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Learning About School IPM Effectiveness Through Stakeholder-Based Evaluation
Introduction
Research has indicated there are negative impacts associated with pesticide use in schools (Kogan, 1998; Goldman, 1995).  Integrated pest management (IPM) offers safer methods for pest control (Lame, 2005).  However, the state of [STATE] has no enacted mandates regarding the use of IPM techniques forcing schools to utilize safer pest management practices (Blind Reference, personal communication, September 12, 2011).  The implied dissonance of this situation has led to the perceived need of the program of interest in this evaluation – School IPM Program in [STATE].
Two primary goals guided the School IPM Program: (1) create an IPM resource packet that included background information about IPM, the need for IPM in schools, and current IPM practices and strategies, and (2) visit each participating school and deliver a professional IPM educational presentation, conduct a preliminary facility inspection, and provide a personal pest control consultation session to faculty and administrators.  Ultimately, the mission of the program was to introduce the concept of IPM to school decision makers who were expected to implement IPM techniques in their school districts, resulting in reduced exposure to pesticides among school students, staff, and faculty.  The objectives of the School IPM program were as follows: (1) encourage a school culture that includes IPM techniques rather than using expensive and dangerous pest control chemicals, (2) create IPM awareness in six [STATE] public school districts, and (3) educate school personnel about appropriate IPM techniques. (Blind Reference, personal communication, September 12, 2011)
After the program was implemented in 2009, the project director wanted feedback on the effectiveness of his efforts.  He sought out evaluation services to help support decision making about future programming.  The evaluation team focused evaluation efforts on answering three central questions: (a) what current perception typologies existed regarding pest management in school settings?, (b) were stakeholders who participated in the IPM School Program knowledgeable of IPM techniques?, and (c) what IPM strategies were adopted as a result of the  participating  in the pilot program? 

Theoretical Framework
Rogers’ (2003) diffusion of innovation theory guided the evaluation.  Rogers (2003) outlined five stages in the diffusion process: (a) knowledge, (b) persuasion, (c) decision, (d) implementation, and (e) confirmation.  The five stages of the diffusion process were utilized to analyze findings and formulate recommendations. 
Methodology
Three schools were identified and requested to participate in the evaluation, two of the schools participated in the IPM School Program and one did not.  Two major methods of evaluation were utilized to answer the evaluation questions.  First, a qualitative case study as described by Creswell (2007) consisting of interviews with stakeholders, pictures of school pest management strategies, and document analysis provided a deeper and richer understanding of the impact of the IPM School Program. 
Q-methodology, outlined by Brown (1980) was used to answer the first evaluation question centered on the perception typologies that exist regarding pest management in school settings.  Participants were asked to complete the sort and also talk aloud as they sort.  This talk aloud was recorded in the same manner as the interviews to aid in the various views related to IPM in schools.
Findings
In response to the first evaluation question, it was found that three major perception typologies existed.  The first typology was named Concerned Supporter of IPM, and was built on four major concepts: (a) a lack of trust in relation to chemical controls of pest, (b) concern for the environment and the health of students, (c) a belief that IPM strategies are effective, and (d) a desire to learn more about IPM.  The second typology, Responsible Pragmatists, was defined by individuals who were focused on the immediate needs of schools, recognized the dangers associated with chemical pest control, relied on and trusted that professionals would administer chemicals safely and effectively.  Finally, the last perception was referred to as The Power of Education and highlighted two opposite views that exposed the important role that knowledge of IPM can play in changing the culture of pest management in schools.  
Evaluation question two asked if stakeholders who participated in the IPM School Program were knowledgeable of IPM techniques.  The evaluators found that administrators, staff, and instructors at participating school districts possessed a general but limited knowledge of various IPM techniques.  Conversely, staff members and instructors at the non-participating school were ignorant of IPM techniques and terminology.  
Evaluation question three pertained to IPM strategies that were currently being implemented in the schools that participated in the IPM School Program.  This question is answered simply – one of the schools currently uses IPM techniques and the other does not. A staff member in the school that utilizes IPM explained that he has been interested in IPM for several years and he was very excited to participate in the OSU program.  The superintendent of the school that chose not to adopt IPM indicated that he never took the program seriously because he thought he was doing [STATE] University a favor by agreeing to participate.
Evaluative Judgments 
As a result of this evaluation, it was concluded that the IPM School Program increased IPM I.Q. but did not permeate behaviors of school stakeholders.  The diffusion of this innovation failed during the decision stage of Rogers’ (2003) model.  Furthermore, resources devoted to objectives beyond that of simple education were ineffective and little behavior change will occur without state legislation mandating IPM in schools.

Recommendations
Based on the three judgments stated above, it is recommended that: 
· Future IPM educational efforts should be focused on the risks associated with chemical control.  
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Administrators should be a focus of IPM educational efforts.
· Schools that are interested in IPM strategies should be identified, invested in, and supported as opinion leaders.
· IPM professional development seminars should be hosted throughout the state.
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