions for purposes of observing innovations in actual use; 

that a new approach to common educational problems in the 

classroom had peripheral benefits such as increased interest 

and participation of students; that the teacher was of 

utmost importance in using new innovational methods; and 

that administrators were major change agents in school 

programs. 

Presentation of the Study 

The present study has been organized into five 

chapters as follows; Chapter I introduces the problem, 

states the null hypotheses, and reviews related literature. 

Chapter II presents the research method and procedures used 

in the study. Chapter 111 reports the substantive findings 

of the study as to questionnaire data, and reports the 

statistical tests of the hypotheses. Chapter IV presents 

21. Gerberich, loc. cit. 



the findings of the personal interviews conducted with th 

high school administrators following the questionnaire 

returns. Chapter V presents the summary and conclusions 

suggested by the findings of the study, Specific recom

mendations of items for inclusion in a school policy 

relative to educational innovations are also included. 



CHAPTER II 

RESEARCH METHOD AND PROCEDURE 

This chapter is concerned with the research method 

and procedures used throughout this study, 

A list of forty-one variables relating to the 

continuation or abandonment of educational innovations was 

developed and synthesized from the literature, Numerous 

faculty members in the Colleges of Education and Agricul

ture at The University of Arizona assisted with developing 

and synthesizing the list, 

T'ne Advisory Committee. 

An advisory committee of ten professional educators 

was selected to identify the most appropriate variables for 

study. Selection of the advisory committee members was 

based on geographic distribution throughout the country, 

major field of interest within education, and identifica

tion with innovational practices in secondary schools. The 

filial committee was selected by the researcher with the 

assistance of the major adviser. 

The synthesized list entitled "Significant Variables 

Relative to the Continuation or Abandonment of Educational 

Innovations in Public High Schools" was mailed to the ten 

advisory committee members on July 31, 1968 along with a 

18 



letter of explanation-*" The advisory committee members 

were asked to rank on a five-point scale the appropriate

ness of variables for testing in this study. Seven lists 

were returned prior to August 27, 1968 at which time a 

follow-up request was made to the three remaining advisory 

committee members. As a resuLt of this follow-up letter 

two additional responses were received,. 

The nine members of the advisory committee who 

ranked the variables as to appropriateness for testing in 

this study we res 

1. Dr. R, K. Bent, Professor of Education, The 

University of Arkansas,, 

2. Dr, James E. Christiansen, Associate Professor of 

Agricultural Education, Texas A & M University, 

3. Dr. Marion G. Donaldson, Vice President for 

Academic Affairs, Phoenix College. 

4. Dr. Charles C, Drawbaugh, Professor of Vocational-

Technical Education, Rutgers University, 

5. Dr. Frank H. Gladen, Assistant Professor of 

Education, C'nico State College. 

6. Dx. Jerald Reece, Professor of Education, The 

University of Arizona, 

7. Dr. George Smith, Superintendent, Mesa High School 

District, Mesa, Arizona, 

1. See Appendices A, B, and C for copies of the 
list of variables and the cover letters sent. 
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8. Dr, Bob E. Taylor, Director, Center for Vocational 

and Technical Education, Ohio State University. 

9, Mr, Russell Vlaanderen, State Department of Public 

Instruction, Colorado. 

The Selection of Variables 

The selection of variables was founded on a 

cumulative rank-order which was calculated from responses 

on the five-point rating scale. In determining the number 

of variables to include for testing in this study the top 

quartile on the combined ratings was used, This included 

nine variables. In addition, it was found that only one 

rating of "2" (5 was considered very appropriate, and 1 not 

appropriate) was given for all nine variables selected. 

All other ratings were "3" or higher. Ratings of "5" were 

also given the nine variables selected for testing in the 

high schools by fifty per cent or more of the advisory 

committee members in each case, 

The variables considered by the advisory committee 

had been divided into five major categories, specifically; 

developing the innovation, adopting or authorizing the 

innovation, conducting the innovational practice, evaluating 

the innovation, and modifying and continuing the innova

tion. The variables selected as most appropriate for 

testing in this study, and receiving the highest cumulative 

rank-order were all from the categories of developing the 



innovation, adopting or authorizing the innovation, and 

evaluating the innovation. 

The variables considered most appropriate for 

testing were as follows^ 

1. Specific educational needs of students were con

sidered in developing and authorizing the innova

tion , 

2. An analysis of the school objectives, which the 

innovation complemented, was made prior to develop

ing and adopting the innovation. 

3. Numerous teachers were involved in developing the 

innovation. 

4. Consultant service by university personnel or 

other specialists was provided during the develop

mental and evaluation phases of the innovation. 

5. Criteria for evaluating the innovation were estab

lished prior to the adoption of it. 

6. Acceptance by the board of education was received 

prior to the decision to authorize the innovation. 

7. Objectives as stated for adopting the innovational 

practice were analyzed following the actual use of 

the innovation. 

8. Students involved in the innovation were given the 

opportunity to react to it. 

9. Statistical analyses were used to assist in 

evaluating the results of the innovation. 
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The Selection and Classification of High Schools 

There were seventy-six North Central Association 

member high schools in Arizona that reported the adoption 

2 
of one or more innovations according to the Cawelti study, 

If the school had reported one or more innovations as "Have 

tried but abandoned," it became an "abandoning" school for 

purposes of this study. It should be pointed out that the 

number of innovations abandoned ranged from one to three per 

school. 

High schools reporting innovations as either "Fully 

implemented and operating," or "Being tried on limited 

basis," on the Cawelti scale were categorized as "continu

ing." The number of innovations continued in these schools 

ranged from one to fifteen. As a result the value of n for 

"continuing" schools is larger than for "abandoning" 

schools in later calculations. 

Forty-five high schools that served as sources of 

data for this study continued innovations, and thirty-one 

high schools abandoned one or more innovations, 

The Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was devised to obtain information 

from selected school administrators concerning the degree 

to which innovational variables had been applied. The nine 

variables had been selected on the basis of the advisory 

2. Cawelti, loc. cit. 
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committee recommendations. They were incorporated into the 

questionnaire entitled, "The Retention or Abandonment of 

3 
Educational Innovations in Selected Arizona High Schools." 

This questionnaire included a five-point scale for checking 

the degree to which the principal, or other person involved 

with the innovation, considered the practice had been 

applied in their school with regard to specific innovations. 

The five-point scale ranged from "1" which was "Very 

Extensive," to "5" which was "Not At All," Provision was 

made for listing at the top of each questionnaire the 

particular innovation reported previously in the Cawelti 

study. There was also space provided for the school name, 

date of completion of the questionnaire, and the signature 

of the person completing the questionnaire. Provision for 

a check mark was made to answer the question, "Is the 

innovation currently being used?** 

An explanatory cover letter addressed to the 

principal of the high school described briefly the purpose 

of the study, how their school was identified as "continu

ing" or "abandoning," and the name of the person who 

actually signed the Cawelti scale. Further, the innova

tions reported in his study were listed on the cover 

letter. 

3. See Appendices D, E, F, and G for copies of the 
questionnaire, cover letters, and the follow-up letter 
used. 



One questionnaire for each innovation was mailed 

with a cover letter and a stamped return envelope. This 

mailing was made on October 8, 1968 to thirty-one high 

schools that had abandoned one or more innovations, and to 

forty-five high schools that had continued one or more 

innovations. By October 31, 1968 usable responses were 

received from twenty of the thirty-one "abandoning" schools. 

This represented a sixty-five per cent return„ Question

naires received from the "continuing" high schools numbered 

twenty-six of the forty-five originally mailed. This repre

sented a fifty-eight per cent return. 

All school administrators who had not responded to 

the original request were mailed a follow up letter on 

October 31, 1968 encouraging their cooperation. As a result 

of the follow-up letter one additional "abandoning" school 

questionnaire was received. This represented a sixty-eight 

per cent return from these high schools, as twenty-one of 

thirty-one school administrators reported. Responses from 

the high schools in the "continuing" category were increased 

from twenty-six to thirty-seven out of forty-five, bringing 

the per cent of return to eighty-two. The overall return 

from both categories was therefore fifty-eight of seventy-

six possible returns, or seventy-six per cent. November 25, 

1968 was used as the cut-off date after which no additional 
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returns were used.^ These questionnaires provided the data 

necessary to test for significant differences between the 

"continuing" and "abandoning" schools in the use of the 

nine variables. 

The Interviews 

Personal interviews were conducted to determine 

administrators' reactions relative to the manner in which 

variables seLected for study had been used in their high 

schools. A personal interview form composed of thirty-

four questions was developed to guide the interviews held 

with the school administrators.^ Nine of these questions 

(one for each variable under study) were identical and 

posed the question, "How important do you think this 

variable is for developing innovations?" 

The following procedure was used to determine which 

schools would be involved for conducting personal inter

views. The high schools were numbered according to the 

date of return of the questionnaires. When more than one 

reply was received on the same day, the schools were 

numbered according to alphabetical order, Following the. 

listing of schools in both the "continuing" and "abandoning?" 

categories, five schools were selected from each category 

4. See Appendix H for a list of high schools from 
which administrators provided the usable data. 

5. See Appendix 1 for a copy of the Personal Inter
view Form used. 
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for the purpose of planning the personal interviews. A 

random numbers table was used to select the schools, after 

which the administrators were contacted to establish the 

time and place of the interviews,^ Permission was secured 

from the administrators for taping the interview sessions. 

Before each interview it was explained that the 

purpose was to secure narrative replies from them concern

ing the manner in which the variables selected for study 

were used in their schools. The results o£ the Cawelti 

study completed two years previously were explained in each 

case, and the mean raLings the administrator had given the 

specific variables on the recently completed questionnaires 

were made available. Those interviewed were assured that 

they would receive a copy of the abstract oE the completed 

study, and that neither they nor their comments would be 

ident if i ed. 

The taped interviews were typed with the resulting 

texts studied, and summarizing statements of the key 

responses compiled. This list of key replies was further 

studied to determine wherein two or more administrators 

agreed or where particularly divergent remarks were made. 

A number was arbitrarily assigned to each administrator's 

comments to assist in the analysis. This information 

served as the source of data presented in Chapter IV of 

6. W. James Pop'nam, Educational Statistics (New 
York: Harper and Row, Publishers^ 196/,), pp. 381 -385. 
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the study, and assisted in making recommendations in the 

final chapter. 



CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 

The present chapter is concerned with the question

naire data from Arizona high school administrators or the 

individuals within the school system designated by the 

administrator to provide the information 

The data presented were based upon the returns from 

thirty-seven of forty-five high schools in the "continuing" 

category, this being an eighty-two per cent return. The 

responses reported per variable ranged from one to eleven 

depending on the number of innovations that had been 

"continued" in the particular school. The total responses 

per variable varied from 135 to 147. Table 1 shows 

administrator ratings on the nine variables. 

In the "abandoning" category the data were based 

upon the returns of twenty-one of thirty-one high schools. 

This was a sixty-eight per cent return. The responses per 

variable ranged from one to three depending on the number 

of innovations that had been "abandoned" in the particular 

school. The total responses per variable varied from 

twenty-four to twenty-six. These data are shown in Table 2. 

The questionnaire used for collecting the data pro

vided a five-point scale ranging from "1" (Very Extensive) 

28 
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Table 1. Administrator Ratings of the Degree to Which 
Educational innovation Variables had been Applied 
in Their Schools (Continuing Schools), 

, - Ratings 

Ve ry 
Extens ive 

No t 
At Ail 

Selected Variables 1 2 3 4 5 To tal 

1. Specific educational needs of 
students were considered in 
developing and authorizing the 
innovation 79 57 8 3 0 147 

2. An analysis of the school 
objectives, which the innova
tion complemented, was made 
prior to developing and 
adopting the innovation 59 66 14 3 2 144 

3. Numerous teachers were 
involved in developing the 
innovation 37 35 49 16 7 144 

4. Consultant service by univer
sity personnel or other 
specialists was provided 
during the developmental and 
evaluation phase of the 
innovation 21 30 19 26 43 139 

5. Criteria for evaluating the 
innovation were established 
prior to the adoption of it 31 39 42 12 17 141 

6. Acceptance by the board of 
education was received prior 
to the decision to authorize 
the innovation 8 7 23 5 4 17 136 

7. Objectives as stated for 
adopting the innovational 
practice were analyzed 
following the actual use of 
the innovation 35 56 39 7 4 141 
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Table 1.--Continued 

8. Students involved in the 
innovation were given the 
opportunity to react to it 52 33 36 6 14 141 

9, Statistical analyses were 
used to assist in evaluating 
the results of the innova
tion 27 19 33 27 29 135 
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Table 2, Administrator Ratings of the Degree to Which 
Educational Innovation Variables had been Applied 
in Their Schools (Abandoning Schools). 

Ratings 

Very Not 
Extensive At All 

Selected Variables 12 3 4 5 Total 

1. Specific educational needs of 
students were considered in 
developing and authorizing the 
innovation 7 13 5 0 0 25 

2. An analysis of the school 
objectives, which the innova
tion complemented, was made 
prior to developing and 
adopting the innovation 7 8 9 11 26 

3. Numerous teachers were 
involved in developing the 
innovation 1 7 14 3 1 26 

4. Consultant service by univer
sity personnel or other 
specialists was provided 
during the developmental and 
evaluation phase of the 
innovation 3 5 4 2 10 24 

5. Criteria for evaluating the 
innovation were established 
prior to the adoption of it 3 8 8 3 3 25 

6. Acceptance by the board of 
education was received prior 
to the decision to authorize 
the innovation 14 6 1 2 2 25 

7. Objectives as stated for 
adopting the innovational 
practice were analyzed 
following the actual use 
of the innovation 3 9 9 2 1 24 
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Table 2.--Continued 

8 , Students involved in the 
innovation were given the . 
opportunity to react to it 7 8 7 3 0 25 

9o Statistical analyses were 
used to assist in evaluating 
the results of the innova
tion 5 4 2 7 7 25 
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to "5" (Not At All) for checking the degree to which the 

principal, or other person involved with the innovation, 

considered the practice had been applied in their school 

with a specific innovation. 

Table 1 presents administrator ratings concerning 

the degree to which innovational variables had been 

applied in their schools. This table presents ratings from 

administrators in "continuing" category schools only, The 

total number of ratings is larger than the number of schools 

in the "continuing" category because more than one innova

tion was reported from each school. Table 2 presents 

administrator ratings of the degree to which innovational 

variables had been applied in "abandoning" category schools. 

The number of innovations abandoned was less than the 

number continued due to fewer schools in the category and 

fewer innovations being abandoned. The questionnaire used 

for gathering data for the above tables can be seen in 

Appendix G. 

Table 3 presents data from both categories of 

schools and includes mean values, variances for each group 

of data, F ratios, mean differences, and t value calcula

tions. The data in this table were used to compute the 

tests of significant differences which are to follow. 



Table 3, A Comparison of Innovational Variables for Continuing and Abandoning 
Categories of Selected Arizona High Schools. 

Variable 
— 1 l hi 11 : 

11 X 
-  ' *  7 -  "  

s F Ra t i o X Diff. t value 

1 Continuing 147 1,5578 0.4811 1.0253 0.3622 2.409 8" 
Abandoning 25 1.9200 0.4933 

2 Continuing 144 1.7708 0.6673 1.6253 0,4984 2.7429" 
Abandoning 26 2.2692 1.0846 

3 Continuing 144 2.4513 1.2843 1.8468 0 c 3 948 1.6958 
Abandoning 26 2,8461 0,6954 

4 Continuing 139 3 .2877 2,1774 1.0773 0.1706 0.5199 
Abandoning 24 3.4583 2.3459 

5 Continuing 141 2.6099 1.5824 1.1170 0.1901 0.7027 
Abandoning 25 2.8000 1.4166 

6 Continuing 136 1.8308 1,9044 1.1246 0.0492 0.1651 
Abandoning 25 1,8800 1.6933 

7 Continuing 141 2.2127 0 c 9400 1.0155 0.3289 1,5340 
Abandoning 24 2 a 5416 0.9546 

8 Continuing 141 2.2695 1,6268 1.5897 0.0295 0.1095 
Abandoning 25 2,2400 1.0233 

9 Continuing 135 3.0888 2.0069 1.1842 0.1912 0.6144 
Abandoning 25 3.2800 2.3766 

"Significant at the .05 level. 



Relative Use of Variables 

Table 3 shows a similarity in the use or applica

tion of selected variables between "continuing" and 

"abandoning" categories of schools. This is indicated by 

the means of each variable shown in the table. The mean 

values tended to be quite similar in both the "continuing" 

and "abandoning" categories for a specific variable. As an 

example variable number six, "Acceptance by the board of 

education was received prior to the decision to authorize 

the innovation," had mean values of 1.8308 for "continuing" 

category schools and 1.8800 for "abandoning" category 

schools. When these means are contrasted with means of 

variable number nine, "Statistical analyses were used to 

assist in evaluating the results of the innovation," 3.0888 

and 3.2800, it can be observed that these two variables 

were rated similarly by administrators in both the "con

tinuing" and "abandoning" categories of schools. 

The comparatively small mean differences for each 

of the other variables can be noted in Table 3. Variable 

number two had the largest mean difference (.4984) found 

among all variables tested.. 

Another pattern indicating similar use of the 

various variables in Arizona high schools, regardless of 

whether the schools were in the "continuing" or "abandoning" 

categories, is evident. For example, the mean values of 

ratings for variable number four, "Numerous teachers were 
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involved in developing the innovation," and nine, 

"Statistical analyses were used to assist in evaluating 

the results of the innovation," were all greater than 

three. In contrast the mean values of ratings for variables 

number one, "Specific educational needs of students were 

considered in developing and authorizing the innovation," 

and six, "Acceptance by the board of education was" received 

prior to the decision to authorize the innovation," were 

all greater than one, but less than two'. This indicates 

that the ratings given by the administrators varied more 

between variables than between the "continuing" and 

"abandoning" categories of schools for a specific variable. 

In only one case was the mean of the "abandoning" 

category smaller (indicating it was used more extensively) 

than the "continuing" category schools. This variable was 

the eighth one, "Students involved in the innovation were 

given the opportunity to react to it." 

A general indication of the importance placed upon 

the use of variables by school administrators is shown by 

the numerical value of the mean. These values were smaller 

than three in most cases. Two exceptions were variables 

number four and nine, which were concerned with consultant 

services and statistical analyses. 
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Tests of Significant Differences 

Statistical tests of the nul1 'hypotheses based on 

the questionnaire data were computed using the F test for 

homogeneity of variance. The variances were considered 

homogeneous, using a one-tailed F table and doubling the 

probability to two per cent.'" Considering the variances 

homogeneous assisted in selecting the pooled variance 

formula for the _t test as follows*^ 

t . *1 " *2 

V IT.*i2 + Z* 

nl + n2 " 

The _t test was used to determine whether the mean 

ratings of the two categories, "continuing" and "abandon

ing," were significantly different. In cases where 

significance was determined at the .05 level, confidence 

intervals were calculated. Table 3 shows the t values 

computed for each of the variables tested. This table also 

contains the data referred to in the discussion of indi

vidual variables. An analysis of the data for each of the 

nine variables follows. 

1. Popham, op. cit., p. 399. 
^ 

2 . Ibid., p. 145. 



Specific Educational Needs of Students 

Variable number one was, "Spec ific educational 

needs of students were considered in developing and 

authorizing the innovation." The mean difference between 

"continuing" and "abandoning" schools was 0.3622 for this 

variable. With a Jt value calculation of 2,4098, the null 

hypothesis that, "There is no significant difference between 

schools that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to considering specific 

educational needs of students in developing and authorizing 

innovations," could be rejected. 

Confidence intervals calculated at the ,05 level 

were 0.0676 and 0.6565. With a mean difference of 0,3622 

arising from the original data there was an indication that 

the above confidence intervals, if used with similar 

statistical treatment, would contain the true population 

mean difference ninety-five per cent of the time. 

Analysis of the School Objectives 

The number two variable tested was, "An analysis of 

the school objectives, which the innovation complemented, 

was made prior to developing and adopting the innovation." 

This variable had the largest mean difference (0.4984) 
i 

betwee-n the "continuing" and "abandoning" categories found 

in this study. With a _t value of 2.7429 the null hypothesis 

that, "There is no significant difference between schools 
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that continued and schools that abandoned educational inno

vations relative to analyzing the school objectives, which 

the innovations complemented, prior to developing and 

adopting the innovations." could be rejected, 

The result yields ninety-five per cent confidence 

limits of 0.1423 and 0,8545. 

' Teacher Involvement 

Variable number three was, "Numerous teachers were 

involved in developing the innovation," The mean difference 

between the "continuing" and "abandoning" data for this 

variable was 0.3948, which represented t'ne second highest 

difference in this study of nine variables, 

Based on calculation using the pooled variance t 

model which yielded a value of 1.6958 the null hypothesis 

that, "There is no significant difference between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to involving teachers in developing 

the innovations," was tenable. 

Consultant Service 

"Consultant service by university personnel or other 

specialists was provided during the developmental and 

evaluation phases of the innovation," was the fourth 

variable tested in this study. A mean difference of 0.1706 

was calculated between the "continuing" and "abandoning" 

categories of schools relative to this variable. The 
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computed t. value of 0.5199 was not great enough to be 

significant, and the null hypothesis that, "There is no 

significant difference between schools that continued and 

schools that abandoned educational innovations relative to 

providing consultant service by university personnel or 

other specialists during the developmental and evaluation 

phases of the innovations," was considered tenable. 

Criteria for Evaluating 

Variable number five was, "Criteria for evaluating 

the innovation were established prior to the adoption of 

it." The mean difference was 0.1901 between the "continu

ing" and "abandoning" categories data for this variable. 

Calculation with the t test yielded a value of 0.7027, and 

the null hypothesis that, "There is no significant 

difference between schools that continued and schools that 

abandoned education innovations relative to establishing 

criteria for evaluating the innovations prior to adoption 

of them" appeared to be tenable. 

Acceptance by the Board of Education 

Variable number six was, "Acceptance by the board 

of education was received prior to the decision to author

ize the innovation," A small mean difference (0.0492) was 

found between the ratings for this variable. The t test 

value of 0.1651 was not great enough to be considered 

significant, and therefore the null hypothesis that, "There 
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is no significant difference between schools that continued 

and schools that abandoned educational innovations relative 

to receiving acceptance by the board of education prior to 

the decision to authorize the innovations," was tenable. 

Analysis of the Objectives 

"Objectives as stated for adopting the innovational 

practice were analyzed following the actual use of the 

innovation," was studied as variable number seven, A mean 

difference of 0.3289 was found between the two categories 

of schools. Calculation of the pooled t. model test of 

1.5340 indicated that the null hypothesis, "There is no 

significant difference between schools that continued and 

schools that abandoned educational innovations relative to 

analyzing the objectives as stated for adopting the 

innovational practices following the actual us of the 

innovations," was tenable. 

Student Involvement 

Variable number eight was, "Students involved in 

the innovation were given the opportunity to react to it." 

A mean difference of 0.0295 was found between the "con

tinuing" and "abandoning" categories of schools. The mean 

value in this case was larger (toward the "Not At All" end 

of the scale) for the "continuing" schools category. In 

all other cases the "abandoning" schools had the larger 

mean values. 
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Based on a t test calculation of 0.1095 the null 

hypothesis that, "There is no significant difference 

between schools that continued and schools that abandoned 

educational innovations relative to giving students 

involved with the innovations the opportunity to react to 

them," was tenable, 

Statistical Analysis 

The ninth variable tested in this study was, 

"Statistical analyses were used to assist in evaluating the 

results of the innovation." The mean difference was 0.1912 

between the "continuing" and "abandoning" categories of 

schools. The _t test calculated was 0,6114 which was not 

significant, and the null hypothesis that, "There is no 

significant difference between schools that continued and 

schools that abandoned educational innovations relative to 

using statistical analyses in evaluating the results of the 

innovations," was tenable. 

All variables tested in this chapter appeared to 

have been used widely in both the "continuing" and 

"abandoning" categories of schools. Tests of the null 

hypotheses relative to significant differences between 

schools that continued and schools that abandoned educa

tional innovations relative to selected variables, were 

rejected in only two cases. These variables were concerned 

with specific educational needs of students, and analysis 
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of school objectives. Null hypotheses relative to the 

other seven variables tested were considered tenable. 

In order to ascertain school administrators' 

reactions to the utilization and application of the 

selected variables in their schools, and the importance 

they attached to the various variables, personal interviews 

were conducted. The next chapter presents the data from 

the s e in te rv i ews . 



CHAPTER TV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEW DATA 

This chapter presents condensed remarks received 

from administrators in response to questions posed during 

the personal interviews. These interviews were conducted 

following the return of the questionnaires. The adminis

trators were randomly selected from among those responding 

to the questionnaires, five from "continuing" schools and 

five from "abandoning" schools. A more complete record of 

the condensed replies can be found in Appendix J. 

A series of questions were composed to aid in 

directing the interviews toward the nine specific variables, 

to determine how the variables were actually used or 

applied in the schools, and to determine how important 

administrators thought the specific variables were.^ 

Specific Educational Needs of Students 

Variable number one under consideration in this 

study was, "Specific educational needs of students were 

considered in developing and authorizing the innovation." 

Three questions were asked of the administrators relative 

to this variable. The first question was, "In what ways 

1. See Appendix I for a copy of the personal 
interview form used. 

44 
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were specific educational needs of students considered in 

relation to these innovations?" 

Two administrators from schools identified as 

"continuing" replied that the ethnic and bi-lingual back

ground of the students composing the student body were 

considered in relation to the innovations,. 

Two administrators of schools identified as 

"abandoning" replied that the socio-economic level of 

students composing the student body was considered in rela

tion to innovations. One administrator in this category 

replied that specific needs of students were not the main 

concern in his school relative to innovations. 

The second question asked the administrators 

relative to variable number one was, "How were educational 

needs of students determined?" All five administrators in 

schools of the "continuing" category replied that various 

test results were used to determine educational needs of 

their students. Two administrators replied that a study 

of the drop-out rates assisted in determining educational 

needs of students, and two said that teacher and counselor 

observations of students were used to determine their 

educational needs. 

Four administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category (all of those responding directly to the question) 

said that various test results were used to determine 

educational needs of students. Three administrators in 
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this category stated that teacher, counselor, and adminis

trator observations, experiences, and judgments were used 

to determine educational needs. 

The third and last question asked the adminis

trators relative to variable number one was, "How important 

do you think this variable is for developing innovations?" 

In reply to this question all ten administrators from both 

"continuing" and "abandoning" categories of schools stated 

that this variable was very important. One administrator 

replied that it was very important but added, "Student 

needs were of indirect concern here, however." 

Two areas of difference existed between "continuing" 

and "abandoning" school administrators relative to the first 

variable. Two administrators in the "continuing" category 

of schools said drop-out rates of students assisted in 

determining educational needs of their students, while the 

administrator of one school in the "abandoning" category 

said that student needs we're not the main concern in his 

school relative to developing innovations. 

Two areas of agreement existed in the replies to 

questions posed relative to the first variable in that 

nearly all administrators from schools in both categories 

declared that various test results were used to determine 

educational needs of students, and that all administrators 

said this variable was very important in developing 

innovations. 
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Analysis of the School Objectives 

Variable number two under consideration was, "An 

analysis of school objectives, which the innovation comple

mented, was made prior to developing and adopting the 

innovation." Four questions were asked the administrators 

relative to this variable, The first question read, "Were 

the school objectives clearly identified and available to 

the personnel involved with developing the innovations?" 

Three administrators from schools identified as 

"continuing" replied with a direct "yes" to the question. 

The other two people in this category were less direct in 

their replies. One said the school objectives were under

stood by the people involved, but were not written down; 

and the other stated he was not sure that the school had a 

statement of school objectives. 

Of the administrators in the "abandoning" category 

four of the five replied "yes" to this question. The other 

respondent stated that little time was spent on school 

obj ectives. 

The second question posed relative to this variable 

was, "How did the people involved with the innovation use 

these objectives?" Four administrators in the "continuing" 

category responded that objectives were used as guidelines 

to assist in determining how new programs fit into the 

total school program, for discussion sessions of the 



48 

faculty relative to innovations, and for developing 

innovations. 

Two administrators from the "abandoning" category 

of schools responded similarly to those in the "continuing" 

category by stating that objectives were used as general 

guidelines in their schools. One administrator replied 

that little time was spent with school objectives relative 

to innovations, and another asserted he could not say 

specifically how people involved with innovations used the 

school objectives. 

The third question asked was, "In what ways did 

the innovations help meet the school objectives?" Three 

administrators from schools in the "continuing" category 

replied that the innovations helped them meet the indi

vidual needs of students, and this, in turn, was consistent 

with school objectives. Likewise, two administrators from 

the "abandoning" category of schools replied that innova

tions helped meet individual student needs. 

The last question relative to variable number two 

was, "How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations?" One administrator from a school 

in the "continuing" category said it was extremely impor

tant. Four other administrators from schools in this 

category said the variable was important. Two adminis

trators of schools identified as "abandoning" said this 

variable was very important, two others said it was 
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important, and one replied he did not think this variable 

was very important. 

One area of considerable difference in replies 

existed between the administrators of "continuing" and the 

administrators of "abandoning" schools relative to the 

second variable. More administrators from "continuing" 

category schools claimed school objectives were used as 

guidelines for developing innovations, Also, two adminis

trators of "abandoning" schools did not reply directly to 

the question, "In what ways did the innovations help meet 

the school objectives?" One administrator of an "abandon

ing" category school said he did not think variable number 

two was important; all others of both categories said it 

was important. 

Similar replies were made by administrators of 

schools from both categories relative to school objectives 

being clearly identified and available to personnel involved 

with developing innovations. In addition, innovations 

helped meet school objectives due to the assistance these 

gave to individual students. 

Teacher Involvement 

Variable number three under study was, "Numerous 

teachers were involved in developing the innovation." 

Five questions relative to this variable were asked the 

administrators. The first question was, "How many teachers 
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were involved in developing the innovations?" Two adminis

trators of schools in the "continuing" category replied 

that all teachers in the school were involved in developing 

an innovation. Three replied that teachers in a specific 

department were generally involved, while one administrator 

added that in some instances faculty did not play a part in 

developing innovations. 

In the "abandoning" category of schools one adminis

trator replied that all teachers in. the school were involved 

with developing innovations. Foiar administrators replied 

that teachers in a specific department had been involved in 

developing innovations, One of these latter replies 

referred to a large school system in which two hundred 

teachers in a specific subject matter department had been 

involved. 

The second question asked of the administrators 

relative to variable number three read, "What was the total 

number of teachers in the department involved, or in the 

school as a whole?" One administrator of a school in the 

"continuing" category claimed that all ten faculty members 

in the school had been involved with innovations. Four 

administrators said sixty to one hundred per cent of the 

teachers in the department concerned had been involved in 

developing innovations. 

One administrator of a school in the "abandoning" 

category said all faculty members had been involved. He 
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was referring to a faculty of approximately one hundred. 

Four administrators in this category said nearly all of the 

teachers in a department had been involved with developing 

innovations. Four to twenty-five teachers participated in 

these cases. 

Que stion number three relative to variable three 

was, "How were teachers actually involved in developing the 

innovations?" Two administrators of schools in the 

"continuing" category replied that the teachers actually 

did the planning, developing, and securing of the necessary 

materials. Two responded that teachers had been involved 

through summer workshops or other employment during the 

summer months to develop the innovations» 

Two administrators from schools in the "abandoning" 

category said teachers had been involved from the beginning 

and they had planned, developed, and carried out the 

innovations. Two administrators replied that teacher 

involvement was based on the teachers' interest in the 

particular innovation. 

The fourth question, asked administrators relative 

to variable number three was, "How were these teachers 

selected?" Three administrators of schools in the "con

tinuing" category replied that the selection of teachers 

was based on either the teacher's interest in the subject 

matter area involved or the teacher's willingness to 

volunteer for work with an innovative program. Two 



52 

additional comments from the "continuing" school adminis

trators indicated that the department head or an 

administrator determined the selection of teachers for 

involvement with innovations. 

All five administrators of schools in the "abandon

ing" category said selection of teachers for working with 

the innovation was based on individual teacher interest or 

the particular department in which they happened to teach. 

The last question relative to variable number three 

was, "How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations?" Four administrators of schools in 

the "continuing" category said involvement of numerous 

faculty was either "very important" or "important." They 

claimed that teacher involvement assisted with school 

communications, motivation and cooperation of people, self-

evaluation of teaching, and the use and application of new 

innovations. One administrator of a school in the "con

tinuing" category indicated that as many teachers as 

possible in the same department should be involved, but to 

involve faculty from a different department would be 

wrong. 

Four administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said teacher involvement was important to the 

success of innovations. 

The responses to questions asked relative to 

variable number three appeared to have numerous similarities 
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between the "continuing" and "abandoning" category 

responses. Those teachers in a specific department were 

most often mentioned as the ones involved in developing 

innovations. According to the responses of administrators 

in both categories of schools, the teachers had done Lhe 
* 

work involved with developing innovations, and these 

teachers seemed to have been selected to work with planning 

and developing an innovation on the basis of their indi

vidual interest in the innovation and their willingness to 

work with it. Nearly all administrators from both cate

gories felt that involving numerous teachers in developing 

an innovation was an important variable. 

Consultant Services 

Variable number four was, "Consultant service by 

university or other specialists was provided during the 

developmental and evaluation phase of the innovation." 

Four questions were asked the administrators concerning 

this variable. The first question was, "What consultant 

service was provided during these phases of the innova

tion?" Two administrators of schools in the "continuing" 

category said assistance from universities, state depart

ment personnel, or a federally financed education center 

had been used to provide assistance. They did not say 

representatives of these agencies had been paid for 

services rendered. Three administrators of schools in the 
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"continuing" category said no hired consultants had been 

provided while developing or evaluating innovations; how

ever, each of these people gave credit to non-paid repre

sentatives of commercial companies and universities. 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category avowed consultant service had been provided them. 

The consultants were secured from school districts, 

universities, commercial companies, and national organiza

tions. Two administrators of schools from this same 

category stated that very little or no consultant service 

had been provided. 

The second question put to administrators was, 

"Did you seek any consultant service from universities or 

other sources?" Two administrators of schools in the 

"continuing" category said "yes" and added that they had 

received consultant service. Two administrators did not 

seek consultant service, and one did not feel it was 

necessary to secure paid consultants. 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said they sought and had received consultant 

service. Two administrators of schools in this category 

had not sought consultant service. 

The third question asked was, "If you used con

sultants, do you think they provided a real service? In 

what ways?" Two administrators of schools in the "con

tinuing" category said "yes." Consultants had helped in 
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guiding the use of federal funds, in developing special 

programs, and in determining the best programs for the 

local school following an evaluation of the local situa

tion. One administrator said non-paid consultants had 

helped him locate schools in which innovations could be 

observed. 

Two administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category replied positively to the question, and added that 

consultants had provided a service by virtue of their 

experience in a particular field, and in setting up, 

organizing, and directing the innovation. One adminis

trator who said "yes" claimed the use of consultants 

depended on abilities of the individual consulted. 

The fourth question asked relative to variable 

number four was, "How important do you think this variable 

is for developing innovations?" Two administrators of 

schools in the "continuing" category said consultant 

service was important and that it was needed. One adminis

trator in this category qualified his reply by adding, "if 

the consultants are qualified and up to date." Another 

administrator said it was a matter of funds, while another 

said consultant service was "not as important as some of 

the other variables." 

Two administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said this was an important variable, while three 
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administrators claimed it depended on the personality and 

interests of the consultant. 

Replies of administrators relative to this variable, 

which was concerned with the use of consultant service in 

developing and evaluating innovations, were divided on 

nearly each response given. Opinions were mixed relative 

to the questions asked in both categories of schools. 

These mixed replies were consistent with the relatively low 

usage ratings given this variable on the questionnaires 

described in Chapter III. 

Criteria for Evaluating 

Variable number five tested in this study was, 

"Criteria for evaluating the innovation were established 

prior to the adoption of it." Five questions were asked 

the school administrators. The first question was, "How 

were criteria for evaluating the innovations established?" 

Two administrators of schools in the "continuing" category 

replied that faculty and administration had established the 

criteria for evaluation. One of these respondents claimed 

standardized test results had been used to establish 

criteria for evaluation. Three administrators of schools 

in this category were indefinite and said that very few 

criteria had been established prior to adopting innova

tions-, criteria which had been established varied with the 
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innovation, or criteria for evaluation had been established 

only in some areas. 

One administrator of a school in the "abandoning" 

category said a research person on the school district's 

staff found a "measuring stick" to use both before and after 

the innovation. One administrator in this category avowed 

that objectives, test results, and control groups were all 

used in evaluation of innovations, Three administrators 

of schools in this "abandoning" category were very indefi

nite in their replies. One of these men said they usually 

did not think much about evaluation. 

The second question asked relative to variable five 

was, "Were these criteria written down for future use?" 

One "continuing" school administrator said criteria had 

been written down in some cases, while another said very 

few were written down. The remaining three administrators 

in this category did not answer the question. 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said their criteria for evaluation were written 

down, while two administrators said they were not. 

The third question asked the administrators rela

tive to variable number five read, "Were these criteria 

understood and accepted by all people involved?" Four 

administrators of schools in the "continuing" category said 

they were; however, each qualified his answer with remarks 

such as: "to some extent," "with the exception of older 
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teachers at first," "in general," and "we failed with good 

communications later on." 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category replied positively to the question, while two 

administrators of schools in this category replied nega

tively with remarks such as "not much used," and "some 

teachers were familiar with the criteria, some were not." 

The fourth question asked administrators relative 

to variable number five was, "Were measurable criterion 

developed?" Two administrators of schools in the "con

tinuing" category responded positively to the question. 

Three administrators gave a negative reply. 

Relative to administrators of schools in the 

"abandoning" category, two gave positive replies, while 

three answered the question negatively. 

The fifth and last question concerning variable 

number five, relative to establishing criteria for evalu

ating the innovation prior to its adoption, was, "How 

important do you think this variable is for developing 

innovations?" 

Of the administrators of schools in the "con

tinuing" category one said this variable was definitely 

needed. The other four in this category were not sure this 

variable was important. At least two of these four adminis

trators said that "side effects" not established prior to 

adoption of the innovation might prove beneficial. 
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Four administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said this variable was very important or impor

tant, while one said there should be some means of evalua

tion but factors such as money make it difficult to conduct 

a good evaluation. 

Replies from administrators relative to this 

variable, which was concerned with establishing criteria 

for evaluating innovations prior to their adoption, were 

similar except for two cases. In one case three of five 

administrators of schools in the "abandoning" category 

claimed their criteria for evaluation were written, while 

two administrators of schools in the "continuing" category 

gave a qualified "yes" answer, and three did not reply to 

the question. Another case where differences in replies 

occurred was one concerned with administrators' opinions 

of the importance of the variable for developing innova

tions . While one administrator of a school in the "con

tinuing" category said this variable was definitely needed, 

four of five administrators in "abandoning" schools said 

the variable was either important or very important. 

Acceptance by the Board of Education 

Variable number six tested in this study was, 

"Acceptance by the board of education was received prior to 

the decision to authorize the innovation." Five questions 

relative to this variable were asked of the school 
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administrators. The first question asked was, "Who pre

sented the innovations to the board of education?" Three 

administrators of schools in the "continuing" category 

stated that the principal of the school presented innova

tions to the board of education. Two administrators of 

schools in this category said the superintendent presented 

innovations to the board of education. One of the latter 

administrators added, however, that most innovations had 

not been presented to the board of education as this could 

inhibit innovations. 

Four administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category replied to the question, "Who presented the 

innovations to the board of education?" Two of these said 

the superintendent presented innovations to the board of 

education, and the other two said district consultants or 

an administrative assistant to the. principal presented 

innovations to the board of education. 

The second question asked of the administrators 

relative to variable number six was, "Were the innovations 

formally approved by the board of education?" Four adminis

trators of schools in the "continuing" category replied 

affirmatively to the question. One administrator of a 

school in this category said innovations were not formally 

approved. Four administrators of schools in the "abandon

ing" category indicated formal approval was obtained, while 



61 

one said innovations were not formally approved by the 

board of education. 

The third question asked the administrators con

cerning variable number six was, "What objections did the 

board of education have to the innovations?" Two adminis

trators of schools in the "continuing" category stated 

there had been no objections raised by the board of educa

tion. Two administrators of schools in this category avowed 

that questions raised by the board of education had been 

concerned with finances, and one administrator said innova

tions were not usually presented to the board of education. 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said the board of education had no objections to 

innovations presented to them. One said that some innova

tions had been turned down by the board of education due to 

a poor job of "selling" the innovation, and one said 

finance was of concern to the board. 

The fourth question posed to administrators rela

tive to variable number six was, "Has the board of educa

tion been given a progress report on the innovations?" All 

five administrators of schools in the "continuing" category 

said the board had been given progress reports. Four 

administrators of schools in the "abandoning" category 

indicated progress reports had been given, while one claimed 

no progress report was made. 
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The fifth question posed to the administrators was, 

"How important do you think this variable is for developing 

innovations?" One administrator of a school in the "con

tinuing" category'stated the variable was "extremely 

important," and two said it was "very important." An 

additional administrator indicated that the board must be 

kept informed, and another said formal acceptance by the 

board of education was unnecessary. 

All administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category indicated the variable was important; however, 

they differed in the degree of importance they attached 

to the variable. Three replied that it was important and 

that the board should be informed. Another said board 

approval was important if it affected organization and 

finance. The other said board acceptance was important if 

the innovation was contrary to "rules and regulations." 

There were few areas where differences existed in 

the administrators' replies to questions relative to this 

variable which was concerned with acceptance by the board 

of education prior to authorizing innovations. More 

administrators of "continuing" schools than of "abandoning" 

schools said the principal presented innovations to the 

board of education. 

Areas where similar replies were noted were those 

dealing with formal approval by the board of education. 

All but two administrators said formal approval had been 



obtained. With but one exception, all administrators indi

cated progress reports had been given the board of educa

tion. Administrators indicated that acceptance by the 

board of education was important as an innovational 

variable. There was only one exception to this opinion. 

Analysis of the Objectives 

Variable number seven under investigation in this 

study was, "Objectives as stated for adopting the innova

tional practice were analyzed following the actual use of 

the innovation." The first question asked of the adminis

trators was, "How were the objectives of the innovations 

analyzed following their use?" All five administrators of 

schools in the "continuing" category responded positively 

toward analyzing the objectives of innovations, although 

one said it was difficult for him to answer the question. 

According to the administrators, individuals involved in the 

evaluation included teachers, students, people in the com

munity, and various ethnic groups as evidenced by the 

percentage voluntarily participating in special innovative 

programs. 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category responded positively regarding analyzing the 

objectives of innovations, while two said little or nothing 

had been done. Those who had helped analyze objectives 

following the use of innovations, according to 
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administrators of "abandoning" schools, included teachers, 

counselors, school district consultants, school district 

statisticians, and university consultants. 

The second question asked the administrators rela

tive to variable number seven was, "How was the consultant 

involved in evaluating the innovations?" All five adminis

trators of schools in the "continuing" category said 

consultants had not been involved in evaluating innovations. 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said consultants had helped evaluate the innova

tions, either as members of a committee for evaluation, or 

as statisticians. One administrator of a school in this 

category said the consultants had not been involved, 

The third question asked administrators relative to 

variable number seven was, "How important do you think this 

variable is for developing innovations?" Three administra

tors of schools in the "continuing" category said this 

variable was important. The other two qualified their 

responses by saying evidence can be "slanted" any way we 

want to, and that analyzing objectives depended on the 

consultants and the funds available. 

Four of the five administrators of schools in the 

"abandoning" category said that analyzing objectives of an 

innovation following its use was important. The fifth one 

did not say this variable was important. He claimed that 
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an administrator needed more "leeway" to experiment before 

setting up objectives, 

Lack of consistency in the responses by administra

tors in schools categorized as "continuing" or "abandoning" 

were found in relation to the following; more administra

tors in "abandoning" schools said they did not analyze 

objectives following the use of innovations; more 

"abandoning" school administrators said consultants 

actually helped evaluate innovations; and one more 

"abandoning" school administrator indicated this variable 

was important. 

Student Involvement 

Variable number eight tested in this study was, 

"Students involved in the innovation were given the 

opportunity to react to it." Two questions were asked the 

school administrators relative to this variable. The first 

question was, "In what ways were students involved and 

given the opportunity to react to it?" Four administrators 

of schools in the "continuing" category indicated that 

student reaction to the innovation had been noted through 

student publications, survey forms, verbal responses to 

teachers, verbal responses to counselors or administrators, 

student remarks to parents, and whether or not students 

enrolled in courses involving innovations. The other 

administrator said faculty and administration made a 
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subjective evaluation, and students had not been surveyed 

or questioned. 

Three administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category asserted students had the opportunity to react to 

the innovation. They mentioned student reactions had been 

noted through school newspapers, comments to faculty and 

administration, and discussions with the director of the 

innovation. Two of the administrators claimed students had 

very little or no chance to react to the innovations. 

The second question asked the school administrators 

relative to variable number eight was, "How important do 

you think this variable is for developing innovations?" 

Four administrators of schools in the "continuing" category 

said it was important. The other did not reply directly 

to the question. 

All f ive administrators of schools in the 

"abandoning" category stated that students should be given 

the opportunity to react to innovations. They indicated 

the importance they attached to the variable by such 

remarks ass "extremely important," "important," "very 

good," and "students should be involved." 

There was little difference between responses of 

administrators in the "continuing" or "abandoning" cate

gories of schools relative to this variable. The majority 

said students had been given the opportunity to react to 

innovations, and that this was important to the innovation. 
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Statistical Analyses 

The ninth variable investigated in this study was, 

"Statistical analyses were used to assist in evaluating the 

results of the innovation," Three questions were posed to 

the school administrators relative to this variable. The 

first question was, "What statistical analyses were used to 

evaluate the results?" Four administrators of schools in 

the "continuing" category said some statistical analyses 

were used to evaluate results of innovations. Test results 

and the related statistics involving such items as means 

and deviations were most often used. The fifth administra

tor said very little or no statistics had been used in 

evaluating results of an innovation. 

Four administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category said statistics had been used to evaluate the 

results of innovations. Two.of these four administrators 

said the data had been analyzed in a complete and refined 

manner in evaluating innovations, and two said the use of 

general statistics relative to means and deviations of 

tests had been made. The fifth administrator said no 

statistical analysis had been used in his school. 

The second question asked of school administrators 

was, "How did you use the statistical analyses?" Two 

administrators of schools in the "continuing" category said 

statistics had been used to study the results of tests 

given relative to the innovations. Two others said 
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statistics had been used very little, and one did not 

answer the question. 

Two of the "abandoning" category school administra

tors said statistics had been used to determine the 

effectiveness of the innovation, while three of them did 

not answer the question, 

The last question asked of administrators relative 

to variable number nine was, "How important do you think 

this variable is for developing innovations?" One adminis

trator of a school in the "continuing" category said this 

variable, concerned with statistical analyses, was very 

important. One said it was helpful, while three said it 

was not very important. 

Four administrators of schools in the "abandoning" 

category of schools said statistical analyses were important 

for assisting in evaluating the results of an innovation, 

while one administrator implied some way of evaluation was 

needed, but that he wasn't sure statistical analyses would 

be of help. 

Differences in replies to questions were noted 

relative to the importance administrators attached to 

statistical analyses. More administrators of schools in 

the "abandoning" category than of schools in the "con

tinuing" category said this variable was important. 

Similarities existed in the replies of adminis

trators from both categories of schools relative to the use 
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of statistics. Approximately half the respondents in each 

category had used statistics in some way, the other half 

either had not used statistics or failed to respond to the 

question. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents the summary and conclusions 

of the study. Recommendations of items for inclusion in a 

school policy concerning educational innovations are also 

included. 

Summary 

With increased use of the term "innovation" at all 

levels of education in recent years, there appeared to be 

a need for additional research and study to aid in evalu

ating the effectiveness of programs encompassed within this 

broad term. Research concerned with the identification of 

innovational practices in high schools has been conducted, 

and publications in education abound with articles present

ing opinions about specific innovations. There has been 

considerable description of innovational practices as they 

have been used in the school. However, research concerned 

with the identification and relationship of variables 

affecting educational innovations appeared to have merit. 

The problem of the present study was to identify 

and investigate factors related to the retention or 

abandonment of educational innovations in selected Arizona 

high schools. 

70 
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A list composed of forty-one variables related to 

the continuation or abandonment of educational innovations 

was developed and synthesized from the literature. 

To identify the most appropriate variables for 

study an advisory committee of professional educators was 

asked to rate the list of forty-one variables as to their 

appropriateness for study in analyzing innovations. Based 

on the committee ratings the following nine variables were 

selected for studys 

1. Specific educational needs of students were con

sidered in developing and authorizing the innova

tion. 

2. An analysis of the school objectives, which the 

innovation complemented, was made prior to develop

ing and adopting the innovation. 

3. Numerous teachers were involved in developing the 

innovation. 

4. Consultant service by university personnel or other 

specialists was provided during the developmental 

and evaluation phases of the innovation. 

5. Criteria for evaluating the innovation were estab

lished prior to the adoption of it. 

6. Acceptance by the board of education was received 

prior to the decision to authorize the innovation. 
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7. Objectives as stated for adopting the innovational 

practice were analyzed following the actual use of 

the innovation. 

8. Students involved in the innovation were given the 

opportunity to react to it. 

9. Statistical analyses were used to assist in. 

evaluating the results of the innovation. 

Arizona North Central Association member high 

schools, that had retained or abandoned educational innova

tions following their adoption, were identified from a 

previous national study. Administrators of forty-five high 

schools in which various innovations had been retained, and 

of thirty-one high schools in which one or more innovations 

had been abandoned, were invited to participate in the 

present study. Administrators of fiEty-eight of these high 

schools from both categories provided the usable data. 

Que stionnaires were sent to the administrators to 

determine the relationship of the selected variables between 

high schools continuing innovations and those abandoning 

innovations. They were asked to indicate the degree to 

which they considered the practices or selected variables 

had been applied in their schools with the specific innova

tions previously adopted. 

, Based on the administrators' ratings of the degree 

to which educational innovation variables had been applied 
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in their schools, the t test was used to determine whether 

the mean ratings of the two categories of schools, "con

tinuing" and "abandoning," were significantly different. 

Personal interviews were conducted with ten randomly 

selected administrators, five from "continuing" schools and 

five from "abandoning" schools, to determine administrator 

reactions to the manner in which variables selected for 

study had been used in their high schools. An interview 

schedule was used and one identical question asked for each 

variable was concerned with the importance administrators 

attached to the variable for purposes of developing innova

tions . 

A significant difference was found at the .05 level 

between schools that continued and schools that abandoned 

educational innovations relative to the extent that specific 

educational needs of students were considered in developing 

and authorizing innovations. Administrators of both 

categories of schools said this variable was very important. 

School personnel used standardized tests, studies of 

students who "dropped-out" of school, and studies of 

students who graduated from high school to assist them in 

studying specific educational needs of the students. 

A significant difference was found at the .05 level 

between schools that continued and schools that abandoned 

educational innovations relative to the extent that the 

school objectives were analyzed prior to developing and 
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adopting the innovations. With one exception, all adminis

trators interviewed said that analysis of school objectives 

prior to developing and adopting innovations was an impor

tant variable. School objectives were clearly identified 

and available to personnel involved with developing innova

tions, according to the majority of administrators. Ways 

in which school objectives were used by people involved 

with innovations included guidelines to assist in determin

ing how new programs merged into the total school program, 

guidelines for faculty discussions, and guidelines for 

developing innovations. In addition, innovations assisted 

in meeting school objectives by helping meet individual 

needs of students according to fifty per cent of the 

administrators responding. 

No significant difference was found between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to the number of faculty members 

involved in developing innovations. With one exception, 

all administrators interviewed said that involving numerous 

teachers in developing innovations was an important 

variable. Administrators avowed that involving numerous 

teachers in developing innovations assisted with school 

communications, motivation and cooperation of personnel, 

self-evaluation of teaching, and in the use and application 

of new innovations. These administrators said teachers 

were involved in developing educational innovations on a 



departmental basis, and that selection of teachers to work 

on innovative programs was based primarily on the teachers 

individual interest in the innovation and their willingness 

to work with it. 

No significant difference was found between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to providing consultant service by 

university personnel or other specialists during the 

developmental and evaluation phases of innovations. Fifty 

per cent of the administrators interviewed said that pro

viding consultant service by university or other specialists 

during the developmental and evaluation phases of innova

tions was important. The remainder qualified their replies 

by stating that it depended on the consultants' capabilities, 

and on funds. One-half.of the school administrators sought 

consultant service from universities or other sources, while 

the remainder did not. In cases where consultant service 

was provided during the developmental and evaluation phases 

of the innovation administrators mentioned the state 

universities, the State Department of Public Instruction, 

a federally financed education center, commercial companies, 

the local district, and the National Education Association 

as sources of assistance. 

No significant difference was found between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to establishing criteria for evaluating 



76 

the innovations prior to adoption of them. More adminis

trators of schools in the "abandoning" category than those 

in the "continuing" category said that establishing- criteria 

for evaluating an innovation prior to adopting it was 

important. Administrators interviewed were divided con

cerning criteria for evaluation being established and 

written prior to the adoption of innovations. 

No significant difference was found between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to receiving acceptance by the board 

of education prior to the decision to authorize the 

innovations. With one exception, all administrators inter

viewed said that receiving acceptance by the board of 

education prior to authorizing the innovations was an 

important variable, and that their boards of education had 

been given progress reports on all innovations. Eighty per 

cent of the administrators interviewed claimed that innova

tions were formally approved by the board of education. 

No significant difference was found between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to analyzing the objectives as stated 

for adopting innovational practices following their actual 

use. Seven out of the ten administrators interviewed said 

that analyzing objectives as stated for adopting an innova

tional practice following its actual use was important. 

More administrators of schools in the "abandoning" category 
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said that consultants were involved in analyzing the 

objectives of innovations than did administrators of 

schools in the "continuing" category. Those who were 

involved in evaluating the objectives of the innovations 

following their use were teachers, students, people in the 

community, counselors, school district consultants, school 

district statisticians, university consultants, and 

various ethnic groups as evidenced by the per cent volun

teering to participate in special programs. 

No significant difference was found between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to giving students involved with 

innovations the opportunity to react to them. With one 

exception, all administrators interviewed indicated that 

giving students involved with the innovation the oppor

tunity to react to it was an important variable. Methods 

used to assess student reaction to innovations included 

student publications, survey forms, and verbal responses 

made to teachers, counselors, and administrators. Student 

remarks to their parents, student enrollment in courses 

involving innovations, and student discussion with the 

director of the innovation were also used. 

No significant difference was found between schools 

that continued and schools that abandoned educational 

innovations relative to using statistical analyses in 

evaluating the results of innovations. More "abandoning" 
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than "continuing" school administrators said that statis

tical analyses were important to assist in evaluating the 

results of innovations. When asked how they had used 

statistical analyses, two administrators of "abandoning" 

category schools said that data concerning innovations were 

given thorough statistical treatment, while two adminis

trators of "continuing" category schools said statistics 

were used to the extent of calculating means and standard 

deviations. 

Conclus ions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions were made. 

1. Personnel in schools that had continued educational 

innovations used two variables to a greater extent 

than did personnel in schools that had abandoned 

educational innovations. These weres (a) con

sidering specific educational needs of students, 

and (b) analyzing school objectives prior to 

developing and adopting innovations. 

2. There was greater disparity among different 

variables within schools, whether "continuing" or 

"abandoning," than between the two types of 

schools on a single variable. "Continuing" and 

"abandoning" schools seemed to be more congruent 



79 

with respect to utilization of the selected innova

tive variables than might have been expected. 

3. Additional variables that were not statistically 

significant but that school administrators said 

were important and should be considered before 

authorizing the adoption of innovative practices 

were: (a) involving numerous teachers in the 

development of innovations, (b) providing con

sultants during the developmental and evaluation 

phases of innovations, (c) accepting innovations 

by the board of education prior to the decision to 

authorize them, and (d) providing students involved 

in the innovations an opportunity to react to them. 

4. Certain variables were considered less important 

than others by the school administrators. These 

variables were? (a) establishing criteria for 

innovations prior to their adoption, (b) analyzing 

objectives following the use of innovations, and 

(c) statistical analyses. 

5. The advisory committee ratings of appropriate 

variables resulted in identification of two 

variables distinguishing significant differences 

between schools that continued or abandoned educa

tional innovations. Therefore, other variables 

than those identified in this study may be more 
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distinguishing between the two types of schools 

relative to innovational continuance, 

Recommendati ons 

Based on the summary and conclusions of this study 

it was recommended that school district governing bodies 

develop a policy on educational innovations, ana that this 

policy include the following items. 

1. Consideration of specific educational needs of 

students before developing and authorizing innova

tions . 

2. Analysis of school objectives prior to developing 

and authorizing innovations. 

3. Involvement of numerous faculty members within a 

particular department in developing innovations. 

4. Provision for consultant service during the develop

mental and evaluation phases of innovations pro

vided funds are available and qualified consultants 

can be secured. 

5. Acceptance by the board of education prior to the 

decision to authorize an innovation. 

6. Provision for students involved in the innovations 

to react to the innovation. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

Based on the summary and conclusions of this 

research the following recommendations for further study 

seemed to have merit. 

1. Additional research studies should be conducted to 

assist in identifying, and further investigating, 

other variables related to the retention or 

abandonment of educational innovations. 

2. Research studies regarding evaluation of educa

tional innovations based on measurable criteria and 

pre-established objectives should be conducted to 

obtain additional evidence on the effectiveness of 

innovations. 
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July 31, 1968 

Dear s 

I am conducting a doctoral study seeking insights into the 
causes for retention or abandonment of innovations adopted 
by selected Arizona high schools. A list of variables 
relating to continuation or abandonment of educational 
innovations has been developed as a preliminary step. 

I should like to solicit your professional assistance and 
judgment as a member of an advisory committee to determine 
which of the variables listed would be most appropriate for 
testing in the Arizona high schools that adopted and sub
sequently continued or abandoned the educational innova
tions . 

This doctoral^dissertation is being conducted under the 
direction of Dr. Lloyd McGann, Head of the Department of 
Educational Administration at The University of Arizona. 

On the enclosed form please indicate the appropriateness of 
the variables listed for use in analyzing innovations in 
Arizona high schools. A five-point scale ranging from "very 
appropriate" to "not appropriate" is provided. 

If additional variables besides those listed occur to you, 
space is provided at the end of each section of the pre
pared list for them. 

A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your 
convenience. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

Vincent M. Salmon 
Lecturer in Education 

VMSsjlp 

Enclosures 
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August 27, 1968 

Dear s 

I recently mailed you a list of "Significant Variables 
Relative to the Continuation or Abandonment of Educational 
Innovations in Public High Schools." 

Your professional assistance and judgment is solicited as 
a member of an advisory committee to determine which of 
the variables listed would be most appropriate for testing 
in the Arizona high schools that adopted and subsequently 
continued or abandoned the educational innovations. 

If it is possible for you to complete and return this 
variable list, we intend to include your opinions in 
selecting the appropriate variables for testing in the 
study. 

If you have already mailed the list of variables, please 
disregard this letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

Vincent M. Salmon 
Lecturer in Education 

VMS s j lp 
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College of Education 
The University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85721 

July 31, 1968 

SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES RELATIVE TO THE CONTINUATION 
OR ABANDONMENT OF EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS 

IN PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS 

(Please respond to the following variables with a check 
(JO on the number following each variable indicating your 
opinion as to the appropriateness of the variable for 
testing in this study. Innovation is defined as any change 
in the educational program that is new to a specific high 
school whether concerned with curriculum, technology, or 
school organization,) 

Very Not 
Variables for Consideration Appropriate Appropriate 

I. DEVELOPING THE INNOVATIONS) 

1, Spec ific educational 
needs of students were 
considered in the de
velopment of the inno
vations) 5 4 3 2 1 

The population of the 
area where the majority 
of the students lived 
was a factor considered 
in developing the inno
vations) 5 

A detailed analysis of 
cultural, economic, and 
linguistic features of 
the school community 
was made prior to de
veloping the innova
tions) I 

Physical facilities 
were considered ade
quate for conducting 
the innovational 
practice(s) I 
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Very Not 
Appropriate Appropriate 

5. The inriovational 
practice(s) were de
veloped following a 
thorough analysis of 
the school objectives, 
which the innovation(s) 
complemented. 5 4 3 2 1 

6. The school administra
tor or his representa
tive was actively 
involved in development 
of the innovation( s) 5 4 3 2 1 

7. Numerous teachers were 
involved in developing 
the innovation( s) 5 4 3 _2 1 

8. Released time from 
teaching responsibili
ties, beyond that 
normally found in the 
school, was provided 
teachers directly in
volved in developing 
the innovation(s) 5 4 3 2 1 

9. Regular consultant 
service was provided by 
university personnel or 
other specialists during 
the developing phase 5 4 3 2 1 

10. Teachers directly in
volved in developing the 
innovation(s) made 
visits to other schools 
of similar enrollment 
and educational program 
to observe the innova
tion^) in practice 5 4 3 2 1 
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Very Not 
Appropriate Appropriate 

11. Representatives of 
commercial concerns were 
actively involved in de
veloping the innova
tions) 5 4 3^ 2 1 

12. Representatives of the 
public were actively 
involved in developing 
the innovation( s ) 5 4 3 2 1 

13. Acceptance of the inno-
vational practice(s) 
was (were) influenced by 
the person originating 
the innovational idea at 
the local school level 5 4 3 2 1 

ADOPTING OR AUTHORIZING THE INNOVATIONS) 

1. The innovational Drac-
tice(s) was (were) 
adopted following a 
thorough analysis of the 
school objectives, which 
the innovation(s) comple
mented 5 4 3 2 1 

2. Personal characteristics 
of the teachers involved 
with the innovation(s), 
such as sex and marital 
status, were considered 
in adopting the innova
tions) 5  4 . 3  2  1  

3. The tenure of the admin
istrator in the school 
at the time of adoption 
of the innovation(s) was 
considered significant 5 4 3 2 1 
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4. Specific educational 
needs of individual stu
dents were studied before 
the innovation(s) was 
(were) authorized 5 

5. Teachers actively in
volved in developing 
the innovation(s) had 
completed graduate level 
courses within 3 years 
preceding the adoption 
of the innovation( s) _5 

6. Visits were made to 
other schools of similar 
enrollment and educa
tional programs by a 
school administrator 
preceding authorization 
of the innovation(s) 5 

7. The projected annual 
expenditure per pupil 
for the innovation^s) 
was considered a major 
factor in authorizing 
it 

8. The pupil enrollment in 
the high school was 
considered when author
izing the innovation(s) 

9. Detailed criteria for 
evaluating the innova
tions) were established 
prior to adoption of the 
innovation(s) 

Very Not 
Appropriate Appropriate 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 
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10, 

11 

Very Not 
Appropriate Appropriate 

Firm acceptance of the 
innovation(s) by the 
board of education was 
received prior to the 
decision to authorize it 
(them) 5 

12. 

III. CONDUCTING THE INNOVATIONAL PRACTICES 

1. The innovational prac-
tice(s) was (were) tried 
on a limited basis in a 
few classes or cases 
when first introduced 5 4 

Released time from 
teaching responsibili
ties, beyond that 
normally found in the 
school, was provided the 
teachers at the time 
they were conducting the 
innovation(s) 

Teachers conducting the 
innovational practice(s) 
received attention, 
encouragement, and 
recognition from other 
people 

Regular consultant 
service was provided by 
university personnel or 
other specialists while 
conducting the innova-
tion(s) 

6. 
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IV. EVALUATING THE INNOVATIONS) 

1. The objectives as stated 
for adopting the innova-
tional practice(s) were 
analyzed following the 
use of the innovation(s) 

2. Students involved in the 
innovation(s) were given 
the opportunity to react 
to them 

3. Regular consultant serv
ice was provided by 
university personnel or 
other specialists during 
the evaluation of the 
innovation(s) 

4. Statistical analyses 
were used to assist in 
evaluating the results 
of the innovation(s) 

5. Physical facilities were 
considered adequate for 
continuing the innova
tions ) 

6. Cost-performance anal
yses were undertaken in 
evaluating the innova-
tion(s) 

7. 

Ve ry 
Appropriate 

Not 
Appropriate 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

8 .  5 4 3 2 1 
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Very Not 
Appropriate Appropriate 

MODIFICATION AND CONTINUANCE OF THE INNOVATION^) 

1. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova
tions) was based on its 
(their) interference with 
other aspects of the 
school program 5 4 3 2 1 

2. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova-
tion(s) was based on 
projected staff or 
teacher turnover 5 4 3 2 1 

3. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova
tions) was based on the 
difficulty of measuring 
the results 5 4 3 2 1 

4. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova
tions) was based on the 
difficulty of measuring 
student achievement 5 4 3 2 1 

5. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova
tions) was based on the 
cost experience of the 
innovat ion( s ) 5 4 3 2 1 

6. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova
tions) was based on 
changing educational 
objectives 5 4 3 2 1 

7. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova
tions) was based on 
changes in state re
quirements 5 4 3 2 1 
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8. The decision to continue 
or abandon the innova
tions) was based on 
changes in accrediting 
association standards 

9. 

Very Not 
Appropriate Appropriate 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 4 3 2 1 

10.  5 4 3 2 1 
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October 8, 1968 

, Principal 
High School 

, Arizona 

Dear : 

I am undertaking a dissertation, under the direction of 
Doctors Lloyd McCann and Robert Letson, concerning the 
significance of certain variables that affect the continua
tion or abandonment of educational innovations once they 
are adopted in Arizona high schools. 

The "Secondary School Innovation Scale" used by Dr. Gordon 
Cawelti in a North Central Association sponsored study in 
1966 identified your school as adopting certain innovational 
practices, and continuing them. 

An advisory committee of professional educators has assisted 
in selecting the variables listed on the questionnaire. We 
plan to test these variables statistically between (1) 
schools that continued, and (2) schools that abandoned at 
least one innovation. Furthermore, it is intended that 
recommendations for establishing school policy relative to 
authorizing the adoption of innovations in the high school 
will be made, based on a follow-up study. You will receive 
a copy of the summary of this study. 

Dr. Cawelti's scale was completed in your school by 
. The innovations reported as being 

continued were as followsi 
1 .  6 .  1 1 .  
2. 7. 12. 
3. 8. 13. ^ 14^ 

5. 10. 15. 

I would appreciate your completing the enclosed question
naires (one for each of the above innovations) and returning 
them in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

Vincent M. Salmon 
Lecturer in Education 

Enclosure 
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October 8, 1968 

, Principal 
High School 

, Arizona 

Dear s 

I am undertaking a dissertation, under the direction of 
Doctors Lloyd McCann and Robert Letson, concerning the 
significance of certain variables that affect the continua
tion or abandonment of educational innovations once they 
are adopted in Arizona high schools. 

The "Secondary School Innovation Scale" used by Dr. Gordon 
Cawelti in a North Central Association sponsored study in 
1966 identified your school as adopting certain innovational 
practices, and later abandoning them. 

An advisory committee of professional educators has assisted 
in selecting the variables listed on the questionnaire. We 
plan to test these variables statistically between (1) 
schools that continued, and (2) schools that abandoned at 
least one innovation. Furthermore, it is intended that 
recommendations for establishing school policy relative to 
authorizing the adoption of innovations in the high school 
will be made, based on a follow-up study. You will receive 
a copy of the summary of this study. 

Dr. Cawelti's scale was completed in your school by 
. The innovations reported as being 

abandoned were as follows: 
1. 
2 .  
3. zzzzzzznn 

I would appreciate your completing the enclosed question
naires (one for each of the above innovations) and returning 
them in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

Vincent M. Salmon 
Lecturer in Education 

Enclosure 
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October 31, 1968 

, Principal 
High School 

, Arizona 

Dear : 

You should have received a letter and some questionnaires 
from me shortly after October 8, 1968 concerning certain 
variables that affect the continuation or abandonment of 
educational innovations in Arizona high schools. The 
returns have been good; however, we need the information 
from your school in order to make this a more repre
sentative study. 

If it is possible for you or your staff to complete the 
questionnaires it would be appreciated. You will find 
that check marks are used to keep the time required to 
complete them to a minimum. If you have completed these 
forms and they are enroute, please disregard this letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

Vincent M. Salmon 
Lecturer in Education 

P. S. If the original questionnaires have been misplaced 
please check here ( ) and return this letter to me. 
I will send duplicate copies. 
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Questionnaire 
THE RETENTION OR ABANDONMENT OF EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS 

IN SELECTED ARIZONA HIGH SCHOOLS 
October 8, 1968 

Please respond to the following list of variables 
with a check (V) in the appropriate column indicating the 
degree to which you consider the practice was applied in 
your school with the following innovation: 

Very Not 
Extensive At All 

Selected Variables 1 1 3 4 5 

1. Specific educational needs of stu- ' 
dents were considered in developing 
and authorizing the innovation 

2. An analysis of the school objec
tives, which the innovation comple
mented, was made prior to developing 
and adopting the innovation 

3. Numerous teachers were involved in 
developing the innovation 

4. Consultant service by university 
personnel or other specialists was 
provided during the developmental 
and evaluation phase of the innova
tion 

5. Criteria for evaluating the innova
tion were established prior to the 
adoption of it 

6. Acceptance by the board of education 
was received prior to the decision 
to authorize the innovation 

7. Objectives as stated for adopting 
the innovational practice were 
analyzed following the actual use 
of the innovation 

8. Students involved in the innovation 
were given the opportunity to react 
to it 

9. Statistical analyses were used to 
assist in evaluating the results 
of the innovation 

Date: Signature: 
School: Is this innovation currently 

being used? 
Return to: Vincent M. Salmon yes no 

College of Education 
The University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85721 



APPENDIX H 

ARIZONA HIGH SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 

1o Agua Fria Union 
2. Alc'nesay 
"3 . Amp'n i theate r 
4. Arcadia 
5„ Benson Union 
6. Bisbee 
7. Buckeye Union 

*8. CameIback 
«9. Carl Hayden 
10. Casa Grande Union 
11. Catalina 
12. Central 
13. Cortex 
14. Douglas 
15. Flagstaff 
"16. Florence Union 
17. Gila Bend 
18. Glendale 
*19. Grand Canyon 
20. Holbrook 
21. Kofa 
22. Marana 
23. Maryvale 
24. McNary 
25. Mesa , 
26. Mingus Union 
27. Mohave County Union 
28. Monument Valley 
29. Morenci 

*30. Nogales 
31. North 
32. Palo Verde 
33. Parker 
34. Peoria 
35. Phoenix Indian 

*3 6. Pueblo 
37. Ray District 
38. Rincon 
39. Round Valley 
40. Safford 
41. St. Johns 
42. San Manuel 
43, Santa Cruz Valley 
*44. Snowflake 
*45. South Mountain 
46. Sunnyside 
47. Sunny slope 
48 . Superior 
49. Tempe Union 
50. Thatche r 
51. Tolleson Union 
52. Tombs tone 
53. Tuba City 
54, Washington 
55. West 
56. Window Rock 

*5 7. Winslow 
58. Yuma 

'•Schools where personal interviews were conducted. 
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PERSONAL INTERVIEW FORM 

THE RETENTION OR ABANDONMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
INNOVATIONS IN SELECTED ARIZONA HIGH SCHOOLS 

Person Interviewed; Position: 

Schools __ Interviewed by 2 

Dates Time interview starteds 

The purpose of this interview is to secure narra
tive replies from randomly selected high school principals 
concerning how the variables selected for study in this 
dissertation were used in their schools. The same device 
will be used in both schools that continued, and schools 
that abandoned innovations once they were adopted. 

To establish a background for the interview the 
innovations previously reported as being continued or 
abandoned will be reviewed with the administrator. Tape 
recordings will be made and the entire text of the inter
view typed from it. Ratings given the variables by the 
school are listed on a supplemental sheet. 

Variable lg Specific educational needs of students were 
consideTe'H in developing anH~"authorizing tKe 
innovation 

Que stion "a"; In what ways were specific educa
tional needs of students considered 
in relation to these innovations? 

Question "b"% How were educational needs of 
students determined? 

Question "c": How important do you think this 
variable is for developing innova
tions ? 

Variable 2; An analysis of the school obj ectives, wh i. ch 
"trie innovation complemented, was made prior to 
developing anil adopting the innovation 
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Question "a"s Were the school objectives clearly 
identified and available to the 
personnel involved with developing 
the innovations? 

Quest ion "b"s How did the people involved with the 
innovations use these objectives? 

Question "c": In what ways did the innovations help 
meet the school objectives? 

Question "d"; How important do you think this 
variable is for developing innova
tions? 

Variable 3: Numerous teachers were involved in developing 
the innovation 

Question "a"s How many teachers were involved in 
developing the innovations? 

Que stion "b"s What was the total number of teachers 
in the department involved, or in the 
school as a whole? 

Que stion "c"5 How were teachers actually involved 
in developing the innovations? 

Question "d"; How were these teachers selected? 
Question "e"s How important do you think this 

variable is for developing innova
tions? 

Variable 4i Consultant service H. university or other 
specialists was provided during trie develop
mental andevaluation pnase ofthe innovation 

Que stion "a"; What consultant service was provided 
during these phases of the innovation? 

Question "b"; Did you seek any consultant service 
from universities or other sources? 

Question "c": If you used consultants, do you think 
they provided a real service? 
In what ways ? 

Quest ion "d"; How important do you think this 
variable is for developing innova
tions ? 

Variable 5s Criteria for evaluating the innovation were 
established"prior to the adoption of ft 

Question "a"s How were criteria for evaluating the 
innovations established? 

Question "b"s Were these criteria written down for 
future use? 

Question "c"i Were these criteria understood and 
accepted by all people involved? 
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Question "d"s Were measurable criterion developed? 
Question "e"§ How important do you think this 

variable is for developing innova
tions? 

Variable 6s Acceptance by the board of education was 
~ received prior to the de"cTslon to. authorize 

the innova 11 on "13 17 

Question "a"s Who presented the innovations to the 
board of education? 

Quest ion ."b"s Were the innovations formally 
approved by the board of education? 

Qu estion "c"s What objections did the board of 
education have to the innovations? 

Quest ion "d"s Has the board o£ education been given 
a progress report on the innovations? 

Question "e"s How important do you think this 
variable is for developing innova
tions? 

Variable 7s Objectives as stated for adopting the innova-
tional practice we re analyzed following-the 
actual use of the Innovation 

Quest ion "a"% How were the objectives of the 
innovations analyzed following their 
use? 

Que stion "b"s How was the consultant involved in 
evaluating the innovations? 

Question "c"s How important do you think this 
variable is for developing innova
tions ? 

Variable 8s Students involved in the innovatJon were 
the opportunity to react to it ~ 

Question "a"s In what ways were students involved 
and given the opportunity to react 
to it? 

Que stion "b"s How important do you think this 
variable is for developing innova
tions? 

Variable 9t Statistical analyses were used to ass is t in 
evaluating the results o"F the' innovation 

Question "a": What statistical analyses were used 
to evaluate the results? 
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Question "b"s How did you use the statistical 
analyses? 

Question "c"s How important do you think this 
variable is for developing innova
tions? 



APPENDIX J 

CONDENSED COMMENTS OF THE ADMINISTRATORS 

(The following comments were made by administrators 
interviewed for this study and condensed from the original 
typed manuscripts of the tape recorded sessions- Where the 
administrator number is omitted, no direct reply to the 
question was given.) 

Variable 1. Specific educational needs of students 
were considered in developing and authorizing the 
innovation. 

Question "a" 

In what ways were specific educational needs of 

students considered in relation to these innovations? 

"Continuing" School Administ rators 

1. Range of student abilities, low achievement. 
Ethnic background of students. 
Bi-lingual background of students. 

2. A study of the drop-out rate. 
How vocational needs of students were met. 
"Comprehensive" high school objectives. 

3. Economic conditions of the community. 
Vocational opportunities in the community. 
Follow-up of work-study programs. 

4. Cultural and bi-lingual composition of student 
body. 

Student ability to communicate in English. 

5. How students could learn on their own. 
How to develop individual responsibility. 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. Research on the part of administration and faculty 
considering the needs of the students and the 
community. 
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7. By studying student behavior and performance in 
class. From these studies the teachers met to 
identify problems and possible solutions which 
could include innovations. 

8. Socio-economic level of students in an inner-city 
school. 

9. Specific needs of students was not our main concern, 

10. Socio-economic background of students. 
Difficulty of course work for students. 
Teachers' ability to "sell" a subject to the 
s tudents. 

Question "b" 

How were educational needs of students determined? 

"Continuing" School Adminis trators 

1. Achievement test results. 
Lack of written communication with parents (Indian 

boarding school). 
Studying comprehension and meaning of the written 
word. 

Through individual conferences by counselors and 
tutors . 

2. Test results. 
Dropout rates. 

3. Objective Lest data. 
Observation of students by teachers and counselors. 
Homeroom guidance program. 
Science Research Associates Youth Inventory. 
Viewpoints of students themselves. 
Follow-up of graduates and dropout rate. 

4. Faculty reports on a departmental level. 
Students ability to speak and use English in 

communicating. 
Standardized test results. Five recognized ones 
were used including reading tests. 

5. Teacher observations. 
Testing program. 
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"Abandoning" School Adminis trators 

6. Testing in some cases, judgment of administration 
and faculty also. 

7. Test results and teacher observations. 

8. By what we subjectively considered to be the needs 
of the community. 

The use of standardized tests. 
By our experiences with the students (the adminis

tration and faculty). 

10. Through our testing program. 
Socio-economic level of families in the district. 

Question "c" 

How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Continuing" School Administrators 

1. Extremely critical matter, paramount. 

2. It is of major importance, very, very important. 

3. It is the crux of the matter. 

4. It is the most important part. 

5. It is important, probably number one. 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. The needs of students are the first consideration 
in developing any new innovation. 

7. If you're going to consider an innovation you have 
to base it on the needs o£ students. 

8. It is the only criteria for developing innovations. 
The needs of students are of greatest importance. 

9. It is very important, student needs were of 
indirect concern here however. 

10. It has to be considered very seriously. 
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Variable 2„ An analysis of the school objectives, 
which the innovation complemented, was made prior 
to developing and adopting the innovation. 

Question "a" 

Were the school objectives clearly identified and 

available to the personnel involved with developing the 

innovations? 

"Continuing" School Admin is trators 

1. Yes. 

2. I think they were understood by the people involved 
but they were not down in writing. 

3. I'm not sure that we have a statement of school 
objectives per se. We have the philosophy of the 
school system and the North Central Association 
evaluations. 

The faculty is aware that we need to teach our young 
people to help them learn. 

4. Yes , 

5. Yes. 

"Abandoning" School Adminis trators 

6. Yes, definitely. 

7. Yes, in our teacher's handbook are the philosophy 
and objectives of our school. 

8. They were available and I hope they were studied 
before any innovation took place, 

9. Yes, and the interplay and exchange of ideas was 
beneficial along with community contributions. 

10. Not much time was spent on school objectives. 

Question "b" 

How did the people involved with the innovation use 

these objectives? 



112 

"Continuing" School Administrator 

1. As guidelines, roadmaps, to assist in determining 
how the new program fit. 

2. As guidelines for discussion sessions of faculty 
on possible innovations, and ways of overcoming 
problems. 

3. To help pinpoint specific objectives teachers 
wanted to work toward, 

4. As general guidelines. 

5. As guidelines for developing innovations. 

"Abandoning" School Adminis trators 

6. As guidelines for teachers in some cases, in other 
cases the school objectives were not considered, 

7. To see if a combination of student need and the 
objectives were met by the innovation. 

8. I can't say in what specific way. 

9. General guidelines. 

10, Not much time spent with school objectives. 

Question "c" 

In what ways did the innovations help meet the 

school objectives? 

"Continuing" School Adminis trators 

1. The school objectives were the criterion. If 
innovations did not help us reach stated goals 
we would abandon them. 

2'. Individual students could move ahead at their own 
pace, and even break out ahead of the class. 
Individual needs were met, 

3. Motivation of students. 
Assisting students with bi-lingual problems. 
Considering national research, teachers evaluate 
student learning based on new techniques and 
methods. 
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4. They were consistent with, and helped achieve 
school objectives-, 

5, They helped meet individual needs, which is 
consistent with our school objectives, 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

7. Helped meet student needs, such as in language, 
Both English and Spanish are taught as a foreign 
language, so students may progress according to 
their ability, 

8. Innovations were planned to align themselves with 
our objectives. 

9. Helped meet student needs in subject matter field. 

Question "d" 

How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Continuing" School Admin is trato rs 

1. Extremely important, but no more valid than goals 
and objectives are themselves. 

2. It's important. It also helps in developing the 
same faculty objectives as the administration. 

3. Important, but not as much so as variable number 
one on needs of students. 

4. It is important if you can have clear goals and 
obj ectives. 

5. Important, but this is changing. School objectives 
need to reflect needs of students outside the 
local community itself. 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. I think, it is very important. 

7. I think, it is important. 

8. I think it is most important, as much as variable 
number one. 
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9. Important, but often general objectives leave much 
to be desired, department objectives are more 
valid. 

10. I don't think it is too important. 

Variable 3.. Numerous teachers were involved in 
developing the innovation. 

Question "a" 

How many teachers were involved in developing the 

innovations ? 

"Continuing" School Administrators 

1. Department teachers only in some cases. Only 
departments are still, using innovations. 

Entire faculty involvement in other cases. There 
is more general use of innovations in these 
cases. 

2. In some cases they were not a part of it= 
Subject matter area faculty were involved in some 
cases. 

3. Generally those teachers in a department. 

4. Generally most of the teachers in a department, 
plus some in related areas . 

5. All in the school. (10) 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. Teachers were involved on a department basis, four 
or five out of a total faculty of twenty. 

7. All teachers in the department concerned. 

8. All teachers were involved and we try to do this 
with any innovation. 

9. Two hundred teachers in a subject matter area 
throughout the entire district, nearly all- in the 
subject matter field. 

10. Most faculty in a department, seven to twenty-five. 
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Question "b" 

What was the total number of teachers in the 

department involved, or in the school as a whole? 

"Continuing" School Administrators 

1. Eight of eight in language (English and foreign) 
department, total faculty of thirty-six. 

Thirty-six of thirty-six in another innovation. We 
had better participation in this case, and more 
use of the innovational equipment. 

2. Seventy-six total faculty (generally they were not 
all involved). 

3. Nine to fourteen in a department (over half the 
teachers in a department, sixty per cent approxi
mately) . 

4. Eight to eleven out of thirty-six total faculty 
(those in a department). 

5. Ten in a school of ten total teachers. 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. Four to five in a department out of a total of 
twenty teachers. 

7. Seven or eight in a department out of a total of 
fifty-one teachers. 

8. One hundred faculty in the entire school. 

9. Two hundred out of two hundred in subject area in 
all high schools in the district. 

10. Seven to twenty-five depending on the department, 
school total is over one hundred. 

Question "c" 

How were teachers actually involved in developing 

the innova t i ons ? 
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"Continuing" School Administrators 

1. Selecting ideas and materials. 
Interviewing other teachers using the innovations. 
Writing for materials to publishers, etc. 
They did the work. 

2. Employed for summer work on some of the innovations. 

3. Workshops to develop innovations (develop materials). 

4. Developing the ideas and planning the use, costs, 
and some objectives, as well as criteria for 
evaluating. 

5. Teachers helped develop innovations, but were not 
involved enough after that phase, 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. Some teachers were involved in summer programs, 
some were not involved„ 

7. Teachers were involved from the start (on a 
department basis), they determined student needs. 

8. All teachers were acquainted with the innovation 
and their approval or disapproval was solicited. 

9. Development of the innovation depended on their 
interest in it. 

10. Actually did the work.; planning, procedures to be 
used, etc. 

Question "d" 

How were these teachers selected? 

"Continuing" School Administrators 

1. On the basis of interest and willingness to try the 
innovation at first, then total faculty involve
ment . 

2. Subject matter area in which we wanted to try the 
innovation, and those interested in the innova
tion. 

Primarily an administrative decision. 
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3. Volunteer basis. 

4. By the department they were in and the desire of 
the department head to innovate. 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. Teachers were selected by subject or department 
area. Some were appointed and others had shown 
interest themselves. 

7. By virtue of the fact that they were in a depart
ment where problems were identified. 

8. As volunteers, after all teachers were familiar 
with the innovation. 

9. Based on their own interests. 

10. On the basis of the department they were in and the 
interest they had in the innovation. 

Question "e" 

How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Continuing" School Administrators 

1. The more limited the involvement the more limited ; 

is the use and application of the innovation. 

2. Involve as many as possible but not so many that 
it will "bog" the program down. 

To involve other departments would be wrong. 

3. Very important. Much benefit to working together 
and considering their own teaching. 

4. It is a very important step. Motivation and 
cooperation are usually increased also. 

5. It is an important variable and assists with 
communications in the school. 

"Abandoning" School Administrators 

6. The more teachers you have the more interest and 
possibility of success. 



118 

7. The teachers must be with you if an innovation is 
to succeed. It is important. 

8. It is important not only for the innovation, but 
for keeping proper rapport between administra
tion and faculty for the on-going program, its 
effect lasts long after the innovation has dis
appeared. 

9. Every teacher should be given the opportunity. 
From there on, interest and cooperation are 
important. 

10„ Depends on how many students are involved. 

Variable 4. Consultant service by university or other 
specialists was provided during the developmental and 
evaluation phases of the innovation. 

Question "a" 

What consultant service was provided during these 

phases of the innovations? 

"Continuing" School Administrators 

1. In some cases none, in others non-paid representa
tives of companies and school people were used. 

2. Some help was provided by universities (Northern 
Arizona University and The University of Arizona), 
and State Department of Vocational Education due 
to involvement of funds. 

3. Assistance of University of Arizona teachers and 
The University of Arizona has provided many 
summer workshops for teachers. 

No hired consultants, our help came via generous 
faculty at The University of Arizona, and through 
workshops they taught. 

4. We had none, really. We visited numerous other 
schools however. 

Commercial company men demonstrated their equipment 
to us . 

5. University consultants and specialists, Northern 
Arizona Supplementary Education Center personnel. 
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"Abandoning" Sc'noo 1 Adrnini s t ra to rs 

6. We had very little consultant service, limited 
workshops have been conducted by Arizona State 
University, The University of Arizona, and 
various companies. 

7. in the past none was provided. We are beginning 
to now. 

8. Consultants in our d i s L r i c t ,  f r o m  our assistant 
superintendent for instruction, and state 
universities or national organizations such as 
National Education Association. 

9. Consultants from our school district, the uni
versities, and commercial companies. 

10. School district consultants and some university 
ones . 

Question "b" 

Did you seek any consultant service from univer

sities or other sources? 

"Cent i nu ing" School Adrai n is trato rs 

1. We didn't feel i L  w a s  necessary L o  secure paid 
ones . 

2. Yes, and we used some. (The University of Arizona, 
Northern Arizona University, and State Department 
of Vocational Education) 

3. No. The district has not been involved in the use 
of funds this way. 

4. No. None from universities., 

5. Yes, and we got some help. 

"Abandoning" School Admini s trato rs 

6. We didn't ask very many consultants. 

7. No, not in the past. 

8. Yes, and got help. 
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9. Yes, and gut it. 

10. Yes, and gut, some. 

Question "c" 

IE you used consultants, do you think they provided 

a real service? In what ways? 

"Continu j ng" S c'n o o 1 Admi nisi ra to rs 

1. They helped us see the innovations in use, although 
n o  t w o  s c h o o l s  a r c  e x a c t l y  a l i k e .  

2. Some, by guiding the use of federal funds, and in 
developing special programs 

5. Yes, they helped evaluate the local situation and 
needs, and helped us determine the best programs 
for our schooI. 

"Abandoning" SchooI Admi nistrators 

8. Yes, by virtue of their experience in a particular 
field. 

9. Yes, but iL depended on the individual. The 
interest and curiosity of non-paid ones was of 
real value. 

10. Yes, i n  s e L t i n g  i n n o v a t i o n s  u p  i n  t h e  p r o p e r  m a n n e r ,  
o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  a n d  d i r e c t i o n  L o  p r o c e e d  t o w a r d .  

Question "d" 

How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Cont inui ng" School Admi n i. s t ra tors 

1. Not as important as some of the other variables. 

2. Good; if the consultants are qualified. 
Often the people in the field (schools) are ahead 

of those in the universities in innovational 
practices. 

Consultants should be limited, many of our ideas 
from conferences and experiences are used as a 
guide. 
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3. It Is a matter of funds. I like the workshops and 
i n - s e r v i c e  t y p e  o f  c o u r s e  b e c a u s e  o f  s t a f f  
i n v o 1 v e m e n t .  

4. They are definitely needed. 

5. It would help to use this variable. 

"Abandon ing11 Sc'noo 1 Adrn j n is t ra to rs 

6. The more information you can obtain from these 
groups, the better program you can have. 

As to paid consultants, it depends on the type of 
people you can bring in. 

7. I think it is important to consult outsiders as 
t h e y  a r e  e x p e r t s  i n  t h e i r  f i e J d .  

8. If a program is going to be valid you're almost 
f o r c e d  L o  d e p e n d  o n  t h i s ,  t h e  s a m e  a s  y o u  c a l l  
i n  a  m e d i c a l  d o c t o r  w h e n  a  p e r s o n  i s  i ] l .  

9. It depends on Lhe personality of the consultant, 
and his interest in the innovation 

10. It depends on the consultant, some can provide a 
great service, others hinder Lo some extent. 

Variable 5 Criteria for evaluating Lhe innovation 
were established prior Lo Lhe adoption of it. 

Question "a" 

How were criteria for evaluating the innovations 

established? 

"Continui ng" S c ' n o o  [ Admini s tra L o  rs 

1. We did" very little establishing of criteria prior 
to adoption. 

The side benefits may be greater. 
We might not have anticipated what it could do. 

2. It varied with the innovation, if it worked we 
thought it was good. 

Not as well as they should have been. 

3. In some areas yes, we have some opinionnaire kind 
of data. 
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4. By our faculty and administration, and the use of 
standardized tests. 

5. By faculty and administration as a group. 

"Abandoning" Sc'noo 1 Administrato rs 

6. We considered the needs of students and visited 
other schools and other innovations before 
establishing them in our school, 

7. In some cases none were established, in others, if 
the bi-lingual students achieved according to 
ability, this was the criteria for evaluating. 

8. A research person on our staff found a measuring 
stick, to use before and after the innovation was 
used. 

9. By jointly establishing objectives; test results 
and control groups were used. 

10. Usually we don't think too much about the evalua
tion. 

Question "b" 

Were these criteria written down for future use? 

"Continui rig" Schoo 1 Admin l s t ra t o rs 

1. Very few. 

2. In some instances yes. In vocational education 
those that ultimately go into the field will be 
the evaluative criteria. 

"Abandoning" Sc'noo 1 Adm i n i s tra to rs 

6. Yes, they were written down, but our follow-up has 
not been the best. 

7. No, they were not. 

8 . Yes. 

9. Yes. 

10. No. 
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Question "c" 

Were these criteria understood and accepted by all 

people involved? 

"Cont i nu i ng" School Adm i n i st ra to rs 

1. In general yes, we chose to be open ended on this. 

2. To some extent, yes. 

4. Yes, with the exception of the older teachers at 
f i r s t  1  t h i n k  s o m e  o f  t h e m  w e r e  a f r a i d  o f  t h e  
e q u i p m e n t  m o r e  t h a n  L h e  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o c e s s .  

5. Yes, at first. However, we failed to continue 
with good communications later on. 

"Abandoni ng" School Adm in i s t ra to rs 

6. Some teachers were familiar with the criteria, some 
were not. Some were new and some had different 
ideas. 

7. Yes, but I think the criteria should have been 
writLen down for future use. It would have 
prevented misunderstandings. 

8. By Lhe majority, yes. 

9. By those actively involved, yes 

10. No t used much. 

Question "d" 

Were measurable criLerion developed? 

"Continuing" School Admini s L ra to rs 

1. They were not. 

2. Not directly. 

4. Not very definite ones. 

5. Somewhat, yes. 
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"Abandoning" Schoo1 Admin is trat o rs 

6 1 think we have been very subjective, 

7 . No . 

8. Yes. 

9. Yes. 

10, Not much done. 

Question "e" 

How important do you think, this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Conti nu ing" Schoo1 Admi ni s t rato rs 

1. A lot of po ten t i a 1 - - the difficulty comes from not 
knowing what some benefits may be (side effects). 

You should stay flexible. 

2. I'm not too sure that iL's needed. If kids 
f u n c t i o n  b e t t e r  a n d  s L a y  i n  s c h o o l  L h i s  i s  a  b i g  
p a r t  o f  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g .  

3. I'm not so sure it is as important, as we might think 
for developing innovations. 

Until recently t_his has been an area we haven't 
been able to evaluate. 

4. It is definitely needed. 

5. I'm not really sure--maybe we should do more with 
th is . 

"Abandoning" Schoo 1 Adrni ni s L ra to rs 

6. I think it is very important. 1 think that you 
have to have goals and you have Lo have follow-up 
and evaluation to see exactly how well you have 
done in any type of program that you've set up, 

7. I think it is i mpo r Larit - - i t lends direction to the 
analys is . 

8. Almost equal to the importance of studying the 
objectives before we go into any program. 
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9. Extremely important. 

10. There should be some means of evaluation, but 
shortage of teachers, space, and money make it 
difficult to run a good evaluation. 

Variable 6. Acceptance by the board of: education was 
received prior to the decision to authorize the 
innova t ion. 

Question "a" 

Who presented the innovations to the board of 

educat i on? 

"ConL inui n^" Schoo 1 Admini s t ra Lo rs 

1. The principal did with occasional assistance of 
teachers, and full knowledge of the superin
tendent . 

2. The superintendent via the principal if presented. 
Most innovations were not presented as this tends 

L o  s t o p  i n n o v a t i o n s .  

3. Teachers and department chairmen to principal. 
Principal u s u a l l y  makes a presentation to the 
assistant superintendent and from there it is 
discussed with central staff and the board. 

4. The principal along with department heads. 

5. The principal did; recently a faculty member was 
involved with presentations. 

"Abandoning" School Admi ni strators 

6. This was done by the superintendent and principal, 
the only time the teachers are asked to go to the 
board meetings is if additional information is 
needed . 

8. Normal large school procedure with some innovations 
( teac'ne r-p r incipal - ass i s tant supe r in tendent-
supe r intendent-board ) others do not go to the 
board. 

9. The administrative assistant of the high school. 
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10. Generally the district consultant, after he met 
with teachers and department chairmen. 

Question "b" 

Were the innovations formally approved by the board 

of education? 

"Continuing" School Administrat ors 

1. Yes. 

2. No--not usually. 

3. Major innovations, yes. 

4. Yes. 

5 - Yes . 

"Abandoning" School Adminis Lrators 

6. Yes--any new innovation is of course, presented to 
the board of education. 

7. No . 

8. Yes . 

9. Yes. 

10. Yes . 

Question "c" 

What objections did the board of education have to 

the innovations? 

"Continuing" School Administrato rs 

1. That they were done with Federal funding, not to 
the innovations themselves. Some innovations 
are now local]y financed that were started because 
of Federal funds. 

2. Not usually presented to them. 

3. None that I know of. 
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4. Mainly questions concerning the innovations due to 
cost involved. 

They need to be "sold" on the idea 

5. None--just questions. 

"Abandoning" School Admi n i s t rato rs 

6. None to my knowledge. 

7 . None to rny knowledge . 

8. Generally none--they encourage innovation. 

9. Would L h e  d i r e c t o r  of t h e  i n n o v a t i o n  b e  e a r n i n g  h i s  
salary, and overall costs 

10. Some have been turned down due to a poor job of 
"selling" Lo the board. 

Question "d" 

Has the board of education been given a progress 

report on the innovations? 

"ConLinuing" School Admini s tralors 

1. Yes, and parents mentioning to a board member what 
an innovation is doing for their child has a 
desirable effect. 

2. Yes, we give a report every two weeks, to inform 
t h e m ,  n o t  L o  a s k  f o r  a p p r o v a l  o r  r e j e c t i o n .  

3. Yes, I presume so in reports L o  L h e  superintendent 
annually. Also special reporLs and publication 
of results. 

4. We have to make written reports to them, yes. 

5. Yes. 

"Abandoning" School Administrato rs 

6. Yes, definitely--the administration tries to keep 
the board up to date in all areas. 

7. No progress report. 

8. Yes. 
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9. Yes. 

10. Not a s  of i e r i  a s  s h o u l d  b e ,  L i m e  t o  L i m e  t h e y  a r e  
brought up Lo date. (Yes) 

Q u e s t i o n  "  -

How important do you think, this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Cont inu i ng" School Adrn i n i s t ra L o  rs 

1. ExLremely important variable--it gives needed 
support Lo an innovalion, 

It helps with acceptance by L 'ne community which 
should be reflected by i.he boards attitude. 

2. Formal acceptance is not necessary unless iL 
involves policy and finance. 

3. I think it is very important. 

4 It is very importanL. 

5. They control the purse strings and must be informed 

"Abandoning" Sc hop 1 Adrni n i s t ra t. o rs 

6. 1 think it is very i mpo r tan t - - Lhey are in a posi
tion Lo either accept or reject — they have to be 
made aware of new innovations that come about. 

7. The board should be informed and given progress 
reports. 

8. It is jmportant--we have an obligation to the board 
for regular reporting to them. 

9. Mainly as it affects organization and financing it 
is important. A' good adminisIration can sell a 
board most anything. 

10. It is important if the innovation is contrary to 
"rules and regulations" of the board, and as it 
involves cost, space, and additional supplies. 
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Variable 7. Objectives as slated for adopting the 
innovational practice were analyzed following the 
actual use of the innovation. 

Question "a" 

H o w  w e r e  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  i n n o v a t i o n s  a n a l y z e d  

f o l l o w i n g  t h e i r  u s e ?  

"Con t i nui ng" Sc'noo 1 Adrni ni s t ra lo rs 

1. We tried L o  determine whether we were doing what we 
said we were, based on scho;;l objectives and 
goa Is . 

T e a c h e r  o p i n i o n ,  t e s t  r e s u l t s ,  c o m m u n i t y  o p i n i o n ,  
a n d  s l u d e n L  r e a c t i o n .  

Tried to determine if there were other side 
bene fits. 

2. Was it effective--Were kids happier, did more stay 
i n  s c h o o l ?  a n d  d i d  t h e y  l e a r n  b e t t e r ?  I f  s o ,  
then it was a good innovation. 

3. It is difficult for me Lo answer — students, 
teachers, and counselors were involved in some 
a na 1 y s i s . 

4. By what the test results showed. 
The participation of various ethnic groups in 

school activities related Lo the innovations. 

5. By the faculty and students-

"Abandoni ng" School Adrnini s t ra Lo rs 

6. By teachers and counselors--Lhe latter have done a 
tremendous job in going along with research on 
new innovations, although we have been weak in 
this area. We need a lot of work here. 

7. They have not been studied or reviewed. 

8. District consultants in some cases and the statis
tician is always involved. 

9. By c o o p e r a t i o n  o f  L h e  t e a c h e r s  a n d  t h e  d i r e c t o r  o f  
research, along with the consultants from the 
universities . Our research director was the 
biggest help. 

10. Very weak—we haven't done much about it. 
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Question "b" 

How was the consultant involved in evaluating the 

innovations? 

"Cont i nu ing" S c'n o o 1 Ad m i n i s t ra t o r s 

1. They were not reaLly involved. 

2. They have not been involved. 

3. I'm not sure that we do--funds available is a 
facto r. 

4. They were not. 

5. Not those from the outside--maybe they should have 
been. 

"Abandoni ng" Scnoo1 Admi n i s t ra tors 

6. As far as I know they were not involved. 

8. Actually helped evaluate Lhem. 

9. Acted as a member of the evaluating committee. 

10. Sometimes the district statistician was, also the 
superintendent, and principal on occasion. 

Question "c" 

How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Continuing" School Admi nistrato rs 

1. It is paramount. 

2. We are always analyzing--evidence can be slanted 
just about as we want to slant it. 

3. It depends on the consultants and funds available, 

4. It is very important, we should do more with it at 
our school. 
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5. Quite important — especially since some of ours fell 
apart because we didn't analyze following the use 
of innovations. 

"Abandoning" School Admin i strators 

6. This is definitely very i m p o r L a n L ,  you have L o  have 
something to evaluate. 

7. I think there must be a fo1 low-Lhrough to determine 
if L'ne innovation is meeting the needs and 
objectives established at the beginning. 

8. it is important--some method of appraising the 
i nnova t i on must be e s tab Ii shed. 

9. It is important if objective data are available. 
We can't depend on subjective evaluation too much 

10. I think we need some leeway here to experiment and 
try it out before we set up objectives to 
eva luate . 

Variable 8. SLudents involved in the innovation were 
given the opportunity to react Lo it. 

Question "a" 

In what ways were students involved and given the 

opportunity Lo react Lo it? 

"Continu i ng" School Admini s L r a  L o  rs 

1. Some unsoliciLed sLudenL reacLion--sc'nool newspaper. 
Questionnaires completed by students. 
Guidance counselors tallied unsolicited remarks 

relative to innovations. 
Parents c o r r u n e n L s  ( w h i c h  r e f l e c L  student attitudes). 

2. Through questioning. 
Whether they want Lo continue in the program or not, 
How many students migrate toward it--or sign up for 

the course. 

3. Asked for written comments and some questionnaires 
and surveys. 
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4. Faculty arid administrative judgment of students 
reaction, somewhat subjective, but no student 
surveys have been used. 

5. Surveys, verba] responses (individually and in 
groups) and our faculty observations of the 
s tudents. 

"Abandoni ng" Sc'noo 1 Adrni n i s t ra to rs 

6. Very little opportunity was given to the students 
to react. It was mairily the faculty, administra
tion, and school board. 

Very little reaction from students. 

7. Students were not given a chance to react. 

8. Only m o d e r a t e  a i r i o u n t  o f  s L u d e n L  i n v o l v e m e n t  t h r o u g h  
newspaper, and comments to administrators and 
counselo rs . 

9. A minority of students reacted directly to the 
director of the innovation through the encourage
ment of the cooperating teacher, 

1 0 .  S t u d e n L s  w e r e  a s k e d  L ' n e  i  r  f e e l i n g s ,  h o w  d i d  i t  
a p p e a l  t o  t h e r n - - w a s  i t  w o r t h w h i l e ?  

Question "b" 

How important do you think L h is variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Con t  i  nu i ng" SchooI Admin is L  ra to rs 

1. It is important--If the innovation is meeting the 
needs of individual students, they know it and 
respond positively. 

2. We have got to consider the students. 

3. I think it is very irnportant--and the feedback to 
the students is extremely important. 

4. Possibly we should do more with this. 

5. 'It depends on the philosophy of administration and 
teachers. We think ours have a chance to react. 
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"Abandoni ng" Sc'noo 1 Adrnin j s t ra tors 

6. Students should definitely play a role in any new 
i n n o v a t i o n  L h a i  c o r n c s  a b o u t .  

7. Students should be involved 

8. 11 is irripo r tant-- 11 warrants more consideration 
t h a n  m o s t  s c h o o l s  g i v e  i t .  

9. Extremely important depending on the student 
involved in reacting. 

10. It is very good because it appeals to the youngsters. 
They have a voice in il 

Variable 9, Statistical analyses were used to assist 
in evaluating the results of the innovation. 

Question "a" 

What statistical analyses were used to evaluate the 

results? 

" C o n t  i  n i l  i  n g "  S c ' n o o  1  A d r n  i  n  i  s  t  r a  t o  r s  

1. Some statistics used--mean achievement test results. 

2. Very little because analysis is not specific. 
Feelings of people are subjective. 

3. Used in sLudying Lest results. 

4. Test results were used. 

5. Some, mainly test results, along with subjective 
analys is. 

"Abandon i ng" Schoo1 Admi n i s t ra to rs 

6. In some cases we did use statistics, and in other 
areas we were very broad--very general. 

7. No statistical analysis was made. 

8. Complete statistical treatment. 
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9. Quite refined sL.aiisti.cs which were probably more 
valid than some of L'ne subjective evaluations. 

10. Analysis of lesL results. 

Question "b" 

How did you use the statistical analyses? 

"Conti nu i ng" School Adtrii n i s L ra to rs 

1. Very L i t t l e  u s e  o f  s t r i c L l y  o b j e c t i v e  m e a s u r e m e n t .  

2. Very little used. 

3. Study test results. 

4. Study of test results, student interest, and 
participation in school activities. 

"Abandon i ng" Sc'noo 1 Ad in i n i s t ra t o rs 

8. In determining the effectiveness of the innovation. 

9. In determining the effectiveness of the innovation, 

Question "c" 

How important do you think this variable is for 

developing innovations? 

"Cont inu i ng" Schoo1 Admj n is Lra to rs 

1. Does not have the importance the rest of the 
va r i a b1e s do. 

2. Not too important. 

3. 1 think it is helpful, worthwhile to view. 
I am not sure that we know how to measure exactly 
what we're trying to do. 

4. It is very important. 

5. I'm not too impressed. 
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"Abandoning" School. Adrriini s t rators 

6. Statistics are important although they do change 
very rapidly. Two year old figures would be 
very misleading. 

7. 1 t h i n k  i t  i s  i r r i p o r L a n L  t o  h a v e  s t a t i s t i c a l  d a t a  
for analys i s. 

8. I think there is no other way to make a valid 
e v a l u a t i o n  o f  a n  i n n o v a t i o n .  

9. It is important if linked up with group subjective 
e va1uat i o n s . 

10. We need some way of evaluating, in some cases the 
real value may not show up for ten to fifteen 
years however. 
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