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FOREWORD

Nearly sixty miiiion people—more than thirty percent of the popu-
I2tion of this nation—are ravolved today in education as students, teachers,
or administrators. Coupled with this involvement to a degree never before
experienced in the history of the world is a growing interest and concern
throughout our society about education. However, interest, involvement
and concern are not sufficient; specific provision must be made for compre-
hensive planning which not only recognizes the inevitability of change and
the need for determining its direction, but also exposes the identifiable
probiems of the future and develops alternatives for their solution.

DESIGNING EDUCATION FOR THE FUTURE: An Eight-State
Project represents a serious attempt to assist people—educators, legislators
and lay citizens—tc see more clearly how interest, involvement, and con-
cern can be translated into planning, and then into action.

Byron W. Hansford
Chairman, Policy Board




CONTENTS

Chapter

Page

1 THE FUTURE IN THE PRESENT; PLANNING FOR IMPROVEMENTS

IN EDUCATION

Edgar L. Morphet, Project Director, Designing
Education for the Future; with the assistance

of David L. Jesser, Assistant Direcior, Designing
Education for the Future

Planning for the Future
Planzing and Change

Designing Education for the Future

WHAT LIES AHEAD

Laurence D. Haskew, Professor of Educational
Administration, University of Texas

PART 1: THE APPROACHING CONTEXT

The Times Ahead ......

Societal Ingredients of the Seventies

PART 2: EMERGING CHALLENGES TO EDUCATION ..
Increasing the Basic Sirength of the System

Meeting New Dimensions of Customer Demand ............

Increasing Cruciality of Old Mandates
Effecting Significant Changes in Instructional Programs

Content as a Major Issue of Public Policy
Staffing Presents New Dimensions }

Perplexities in Planning Education for Workers

Modifying the Educational Structure
More Adequate Financial Support

Institutional Interrelationships and Functions
PART 3: EMERGING RESPONSES TO THE CHALLENGES ......

The Locus of Response
Vehicles for Response . . .

Content for Response ......

Kenneth H. Hansen, Director of Program Development,
Education Commission of the States, Denver
The: Changing Cultural Matrix

PLANNING AND CHANGE: DESIGN === DECISION ~~—3» ACTION .....

Organization for Planning I

The Change Process
Value Systems: How Do You Decide?

Implications for “Levels” of Government and of Education
In Summary ..... eeoeseaensesnasesiaane eeeuetensesesennnestensaserens

11

11
12
17

23
23




viii

E Chapter Fage
- 4  PROBLEMS, PROCEDURES AND PRIORITIES IN
o DESIGNING EDUCATICN FOR THE FUTURE 81
;' : Robert B. Howsam, Dean, College of Education,
G , University of Houston
k- : History in the Making 82
g Interpreting Accurately the Signs of the Times ...... 83
I Assuring Balance in Use of Change Strategies - 87
g Vffecting Change Through Educational Reorganization .........ccoecceeee. 91
S Developing Appropriate Utopian Images and Goals 95
¥ L Differentiating Means and Ends and Using Each
Appropriately 98
Clarifving the Functions of Lay Citizens and
Protessionals 100
Avoiding the Leveling of Lighthouses . 101
Relating Professionalization of Education to Planning
and Change 102

Assuring Acceptance of the Need for Planning and Change ............ 103




Democracy stands for giving an equal opportunity to individuals for
developing their unequal capacities. . . . There is a democracy of excelienice
as well as of talent. In a democratic society, a whole range of talent is
necessary to make it work. Our society depends upon a highly diversified
range of decision making.

A universal system of education is ultimately tested at its margins.
What we do about those on the periphery, the gifted or the disadvantaged,
is mote likely to reveal the general quality of our entire educational enter-
prise and more likely to serve as a test of its viability than what we do for
the great middle range. The ultimate goai is a quality integrated education

for all our children. What is quality integrated education? It is an education
. « . that teaches [the child] to judge individuals for what they are rather
than by what group they belong to, that differences among peoples are not
as great as similarities, and that difference is a source of richness and value
rather than a thing to be feared and denied.

Ewald B. Nyquist, Deputy
Commissioner of Education,
New York State Department
of Education:

RSN N




i

CHAPTER 1
The Future In The Present:

Planning for Improvements in 'Educatidn

Fogar L. MORPHET *
" With the Assistance of
LiaviD L. JESSER **

The citizens of this country—and of each state and community in the
nation—have been confronted continuously in ‘one way or another with
the question: “How important is education?” Overwhelmingly wmost of
them have said or implied: “It is very important.” However, their decisions
and actions have not always been consistent with their verbal expressions.

The pecple in some states and communities have provided realistic
moral and financial support for education; in others, the governors, many
legislators, a majority of the voters, and sometimes even local school board
members have again and again given clear-cut evidence that, in reality,
they do not attach a high priority to education.

However, some recent studies and other developments may be pro-
viding a basis for beginning to narrow the all too common gap between
our expressed aspirations for education and the actions—or even fail-
ures to take action—that are so inconsistent with these aspizations. Among
these are the following: ‘

1. Many leaders throughout the world have concluded, on the basis of
careful studies, that the kind and quality of education provided for
the citizens of a nation will have a direct bearing on the development
and progress of that nation. In the underdeveloped nations little prog-
ress can be expected until more adequate education is provided. More-
over, the development of adequate programs of education for all
will ultimately provide a sound basis for beste: governments and more
vigorous economic growth as well as for relicving international tensions
and reducing crises and conflicts. B oo o

~

2. During recent years many leading economists have concluded that,
even in this country, expenditures for education constitute an investment
that yields greater returns and contributes more to the growth of the
cconomy than many oiher investments. Some studies have indicated
that nearly 40 percent of the increase in the gross matiomal product

* Director, Designing Education for the Future: An Eight-State Project, and Professor of Education
Emeritus, University of California, Berkeley., Formetly, Director of Administration and Finance,
Alabama and Florida State Departments of Education, and Chief of School Finance, U. S. Office
of Education. Author or co-author of numerous publications, including Educational Organization
and Administration and Financing the Public Schools.

*% Assisiant Director, Designing Education for the Future, Former(liy, Director, Western States
Small Schools Project for Nevada; Superintendent, Woodlin (Colorado) School District; Teacher
and administrator of schools in Guam and Nebraska. .
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2 Cooperative Planning for Fducation

can be explaired only by the expenditures made for (the investment #n)
education.!

3. In an increasingly technological society, such as ours, a much larger
percent of the people wili have to be much better educated in the future
than in the past if the economy it to function satisfactorily. Inap-
propriately or inadequately educated people can make little contribution
to the evolving economy or even to national stability and security.

4. Society can no longer afford to provide madequate education for
the culturally and economically disadvantaged, for minorities, for the
emotionally and physically handicapped, for those who are displaced
by technological developments—in fact, for any member of the society;
the ultimate social and economic costs of neglect or inadequacy are
greater than the expenditures that would have been requn'ed if adequate
provisions had been made at the proper time.

The above discussion should not be interpreted to mean, or even to
imply, that greater expenditures for any kind or quality of education—
2 even for the kind provided at present in some of the more progressive
. school systems, institutions of higher learning or states—will suffice to

E , meet future needs. Indeed they will not. The issue is not merely, or perhaps
primarily, one of money. It is much broader.

The mounting evidence indicates strongly that even present day needs
cannot be met in most areas of the nation where the educational program
or organization has one or more of the following characteristics: a cur-
riculum including an instructional and appraisal plan based largely on the
ability of situdents to memorize and feed back at the proper time numerous
bits of often unrelated information; teaching (often lecturing to) large
groups with inadequate attention to individual learning problems and
progress; an often highly compartmentalized subject matter approach to
teaching and learning; a tendency to discourage or “push out” students
who do not do well with highly intellectualized tasks, and then to ignore
them after they have dropped out—in other words, to orient the program
largely to the presumed needs of students with college potential; an or-
ganization that provides largely for huge unwieldly districts in cities, sep-
- arate districts with wide ranges in wealth in suburban rveas and many
districts in other areas that are too small to provide an etfective program
at any cost; a patchwork of expedient and often conflicting provisions and
measures for attempting to dea! with this unwieldly situation; provisions
for financial support that often are inequitable, indefensible and clearly
fail to meet the needs; and few state agencies for education that are or-
ganized or staffed to provide the leadership and services needed even to
help school systems or institutions make the adjustments that would be
required to meet present needs satisfactorily. Even this list is far from
complete.

It should be apparent to all who are familiar with the current situa-
tion that, in most areas, education is not prepared to nicet emerging needs
—and cannot meet them realistically unless many significant changes are
made within the next few years.
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Planning Improvements in Education 3

Moreover, the fact should be recognized that the next generation of
citizens—who will be instrumental in determining the destiny of this nation
during much of the remainder of the present century—are now engaged
as students in some aspect of the educational enterprise. The kind and
quality of learning experiences they have will be highly significant for the
future of the nation. Thus, in many respecis, the future of any nation will
be found in—and to some extent determined by—the on-going present.

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE

A few decades ago many people weuld have decried a proposal that
we should attempt to plan for the future. Today, probably few would
oppose the concept of planning but many apparently still believe we can
make the adjustments we need as time moves on and see no particular
need to devote time or effort to planning. These people may not recognize
that the situation has changed at least in the foilowing respects in addition
to those noted earlier:

1. We know that many changes will occur with or without planning—-
such as population increases, continued depletion of certain natural re-
sources, greater urbanization, etc. However, we also know that by plan-
ning we can keep the population from exceeding the food supply, pre-
vent the wastage of vital resources and at least provide better living
conditiors for those who move to urban areas. In other words, by
anticipating probable developments we can prepare to avoid or mitigate
some that might be harmful to humanity.

2. Through planning we can project alternative goals and courses of
action that would be appropriate to the attainment of those goals. By
obtaining and analyzing pertinent information we wili be in a more
favorable position to use sound judgment in selecting goals aad to
bring to bear cost benefit information in choosing wisely among alter-
native courses of action to assure that the goals are attained st a reasou-
able cost.

3. Through appropriate planning procedures we can identify maladjust-
ments and deficiencies that are causing or likely to cause difficulties
and decide in advance what adjustments are needed, instead of making
an adjustment (e.g., passing a new law) and waiting to see how it
works out.

4. We now have available many of the tools and skiiis needed to plan
effectively and also to recognize and avoid some of the previously un-
recognized pitfalls iz pianning.

A major question still unresolved for many people potentially inter-
ested in planning is: How can we plan education for a world we cannot
foresee? The dilemma apparently is not as serious as it may seem. One
authority? has pointed out that those engaged in long-range planning need
not try to predict the exact course of events. Instead, their purpose should
be to make reasonable assumptions about the future based on the best
evidence available. For example, two or more assumptions about any
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trend or prospective development may be accepted as reasonable, and ten-
tative plans developed for each feasible alternative. Thus, we can be much
better prepared to meet the situation and needs than if we had not planned.

In other words, these assumptions should provide the bases for T
developing what some authorities call guiding predictions. These should ISR
not attempt to describe the world as it may be at any particular time in -
the future (e.g., 1980). Rather they should serve as guides for predicting,
and for evaluating the consequences of, feasible alternative courses of
action.?

ASSUMPTIONS RELATING TO SOCIETY

The evidence strongly indicates that such assumptions as the follow-
ing relating to prospective developments during the next ten to twenty-
five years seem defensible and may be used as background for planning:

1. Man, himself, is not likely 0 change significantly in basic respects.
Some will tend to become selfish, ruthless and irrational—others will
be kindly, considerate of others and relatively rational. Man’s attributes
and attitudes will depend increasingly on the kind and quality of his
socio-economic environment and of his educational experiences. The lot
of multitudes throughout the world and the progress of society can be
enhanced by better planning and the provision of appropriate opportu-
nities for progress.

2. While world tensions will continze and many crises will deveiop as a
result of idealogical struggles and the cold war, the gravest problems
are likely to arise from the increasing differences in economic level
and social progress between the educationally and technologically more
advanced mnations and the underdeveloped (and generally poorly edu-
cated) countries and peoples. However, with better education for larger
proportions of the people should come increased economic progress and
greater stability.

3. Information—potentiaily available to all—will increase somewhat S
in geometric progression—will probably double every ten to fifteen -
years. But so will our ability to store and retrieve information. One of
our problems in educational institutions and in society will be to select
and utilize effectively the most pertinent and significant information in
arriving at decisions, and to learn how to avoid being confused by the
irrelevant or inconsequential.

4. In this country—largely because of the strong belief of a majority
of the people that we should attempt to provide education for everyone,
and of the progress that has been made in providing a relatively high
quality program in many areas—our technological and economic su-
periority is likely to continue for some time; however, the extent of
this superiority should gradually decrease. In the meantime, increasing
urbanization, crime, air and water pollution, transportation congestion
and other similar developments will continue to bring more complicated
and troublesome problems that could result in retrogression or chaos in
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Planning Improvements in Education 5

many respects. However, recognition of the seriousness of such prob-
lems has already resulted in important attempts to plan for their solu-
tion and for the avoidance, if possible, of similar neglect of emezging
major problems in the future. '

In postulating the future we can be pessimists—and assume that all
problems are so difficult and so nearly insoluhle that we fail to make
any serious effort to solve them—or such opiimists that we assume the
problems eventually will solve themselves with no scrious cffort on our

part.

Fortunately, most Americans seem to be realists with a certain amount
of opti.nism. We recognize that we are facing many serious problems, and
that new ones are almost certain to emerge, but we know that—with the
progress being made in science, in knowledge and in skills—we can solve
such problems if we decide to do so and wiil plan as carefully as we have
in our endeavor to land men on the moon in a few years. We have recog-
nized the challenge and are beginning to respond to it.

ASSUMPIIONS RELATING T¢ EDUCATION

Similarly, on the basis of evidence already available, we can make a
number of defensible assumptions about education that can be used as
background for planning. Among these are the following:

1. During coming years provision will need to be made in every society
to assure that, in so far as practicable, everyone is educated to the max-
imum of his potential as an individual and as a contributing member of
society. This means that better provisions will need to be made to help
each individual to recognize his potential and to continue his education
formally or informally as lorg as he and society can benefit. -

2. The formal and the informal educational programs and influences
will need to be much better coordinated than at present. The environ-
mental influences (home, peer groups, subcultures, other organizations
that are concerned) should receive much more consideration in planning
and conducting the formal educatiorl program.

3. Much of the relatively unutilized information currently available
about the iearning process will need to be brought to bear to facilitate
learning. Much additional information is accumulating every year. Thus,
we should be able to do an increasingly bstter job of facilitating learn-
ing for all students.

4. Many prospective changes in society will require changes or adjust-
ments in the educational program. To make these changes will require
careful planning and frequent adjustmients if the needs are: to be met.

5. If education is to become more cffective, as seems essential, goals
will need to be stated more clearly and meaningfuliy, means (often
cooperative) of achieving them must be carefully developed, and realis-
tic measures of progress toward achieving each goal devised and
utilized.
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6 Cooperative Planning for Education

6. The emphasis will be on learning—not on “teaching” in the tradi-
tional sense. Much of the learning will probably be self leaming, with
appropriate counseling, involving much more extensive use of
technology.
7. Major aspects of the curriculum will probebly be much more
oriented to occupations and professions—in contrast with the traditional
college or academic orientation—as a means of helping to meet the
needs of a substantial portion of the students that are not now being
met realistically. The schools will be seeking to develop a “zero reject
system” in connection with which dropouts will be recognized as re-
sulting from failures of the schools to meet the needs.

8. Programs for the preparation of teachers, administrators and other
school perzonnel will need to be significantly reoriented to enable them
to provide effective leadership, participate constructively in plarring
for the future, learn how to help students prepare for change and to
utilize the best information available to help to motivate students and to
facilitate learning.

9. Local school systems, state agencies for education and even institu-
tions of higher learning will need to develop an organization—often
quite a different organization than at present—and methods of operat-
ing that are designed to meet changing needs. New insights will lead
to and make necessary new patterns and procedures.

10. Plans and provisions for financing education will need to be based
on carefully developed program budgets, supplemented by evidence re-
garding probable returns from expenditures. Rough measures of need,
of ability, and of financial requirements of widely different kinds of
programs will probably no longer be considered satisfactory.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

Some people may be concerned that planning for improvements in
education may result in a planned society, or in an educational program
blueprinted by planning experts who rely on automated machines that
provide “the answers.” However, there is a vast difference between 2
planned society and a planning society.

In the planning process there are appropriate—and inappropriate—
roles and procedures for various kinds of experts and specialists, for edu-
cators and for lay citizens, and for the use of computers and other
machines and their products. The planning experts and other appropriate
specialists—autilizing any tools or machines they find helpful—may as-
semble and analyze data, make projections, identify feasible alternative
goals and procedures and ascertain the implications of each alternative.
However, they should not attempt to determine either the choices to be
made or the basic actions to be taken. These decisions must be made by
the people or their representatives who are responsible for determining the
basic policies for education.

The cooperative approach to planning in education (involving, as
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appropriate, laymen as well as educators, other competent people as well
as planning experts, and aspects that are decentralized as well as those
that need to be centralized) seems essential in this country and has many
advantages. The planning procedures and outcomes must be the best that
can be devised if education is to be prepared to meet present as well as
emerging needs. In some of the technical areas or aspects, qualified educa-
tors—with appropriate assistance—can and should develop and implement
plans. In terms of basic policy decisions that should be of concern to the
citizens of a state or local school system, the people must reach substantial
agreement before any such policy can be adopted or implemented. Bona
fide cooperation in planning tends to facilitate understanding, wise decisions
and effective implementation. However, the fact that a plan or any aspect
of a plan has been approved does not mean, in a rapidly changing society,
that any citizen caa afford to become complacent. Any good plan includes
provisions for evaluation and for revision when the evidence indicates that
some change is needed. The planning process must be a continuous process
and any plan that is approved should contain provisions for further study
and modification as conditions change or new evidence becomes available.

Moreover, there is little benefit in engaging in planning unless the
plans cai: be implemented—that is, are utilized to effect changes that are
deemed beneficial and, also, to avoid those changes that would be con-
sidered harmful. One major purpose of planning is to determine what
changes are needed and to attempt to assure that those changes are made
promptly and rationally.

Dlanning for the future involves both the identification and acceptance
of appropriate long-range purposes and goals and the development of
suitable steps and procedures for attaining those goals. Seldom can all
aspects of a comprehensive plan for education—or for any aspect of sc-
ciety—be implemented at one time. Thus, priorities need to be established. sl
Often some changes need to be made before others become feasibie, or SR
some are considered more urgent than others. By planning for and taking e
certain feasible steps, progress can be made and thz gains recognized,
thus opening the way for further steps until the original goals have been
achieved. In the meantime, new needs and goals, often resulting from
changes in society, will have been recognized and the process of planning
will need to be continued indefinitely into the future.

PLANNING AND CHANGE

Almost everyone in this country knows that many changes are oc-
curring every year and that the pace of change is rapidly increasing. Some
of these changes—such as breakthroughs in health—are highly significant;
others may be relatively minor. Some have been carefully planned; others
have not.

People react in various ways to change. A minority tends to resist al-
most every change. On the other hand, as John Gardner* has pointed out,
many have almost a sentimental attitude toward change; they tend to
welcome it without stopping to consider the implications. Probably a
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8 Cooperative Planning for Education

majority tend to welcome those changes they consider advantagecus or
beneficial, and to oppose those which appear to be disadvantageous or
harmful.

Since many changes in sosiety have important implications for edu-
cation, it should be apparent that numerous changes will need to be made
during e coming years. ivVioreover, ihe fact ihai the educaiion presenily
provided does not meet many current needs is being recognized by in-
creasing numbers. If we do not pian effectively for change—-plan to meset
emerging needs as well as to eliminate present deficiences—the progress
of the nation is almost certain to be handicapped and unresolved prob-
lems of society will multiply and become increasingly grave. But planning
is not enough; the plans must be implemented—the desired changes must
be made. We must pursue social change—actively seek defensible changes
in education.

One observer has noted: “One of the most effective ways of pursuing
social change is for men to imagine some future they would like to live
within, and then to act in the present to create some part of that future,
not merely to plead for its creation.”?

While imagination is important, man cannos rely on imagination alone
to identify and solve his problems. He must use all the tools at his com-
mand and rely on the best value judgments that can be devised in the
efort to bring vaguely recognized problems iato clear focus and develop
the best possible solutions. All pertinent information must be assembled
and analyzed, projections must be made, purposes agreed upon, goals
established and appropriate means of achieving the goals decided upon
and utilized effectively.

As plans for any one aspect of education are being developed, their
implications for other aspects—and especially for student learning and the
instructional program—need to be carefully considered frcm every point
of view. All aspects of education are inter-related and have many im-
portant implications for society. Just as society tends to shape and deter-
mine the characteristics of the educationa! organization and program for
each generation, education also tends to shape—or at least greatly influ-
ence-—the society ia which the ensuing generation will live.

Even then change will not come easily. There will be many con-
straints and obstacles ranging from financial support to people. In many
instances the most serious will be people.

The basis for effecting changes in education can and should be built
into certain aspects of the planning process. Pertinent information as-
sembled in connection with the planning process, when properly inter-
preted, can help people become aware of emerging problems and their
importance, of existing inadequacies, and of needs and ways of wmeeting
the needs and solving the problems. Leading citizens need to be invsived
in the process of deciding on appropriate goals and means of achieving
them—on the best ways of solving the problems—and they in turn can
help to interpret the needs to the people and their reprcsentatives without
whose support no major changes can be made.
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Before there can be any significant change in education, substantial
numbers of people must change their perceptions, points of view and atti-
tudes. Some may support a change because leaders in whom they have
confidence recommend it, but many will support it only when they are
convinced that it will benefit them, their children or the society in which
they live. In most cases they must first become aware that there is some
kind of a problem—that there is “something wrong.” They then may
become interested in seeking further information—in trying to under-
stand the situation. Once they become convinced that there is an im-
portant problem that needs serious attention, many will want to become
involved in helping to work out a solution and in seeing that the neces-
sary steps are taken to implement the solution agrecd upon.

Thus, in the democratic process, many changes come slowly and
painfully, and often lag behind the needs. This has. usually been the case
in education, partly because there has been little planning for change.
Better and more deliberate planning in the future can help to assure that
the education of tomorrow is more adequate and will be better adapted
to the needs than the education provided in the past or even in the present.

DESIGNING EDUCATION FOR THE FUTURE

The major purpose of the project Designing Education for the Fu-
ture is to encourage and assist each of the participating states to identify
emerging needs in education during the next ten to fifteen years and to
attempt to develop and begin to implement plans designed to meet those
needs. One basic assumption has been that the state agency for educa-
tion in each state must be organized and staffed to provide the leadership
needed to assure adequate planning and appropriate services in the future,
since this cannot be done on a state-wide basis by local school districis
and should not be undertaken by the federal government. A szcond basic
assumption has been ¢hat the kind and nature of leadership and services
that should be provided by 2 state can best be determined after the design
for all aspects of the educational program in the state for the future has
begun to emerge and the implications determined.

To that end, cach state has appointed a coordinator and established
an advisory committee comprised of prominent laymen and educators re-
sponsible for providing guidance for the necessary studies and agreeing
upon an appropriate design for education in the future. To assist the
coordinator and advisory committee, each state has appointed a number
of task force groups or study committees in four major areas: (1) the
educational program; (2) local schools and school systems; (3) state edu-
cational organization, functions and relations; and (4) the economics and
financing of education.

To assist the people in each state to become aware of, and concerned
about, some of the existing inadequacies and emerging needs and about
the importance of planning for change, three major conferences were
held and reports published during the first year of the project on pertinent
topics in the following areas: Prospective Changes in Society by 1980;
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Implications for Education of Prospective Changes in Society; and Plan-
ning and Effecting Needed Changes in Education. These reports, which
have been widely discussed in each state and in other areas'as well, have
been in such demand that the project supply was quickly exhausted and
each has now been reprinted commercially.®

This report represents an attempt to help each state group to begin
to focus attention on: (1) the prospective changes in society that are most
likely to have major implications for education; (2) the most important
implicatinns for significant changes in education; and (3) the basic con-
cepts, strategies and procedures that should be utilized in planning for and
effecting needed changes in education. The papers included in this report
are directed primarily to that end.

Some of the concepts in these papers were considered in tentative
form by members of the advisory committee, coordinator and consultant
for each state at a conference at Las Vegas, Nevada, October 9-10, 1967.
The papers were then revised, supplemented and presented for considera-
tion at a conference involving a delegation from each state including the
governor, representatives from the legislature, the chief state school of-
ficer, representatives from the advisory committee and the state board,
representative educators, and others. At this conference, held in Denver,
Colorado, November 26-28, 1967, the delegaticn from each state at-
tempted to identify and report on some emerging areas of agreement. This
process will continue in cach state during coming months.

As a basis for further stimulation and discussion, papers are being
prepared by leading authorities on the educational program of the future,
local schools and school systems in the future, the state educational or-
ganization and functisv: in the future, and on the economics and financing
of education in the future. These papers will be considered at subsequent
conferences and included in a future pubiication. ‘

Footnote References
1See, for example, “The Grand Investment,” Kaiser Aluminum News, Number one/67
On Education, p. 217.

2Frank S. Hopkins, “The Next Forty Years” as quoted in The Futurist, Vol. 1, No.
3 (June 1967), p. 39.

8Fred Charles Ilké, “Can Social Predictions Be Evaluated?” Daedalus (Journal of
the American Academy of Arts and Sciences), Summer 1967, pp. 733-58.

4John Gardner, Self-Renewal: The Individual and the Innovative Society (New York:
Harper & Row, Publishers, 1964), p. 107.

f;e;‘t,hur {2 Waskow, “The Education of Peace-Makers,” Saturday Review, August 12,
» P 12.

6Citation Press, Scholastic Magazines Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1967.




CHAPTER 2
What Lies Ahead

LAURENCE D. HASKEW*

The citizens of America have exhibited great confidence in the power
of education. They have assumed responsibility for developing it to serve
the aspirations of this democracy and also for employing it to enhance
the life of each individual. Plans and programs to accomplish these objec-
tives are the basic responsibility of—and provide a challenging opportunity
to—the people in each state. In times with great portent, discharge of
this responsibility by designing and planning education for the future
assumes critical significance.

Cause-and-cffect relations always exist mutually between education
and the times in which education is conducted. The times, in effect,
furnish a context for education. By context is meant all those conditions
and influences which surround educational endeavor, furnishing, as it
were, the plasma in which education lives. Thus, education is always part
of iis context and the context, in turn, is affected by the kind and quality
of education provided. Education, therefore, is bound up with the impli-
cations of the times.

Part 1: The Approaching Context

The portent of our own time is dramatically obvious. Whether citizens
have planned it or not, education is undergoing the greatest change within
memory. Frederick Shaw writes, “School curricula have changed more in
the last ten years than in any other decade of our nationai history.” The

~ context—societal, economic, ideational, cultural—of education is changing

even more dramatically. Schools are bombarded with pressures, challenges,
and problems originating in this context. They are responding in a variety
of ways and are failing or refusing to respond in many other ways. Sensi-
tivity and responsiveness of education to the context in which it is cast
are traditional in America. But at no previous time has there been such
a ground swell of popular demand that schools and education change
because the context is changing, nor such frenetic efforts by those who
control education to adapt to that context.

Education, however, possesses capacity fo be itself—to influence as
well as to be influenced, and to say “no” as well as “yes” to the forces
in its environment. It is surely creature of its context. But it is creator

® Professor of Educational Administration, University of Texas. Formexl*. Vice-Chancellor, Univer-
sity of Texas (1954-67); Dean, College of Education, University of Texas (1947-62): Director,
Teacher Education, Emogxx' University and Agnes Scott College (1941-473; President’s Commission
on Higher Education (1947); Consultant, Gilmer-Aikin Committee on Education, Texas (1947-48),
Author of Thts is Teaching, and contributor to numerous educational periodicals.
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as well. Its creatorship in our country is entrusted to relatively independent
groups of people who are assigned the resporeibilities for planning its
systems and devising its programs. These representatives, or trusiees, act
at the behest of each state’s citizens. Those citizens, in turn, act on and
react to proposals made by their trustees. When the trustees and the oiher
citizens of the states look together at the approaching context for education
it becomes possible to design education for the future, The inevitable
adaptations to be made can thus be subjected to forethoughted, carefrRy
planned and considered strategies which, in turn, are guided by goals agreed
upon in advance on the basis of informed choices between ziternatives.
Orderliness and control are thus introduced into what otherwise would tend
to be a process of blind evolution.

Planning (or designing) education for the future is an imperative at
any time. Schools are always bridges for use of the past to enlighten the
present. America has attempted to make them serve additionally as thor-
oughfares interconnecting people with the present period in which life oc-
curs. But schools are likewise civilizing probes toward the future. It is
obvious that this last characteristic, in times such as these, takes on un-
precedented priority.

Designing education for the future is essentially a matter of concept-
valizing a model that will be adequate to meet foreseen as well as
anticipated needs, and of developing plans and outlining procedures to
move from the present model toward the one which is desired. It begins
by taking thought to overcome deficiencies of the present. It must likewise
move to remodel an existing structure—often a few steps at a time—in a
manner that will make it possible to produce the structure needed by 1980.
Ancther purpose of designing for the future is to plan and create aew
siructures and arrangements and to provide for introducing them to replace
vbsolete ones. Since all three aspects of design are essentiaily resolutions
between context and the purposes to be served, designing education for
the future is to foresee as clearly as possible the context for education be-
tween now and 1980, to choose in light thereof the purposes to be served
by a state’s system for education and to develop strategies for achieving
those purposes.

THE TIMES AHEAD

Let us consider briefly some of the salient characteristics of the
approaching times.* Those which seem to have particular import for the
designers of education have been selected for attention.

COMPETITION FOR MATERIAL AND HUMAN RESOURCES

America’s gross national product—-hence applicable fiscal resources—
seems destined to reach unprecedented heights. The gross national man-
power, measured in numbers and in competence, will likewise escalate,

* The author has relied heavily for the following material upon %apers incorporated in Prospective

Changes in Socletv by 1980, upon discussions at the first and subsequent conferences of the Eight

;Shtaule) ngg:ct,ma?d upon special papers and working documents, many of which were assembled by
e Project staff.
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although not so impressively. But the increase in the competition for the
deployment of these resources among objects accepted as desirable by
the American people bids fair to outstrip both. Exploration of the planets,
demanded triumphs over disease, efforts to achieve a stable world order,
rescue of the major cities from a civilization-threatening debacle, providing
formal and informal education to an extent never before even contemplated
—these are only a few of the demands involving stupendous costs already
in sight as powerful claimants upon America’s resources.

The style of competition, by all indications, will become increasingly
sophisticated, and the outcome increasingly resolved in national-level cor-
poration and governmental circles as they “read” the will of the people—a
will no longer left to accident by the competitors. Implications of this
competition for educational planners are numerous, but one deserves
special notice. The sum total of such competition will tend to make man
himself merely a resource, unless some powerful voice speaks for man as
mar: individual and singular. If education does not, who will?

PREOCCUPATION WITE CRITICAL WORLD SITUATIONS

Political leaders and societal analysts join in foreseeing a long, hard
struggle before desperation in the world is reduced below explosive level.
Most agree that America as a nation cannot soon, if at all, disengage itself
from involvement with such situations. Modern communications media
make it equally impossible for the individual American, wherever located,
to live disengaged. On the contrary, scores of influences urge him to make
world affairs a pressing personal concern. World crises, present and im-
pending, seem destined to be as indigenous to American people and their
concerns in the 1970’s as was the Great Depression in the 1930’s.

Again, implications for the content and posture of education are
manifold. One immediate structural and design opportunity is especially
brought out by many commentators—the continuing possibility that, almost
overnight, the American economy may have to find new outlets for funds
reieased by cessation of a given defense or military commitment. The
adequacy of a state’s design for educaticn may weli be tested by its ability
to receive and employ those funds to productive ends already envisiored
and arranged for.

RECOGNITION 0¥ CHANGE AS BOTH MOOD AND ARTIFACT

The current mood of the American peonle is to expect change. This
is a rising new folkway in our culture. Historically, insensibility to change
and resistance to reconstructicn have been significant in accounting for the
design of school systems in this country. But never has a whole pecple been
so educated toward change as a characteristic of an age as have Americans
since 19860.

Awareness that alteration of almost every aspect of life impends, or is
already in process, has been transferred from intellectual circles into the
public domain. Mass media of communication are helping to make
“change” almost a watchword of popular culture. The connotaticns of this

oomrom— e s ity o o s e




14 Cocperative Planning for Education

word are still vague, but are being inczeasingly built up by press, television,
radio, common schools, institutions of higher education, and political
leaders. Its emotional impact is already manifested to a visible extent.

In consequence, in the approaching decade there should be & degree
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of readiness and demand for ¢ch Shnge that will offer o de"igﬂ‘“"' of education

both unprecedented opportunities and dangerous temptations. Innovations
can be accepted, even welcomed, with alacrity by the public; but, in the
words of President Henry Chauncey of the Educational Testing Service:

“With so many engaged in educational innovation, the result
may be chaos unless careful, coordinated planning and evaluation
accompany the current enthusiasm for change and experimenta-
tion.”2

Likewise, change itself—not as mood but as empirical fact—is almost
universally forecast as a dominant characteristic of the times ahead. Dra-
matic change in the technological extension of man’s capabilities is certain.
But the sheer rate of change may be more significant than the absolute
achievements themselves.

Technological change, as Kenneth Boulding points out, creates funda-
mental recastings in culture.® When its rate is swift, frenzied or unanalyzed,
cultural responses can casily warp if not disrupt for decades society's
rational pursuit of the good life. The sheer rate of technological change
particularly concerns every social institution because at the same tiine
change is imposing new demands upon such institutions, it is rendering
obsolete the accumulated methedology and capacities of institutional per-
sonnel to cope with those demands. Disjunction between what is possible
and what is performed holds grave threat for any organization, and espe-
cially so for educational organizations.

But it is in the humanological (to coin a word) dimensions of society
that prospective change seems to be mast significant. Some of this change
is inevitable—for example, the startling age-redistribution of the popula-
tion, governance and public opinion shaped by increasingly educated minds,
control of state legislatures by urban and suburban coanstituencies, growing
preoccupation with the problems of great CltleS, a huge working force with
more waking time off than on the job, waxing individual economic and
material affluence accompanied by strong enticements to use it for ma-
terial ends.

Other changes are prospective but not inevitable, since many are
subject to modification by actions of various agencies of society. Current
developments seem to indicate major upheavals in, if not destruction of,
the existing social power structures in many conamunities. Acute shortages
of manpower impend, releasing a vocational imperative which powerful
voices in our society are seeking to lay upon the school and college system
almost exclusively. Employment of mandatory procedures to bring about
structural accommodations to the pursuit of civil rights bids fair to overturn
many of our traditional arrangements for conducting society’s business.
The moral crisis of the sixties is projected by many into a societal catas-
trophe by century’s end. It is not necessary at this point to catalog further.

PUTTSH
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Whether inevitable or portending, change in human affairs and rela-
tions is the order of the times before us. There will be change by new
variations on old themes as well as change by introduction of funda-
mentally different new themes.

MASSIVE {CONTRIVANCES TO GRAPPLE WITH PROBLEMS

The present 50¢iul order—derived in turn from the orders preceding
it in 1950, 1850, and so on through carlier centuries—constitutes a prime
delineator of the approaching times. Its capability to maintain itself is
reassuring. Americans can and will modify and transform the existing
social order, but will not suddenly awaken to a science fiction world wiped
clean of all social constructs. But the existing social order is already beset
by turbulence as some perennial problems become more acute and as new

problems are generated. In the years ahead, even more turbulence can be
expecied.

During recent years the social order has produced a new tool to ccmbat
causes of turbulence. It is called the massive attack, and is mounted
through governmicntal channels—though typically with non-governmental
alliances. The attack upon the lag in sciences (symbolized by the National
Science Foundation) and the War on Poverty are two of several illustra-
tions of this tool in action. Evaluation of the productiveness of that tool
is not the present focus; however, the potential iapact of it in shaping the
times ahead is of concern. The indications are that the strategy of so-called
massive attack will come into even greater prominence in the period
immediately ahead. Moreover, this strategy has proven capability to affect
greatly the current endeavors of established agencies, sharply modify their
goals and preoccupations, and challenge the whole social order tc provide
new intervenors.

With such strategy in proliferating use, schools and colleges are
obviously destined for major roles in responding to that strategy. Three
appear likely: (1) as objects of one or more massive programs mounted
to affect drastically the content and productivity of the instruction they
undertake; {2) as potential contributors to massive attacks upon other
problems not essentially educational (faith that schools can contribute to
almost anything seems to be waxing, not waning); and, (3) as targets for
reform in the pursuit of solutions to social ills such as urban decay and
cultural disadvantagewent. These are not new roles. The sixties accustomed
those legally respensibie for education to them-—but largely as anciliary
concerias. 1he seventies may dictate that this concern must move to a
central position.

INCREASING IMPORTANCE OF POLITICAL AND COMMUNICATIVE METHODOLOGIES

Traditionally education has been viewed as being “above” political
relations, and even aloof from employment of persuasion. That view
largely vanished during the 1960’s. In common with most embodiments of
social enterprises seeking to “do good” and to be effeciive, the education
establishment has learned that politics and communication increasingly
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explain the dynamics of modern America. Great escalation in the decisive-
ness of the role played by these two methodologies is predicted by sozial
analysts. In the times ahead it seems that society will move largely at
the behest of political and communicative technology, and likewise will
fail to move if it relies entirely on long-traditional methodologies.

The reality to which people react will become increasingly that which
is communicated to them as reality—not that which they observe for
themselves. More significantly, reactions themselves will be communicated
by the selected or accidental form and substance included in the medium.
"That which does not reach the great and pervasive media of communication
will become increasingly, for pragmatic purposes, non-existent.

At the same time, these media will be making the world to which the
so-called ordinary citizen reacts one of boundless complexity. The use of
these media, by the purveyor and by the consumer, is what we designate
here the methodology of communication. It is a means which will shape
the ends achieved by society in dominant degree. Its ascendance has serious
import for almost every facet of what it will take to provide a sysiem for
education in the nineteen seventies.

Closely allied is the methodology of politics, broadly defined. The
channels for social action are largely controlled by powers-that-be. Pro-
penents of a given sccial action often do not have direct access to these
channels. The methodology of politics consists largely of negotiating with
the controllers of these channels in order to advance the action desired.
In our time, the powers-that-be are becoming increasingly organizations
and agencies and their representatives—not individuals nor “the citizenry.”
Also, increasingly, the channels of government are used to implement social
action. 1t is not enough in such times simply to have a program for desir-
able action and to seek io communicate its desirability to the people. The
political methodology will become almost a sine gua non for translating
plans into action in the seventies.

UNPRECFDENTED ATTENTION TO FORMAL EDUCATION

The movement of education toward center-stage in American society
was a differentiating characteristic of the decade between 1957 and 19&7.
No evidence indicates this movement has reached its zenith. Some of the
attention takes the form of elevated expectations-—not only as opirions
about what is possible, but also as organized power-packed drives to
produce certain results by specified interventions. Attention also takes the
form of advocacy for prolific expansion of role and scope and of demands
for structural changes only remotely related to performance of the instruc-
tional function. This latter demand is increasingly made by use of the more
aggressive tools of social protest. Also evident—although only modestly
so far—is the attention expressed as taxpayer and donor willingness to
devote increasing proportions of the gross national product to the financial
support of the school and college system. Moreover, “to secure and use
an education” is clearly emerging as a tenet in the code of iife by which
most Americans will live in the decade ahead.
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To be genuinely attended to, to be cast in a starring rather than a
supporting role, is an unaccustomed experience for those responsible for
formal education. In the seventies it can become frustrating, or unusually
gratifying, because of a new ingredient entering the context of the times—
the ingredient of plans. The reguirement for a “comprehensive plan” or
“long- range plan” or “staic-adopted plan” is a repeated fixture of recent
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federal legislation. Statcs, mctropolitan areas, and multiple other “arezs”

or “regions” are getting into the plan-making act with mounting zeal. It is
said by many that the United States has left behind its postwar aversion to
social planning, and is now eatering a new era when planning (at least as
a word) will be enshrined—and especially so when modified by the term,
“master” or “comprehensive”. The current emphasis upon “plans” is
one testimory to this trend—a development which, on the one hand,
aimost forces education into conjunction if not fraternity with other societal
endeavors and, on the other, enhances the importance of making plans for
education. This new type of attention tends to focus the spotlights on the
performance of directors or leaders of various aspects of education.

SOCIETAL INGRLDIENTS OF THE SEVENTIES

Turning from pervasive moods and dynamics of the next decade, let
us now sketch the particular shape of some of the key ingredients of the
societal context ahead for education. However, some words of caution are
in order. First, the projections set forth usually have a national, regional
or state reference; localized deviations therefrom are to be expected and in
some instances may have such significance that special care should be
given to predicting them. Second, most statements of what “will” occur
are projections, and hence subject to all the inaccuracies of that procedure.

THE PEOPLE

Some 45 to 50 miilion more people will live in the United States in
1980 than in 1965. Some three million of these will live in the mountain
and basin states, resulting in a 40 percent increase over the 1965 figure.
‘While total school arnd college enroliments will not increase in the same
proportions as during recent years, significant increases at the high school
—and especially at the college-—level are in prospect. Between 1965 and
1980, the tetal enroliment is projected to increase by only about 18 percent
—in marked contrast to the 78 percent increase recorded between 1950
and 1965.

The most striking population development in prospect is a 55 percent
increase in the number of persons in the 20 to 35 age group, giving a
youthful cast to America, which may turn out to be the most powerful
factor in shaping our total civilization. Migration toward cities seems
destined to continue; cities in the North and West may well experience
increased in-migration of Negroes. But in sum, the population picture is
om of orderly, modest expaasion.

NATURAL RESOURCES

Those with high faith in the further development of technology foresee
no raw naterial crisis in reaching a Gross National Product (GNP) such
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as that generally envisioned for 1980, and are encouraging about the
availability of water, crop land and urban land sufficient to support an
economy and life style implied by such GNP.

However, strong arguments are made that we are depleting some
basic natural resources below safety levels, and devoting others to uses
which may bring grave danger. Urbanization brings a sharp increase in
the demand for recrestion land, and also gravely disturbs ecologists con-
cerned about nature’s balance. Forests for lumber and forests for enjoyment
are on a collision course. Water supplies loom as a major problem, pitting
region against region. Minerals production will depend increasingly, it
seems, upon advanced and high-cost technology, which may seriously
threaten some regions. These and similar indications point to a Gecade in
which public policy toward natural resources will be a major concern, even
though immediate crises may be avoided.

EcoNoMiC DEVELOPMENT

Prophecies and projections of economic development in the seventies
are myriad and diverse. Perhaps the most accurate and concise predictive
model is our economic activity between 1950 and 1965. Obviously, it does
not approach perfection as an indicator for the future, but its dynamics
bid to be the dynamics of the seventies. Apocalyptic visions abound, and
some may prove true, but the weight of opinion favors more conservative
projections. Forecast most often are these characteristics:

e A Gross National Product some sixty per cent larger in 1980 than
in 1965, but only modestly advancing each year. '

e Steadily rising dollar income for individuals, tending to rise more
rapidly in the middle range than in the lowest and highest ranges.

e Employment approaching full capacity, with fluctuations reduced
but with sporadic dips in some sectors of activity and in some geo-
graphic regions. Gradual, although not revolutionary, inroads or the
existence of non-employed and marginally-employed segments of the
working force. Continued shortening of the work week.

o Business activity cast increasingly in the technological mold, sup-
ported by heavy capital investments, surely but not explosively
increasing productivity of consumer goods.

o Further ascendance of the mammoth corporations—relatively few
in number—as the arbiters of our economic environment.

 Appearance of nsw industrial echelons with effects analogous to
those being produced by the knowledge industry and the computer
science industry in the late sixties. The health services and participa-
tory recreation services are frequently nominated as likely candidates.

e Continued growth of the centrality of federal government decisions,
enterprises, and devices in determining the yearly shape of the eco-
nomic enterprise—its focal points, its distribution among regions of
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the country, its ability to develop aud exploit technology, and its
] dynamics.

l ® Elevation of the employees, acting collectively through groups, into
stronger components of the power structures directing our enterprises.
Group bargaining, it is predicted, will become generalized over all
organizations, governmental and non-governmental. Dccisions for !
those organizations—many of them far removed from the iraditional

. subjects of employee compensation and working conditions—will be
bargained out. Employees bargaining through groups will increasingly
include professionals, technologists, para-professionals, and white
collar workers,

® Automation as a still-mounting phenomenon—but accompanied by
a greater industrial stake in the abilities of workers procurable than
ever before, leading to heightened dependence upon pre-employment
and mid-employment education and training.

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

The normal span of life will continue its increase over the decade
ahead. The prospect for healthfulness of the individual during that span
is mixed. On the one hand we shall undoubtedly pursue expansion of
medical knowledge with unprecedented investments of mindpower and
money, and do the same in provisions for institutionalized health care.
Striking advances on both fronts can be expected. But on the other hand,
we shall apparently multiply the unhealthful components of the environ-
ment in which man lives, producing new hazards—especially to man’s i
mental health—as rapidly as we overcome older ones. :

Also, it is clear that mere expansion of knowledge is not enough. It
is in changing the behaviors of people, of economic interests and of bodies
politic that the great health problems are located in the seventies. Therefore ‘
progress toward abounding healthfulness will be slow even if the greatest '
possible efforts are focused upon making it possible, and can easily con- ?
stitute 2 net negative by 1980 if less than fuli effort is expended. |

The prospect for growth in the stature of the human being as @ human
is seldom envisioned except in the most pessimistic terms by current critics
of culture. If present trends in American culture continue, they contend,
the humanistic, humanitarian, freedom-desiring, individualistic, and ass-
thetic capacities of the person will suffer further atrophy in the seventies.
The person, they hold, is what society is all about; atrophy in humanistic
personhood is the greatest tragedy which can be visited upon a people.

Even though we are impressed by these dire prophecies, we cannot
ignore the rising manifestations of revolt against dehumanization nor the
waxing entry of activists into service of the humanities and the arts during
the past few years. Neither can we ignore the latent powers which education
—prospectively reinvigorated—can bring to bear in behalf of the person.
In brief, the prospect for a humanistic culture is open-ended, dependent
upon the effectiveness of what is done to produce it.
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Individual character can be defined in amoral terms, but until quite
recently America was built upon the assumption that the character of an
individual embodied moral anchors. That enough individuals possessed
similar moral allegiances was the expectation upon which we erected a
social system. Part of that social system was a deliberate, relatively non-
permissive, inculcation of moralities and compulsory exercise to strengthen
their display. Inculcation and exercise failed often in achieving their objec-
tive, but were successful enough to maintain a life rooted in mutual confi-
dence. This methodology began to erode early in the present century;
replacement methodologies appeared. By the mid-fifties we began to
develop a consternating suspicion that our system had insufficient moral
rootage in individual character; by the mid-sixties that suspicion was
confirmed in the minds of many.

What our pundits call “the new morality”, it is said, is only covering
up amorality of individual character. This conclusion may not be justified.
But the evidence upon which it is based seems sufficient to support the
proposition that nothing is more significant in the approaching context thun
the question of whether the moral sinews of individual character can be
developed— rebuilt-—to sustain our social systems.

DEVELOPMENT IN Lire STYLE

By 1980, America will be largely urbania. Less than one-fifth of our
people will live at sufficient distances from cities to follow a style of life
and culture distinctively different from that in the metropolis. Even
these people will be in metropolitan fields of force which will severely
affect what they car. undertake and accomplish. The present rate of physical
movement by people into and among cities seems destined to continue or
perhaps increase.

The ideational and cultural movement will be more significant. While
it is true that certain regions of the country will not experience sufficient
total population growth to produce numerous giant metropolitan centers
or areas, the manifestations of urbanism will be as striking in almost any
state as in any other.

Urbania will not be paradise in this century, if ever. I the seventies,
preoccupation with giant problems of transportation, physical reconstruc-
tion, air pollution, poverty, crime control, finance, government and mani-
fold other desperations is inevitable. Bafflemenis in the social realm, so
dramaticzlly evident at present, are not likely to end. Communication
within the community for the purpose of making common cause may
deteriorate no further, but encouraging upturn in success has yet to be
fashioned. Neither do we yet have socia! organizations or provisions to
perform the roles in community-formation of such long-trustei—but now
increasingly impoteni—structures as the family, the church, the common-
interest group, the friendly gathering, “civic leaders,” . - i “the business
community.”

Our problems in the seventies would not be sc great perhaps if we
were not bent upon realizing through our commur:l life something we
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call the American Dream; we [eel bound to make that dream applicable
to Americans dwelling en masse. The easily-discerned discrepancies be-
tween dream and reality, and the widespread dissatisfaction with progress
made toward reducing those discrepancies, should not mislead. The sixties
did produce progress and also started lines of thought and action promising
even gieater progicss in dealing with urbania during the seventies. Tech.
nological additions to America’s iools for coping with city-living were
numerous, with many more in immediate prospect. Social and governmentil
constructs began to develop, and many have survived the testing period.
Increasing numbers of topflight brains were attracted into preoccupying
concern with urban affairs. Most important of all, some of the great
advantages of urban life were exploited sufficiently to show that the
inevitable urban style confronting Americans is not necessarily a dir: and
dismal prospect.

While the urban setting is the prime factor cited by analysts as
influencing the future style of life, there are other influences at work
simultaneously. As pointed out previously, great mass media of communi-
cation will increasingly constitute the “real” world to which people react.
Provincialism will wane, cosmopolitanism wax. Americans, their goods and
their services, will be mobile in new degree ir time and space, but not
without accompanying travail and heavy investments of capital to produce
new systems of transportation. This is not to imply that the new systems
can be physically complsted in appreciable degree within ths next decade,
but the prospect of their development is already significant in shaping
outlook and planning.

As we enter the seventies, every career undertaking is becoming sub-
ject to sweeping transformation, if not revolutionary re-casting, by exten-
sions of human capacity — through information systems, computer
programs, outpourings of knowledge ready for professional application,
new potentialities of media for influencing human behavior, and other
marvels. Additional extensions are certain to come rapidly. The style of
life for most workers, and especially for professionals and executives,
seems destined to be one of constant pursuit of coramand of these exten-
sions as 2 means of adding to their career competency. Continued learning,
at least in career-related areas, is expected to characterize adult life in the
next decade as never before.

KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT

Tnvention of hyperboles to describe the accretion of new knowledge
will continue to occupy pubiicists in the seveniies. But the major concern
of inventors mus: be for methodologies to capitalize more fully upon that
accretion. T'o be expected are further technological advances in applying
the capacities of computers and computer programs to exploit the burgeon-
ing knowledge pooi. But 2 world of instzntly-available, pre-synthesized,
pre-evaluated, and custom-packaged knowledge—as so freely predicted
ty enthusiasts-—is not the one in which rnost living will be done between
now and 1980. We shall live with increasing numbers of limited fore-
runners of such a world, and almost certainly will be postured toward its
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arrival. Nevertheless, we shall be dealing with knowledge chiefly by
extensions and improvsments of our accustomed utilizations of manpower
to store it and to retrieve it.

Education’s three major concerns with knowledge in the next decade
are likelw ic be projections of present guandaries. What knowledge has
priority? How can transmission of krowledge be escalated? What can be
done through formal education to establish behaviors and life postures
which will equip individuals tc deal with accruing knowledge?

These quandaries will be much more pressing, in the absolute sense,
in the appreaching context thai. in the present one. Prediction of what
will occur as responses to them is impossible, however, because the nub
of the matter is whether they will be realistically present in the minds and
actions of those who design and execute formal education. If ignored,
quandaries are only paper tigers and possible responses are only academic
chit-chat. This is especially true of one aspect of the third quandary listed.
To deal with accruing knowledge requires the individual, and groups of
individuals, to have some allegiance to the pursuit of humane values. The
current distribution of emphases in the realm of knowledge is not calculated
to produce such allegiance. This is only one illustration: in a great company
demonstrating that the approaching context has no component more preg-
nant with implications and imperatives for education than the erupting field
of knowledge.

DEVELOPMENT IN GOVERNANCE

Long a nation, America moves into the seventies to be governed as
one—and also as one among many t-ying to establish some kind of
partnership for governance of the world as a whole. Although it seems
impossible that governance by national action could show 2 greater increase
in the seventies than it has shown in the sixties, such is the prediction
of most political scientists.

The sixties have demonstrated conclusively that determinative influ-
ence upon governance can be exercised by non-government organizations,
and that nationalization rides strongly on this phenomenon. Predictions
are that the approaching decade will witness additional increments of
power to national non-government organizations, at least partially due to
waxing alliances between them and government.

There are aiso indications that governance of all people by the nation
will be advanced by increasing intensification and deployments of the
federal government. But state government and Jocal government are on
the nationalization path also—in the sense of increasing assumption of
“on behalf of the national welfare” roles and of responding to the demands
of nationwide competition.

“The American Partnership” is the optimistic tifle of a paper by
Daniel J. Elazar dealing with prospects for intergovernment relations in

the next decade.* While some political figures see the approaching partner-
ship best represented by a whale with two perches swimming tandem,
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developments in the sixties hold forth prospects of more constructive
allocations of roles and resources between the partners than have yet been
achieved. Some observers foresee the seventies as a decade in which local
government-—and especially the dangling special-district variety—will
experience widespread re-constitution and consolidation. Others, while
agreeing with the conclusion that the emerging times necessitate such
moves, believe that only scattered changes will actually occur.

The organizational efficiency of government may reach a new low
during the seventies. No organization is slower to adopt and exploit man-
agerial technology than the government apparatus. And the government
apparatus (notably the organizations for conducting schools and colleges)
during the seventies will undoubtedly be forcixi to adapt to increased
introduction of collective bargaining into the decision making process—a
new and preoccupying experience for governmental managers.

But the two factors just named are not the reason for projecting the
possibility of some decline in efficiency. That reason lies in a prediction
that manifold new programs and sweening revisions in barely shaken-down
programs will be attempted by government at all levels, straining the legis-
lative process to pre-fcrmulate the programs and disheveling the executive
establishment as it seeks to interpret, implement, and operate the programs
upon crash bases. The approaching decade bids fair to test our traditional
belief that public administration is a catch-as-catch-can activity as that
belief has never been tested before.

In CoNcLusIoN

The broad outlines of the context within which formal education will
take (or make) iis “Lape in the approaching decade produce little to terrify,
but much to indicate an existence involving many problems, as well as a
great deal to promise unprecedented opportunity. From this context emerge
many implications of primary tasks facing the designers of education. To
some of those implications we now turn.

Part 2: Emerging Challenges To Education

The attempt to forecast the context for education in the seventies
was made with a frankly utilitarian purpose in view—to extract major
implications for education. Some of those implications take the form of
challenges to education. Others appear as indicated tangible responses to
challenges. This part of the chapter deals with some challenges; the next
with tangible responses.

INCREASING THE BASIC STRENGTH OF THE SYSTEM

The basic strength of the educational system will be tested as never
before. The focus here is upon the system itself—the arrangements made
and the flow of sustenance to those arrangements. Longstanding, as well
as more recent, deprivations in that system are common. Understaffing,
quantitatively and qualitatively, has seriously weakened some agencies
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(for example, local school districts and schools in those districts, special
service centers, schocl program elements such as curriculum supervision,
and state departments of education) in many cases to points of near-
inundation. Arrangements for fiscal support in some instances are wasteful
of tax resources, markedly nonproductive in comparison with modernized
approaches, and tend to perpetuate a condition of chronic malnutrition
for educational enterprises.

The educational programs offered in some iocaiities {and in some
segments of the program endeavor in nearly all localities in some states)
are but pale shadows of healthy offerings when compared with recognized
4 . standards in the sixties or, in some cases, even in the forties. During the
A ) sixties, nothing has been more impressive than the upgrading in compe-
tence of school personnel by self-effort and by forrmal education enter-
prises, but there still exist numerous compornents of the school system—
and particularly of the college system—that are strug.ling along with

;‘ ' seriously incompetent personnel ranging from building custodians to ac-
3 countarts, to administrators aud to teachers.

: It is not necessary to catalog further. The point being made is that
k. A the seventies will apparently bring stresses, strains, opportunities, and im-

peratives for the educational system far greater in force and magnitude
than any previous decade has produced. To cope with these, the system
as a whole will have to be expanded and strengthened in many new
dimensions. But all such addstions will multiply the effects of flaws in the
basic struciure. What is tolerated with groans in the sixties may cause
the whole structure to collapse in the seventies. The conclusion is clear:
: some planning may have to be addressed toward crash action to cver-
- ) come basic deficiencies in parts of the system with which education enters
. sy the seventies.

| What has been said about deficiencies, however, should not be inter-
preted as a judgment that the systems for education now prevailing are
5 weak in any total sense. The evidence is to the contrary, in this observer’s
A \. opinion. Buc the total is always algebraic, in which certain negatives are
4 compensated for in some degree by certain positives. The conclusion to
‘ be stressed is that the approaching times bid fair to make guch compensa-
i - tion less possible and less tolerable.

.. MEETING NEw DIMENSIONS OF CUSTOMER DEMAND

Customer capacity of the educational system will be confronted by

E . new dimensions of custorer demand. Many factors are at work to guaran-
- tee that this will ocour. Ferhaps most dramatic is the approaching surge
3 e of high school and college graduates who will be seeking higher educa-
A tion. Customers now in sight for community or junior and senior colleges
3 indicate that, as a minimum, the 1987 capacity of such institutions should
- double by 1980. Seekers of post-baccalaureate professional degrees can
2 well quadruple in the same period. Students desiring to pursue Ph.D. and

- ] post-doctoral study will do the same, it appears. In brief, the proportion
by which customer demand for elementary and secondary school services
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expanded in the fifties and sixties seems to be the minimum outlook for
the demanded expansion in higher education customer capacity during
the seventies.

At the same time, additional customers for the traditional elemen-
tary-secondary school system are also forecast—as the t “al population
increases, migration continues, and society insists in ¢ .gible ways that
practically all children and youth stay in school througlt high school grad-
uation and probably through the end of the 14th year. Universal schooling
for four- and five-year-olds is being advocated as a .ecessity in respected
quarters, with evidence mounting that large contir sents of these younger
children should become regular customers of the sc* ool system.

There is burgeoning advocacy likewise of sharply-expanded oppor-
tunities for customers bent on post-secondary ocational preparation for
technical and semi-technical fields. Another 17z contingent of additional
customers lnoms among adults who require ¢ ducative assistance to over-
come their previous disadvantagement or tc recover from occupational
obsolescence. Predictions of the approaching demand--by employers as
well as by workers—for continuing educatira have particular import for
the capacity of institutions of higher edv:ation, as well as for a wide
variety of non-school educational endeavors.

Not to be overlooked are the corporate “customers” of higher educa-
tion who do not seek instruction primarily, but direct service in such forms
as contracted research, leadership for urban redevelopment, management
of long-range planning projects, direction of studies precedent to public
policy formulation, and scores of kindred endeavors.

While the sheer quantitative aspects of this challenge are tremendous,
they need not be dismaying. The education systems of this country have
repeatedly undertaken expansions in customes service of magnitudes sim-
ilar to those forecast for the seventies. The degree of success has varied,
but the system itself has not been overwhelmed.

Of much greater mome... are qualitative aspects of the challenge.
Expansion of capacity always tends to distract attention and divert re-
sources from crucial needs for program improvement. In the past, periods
of great enrollment increase have brought temporary, but often serious,
declines in the quality of service offered to all students. In the seventies
this experience could be repeated, particularly in higher education, if
states fail to make advance preparation te receive the customers sure to
come. For example, in spite of the obvious need to produce large numbers
of college instructors promptly, very few state universities in the iate
sixties have been geared up to perform this task. A dismaying shortage
now looms.

A second qualitative challenge is directed toward decision making
with 1 _spect to what customer demands are to be met. The natural ten-
dency is to accord priority for expansion to contingents of students already
represented, thus in effect deciding to postpone cr ignore new types of
students. In the seventies, such decisions can be most unwise. For ex-
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ample, to ignore the young child or the professional worker seeking con-
tinuing education can have grave consequences. However, there is another
side to this coin. Customer “demand” for educative services is not an
infallible guide to what schools and colleges should undertake. Some de-
mands, if met. can subvert basic commitments of the educational system.
Many leading educators, for example, view with alarm the prevailing
tendency of schools and colleges to accept increasing numbers of cus-
tomers bent upon training for a specific job. They argue that this is
spurious and obsolete goal-setting for education.

It is also true that some customer demands are for services that
schools and college: are ill-fitted to offer. Some call upon education to
serve purposes or objects for which educative implementations—such as
curriculum content and methodologies—are not available. Corporate cus-
tomers, such as government agencies wanting a project to be directed, are
often secking managerial or prestige-adding—rather than educational-—
services. Often, advocates of new customer services are mistaken about
the existence of patrons for the service; educational history is replete
with stories of expensive efforts to serve customers who failed to show up
or to stick with the undertaking.

Decision makess for the educational system: are faced, therefore, not
alone with a challenge to respond creatively to burgeoning customer de-
mands but also with a mandate to be selectively astute in choosing to
serve demands which are of constructive and apparently essential import.

But most customer demand will very likely be judged to have es-
sential import, and citizens made aware of that import will move to see
that it is met. At least, such is the story of American cducation to this
point in time. Still remaining, however, is the reopened question of what
agencies or systems will be used to serve the expanded fiow of cus-
tomers. Although most contributors to the volume Implications for Educa-
tion of Prospective Changes in Society assumed repetition of the tradi-
tional answer to this question, other students of public adminic- =tion see
a need for reexamination of that assumption. Our traditionai answer is
the “public’ educational system supported largely by taxation and/or
philanthropy, with two primary operating units. One is a comprehensive
local school system. The other is a comprehensive college-university. Most
customer service is designed, provided, and managed by these units.

This generally accepted arrangement will be sorely tested by the
customer expansion advocated as necessary in the seventies. Already bus-
geoning comprehensiveness is overloading both units, threatening the ade-
quacy of their performance of the fundamental program functions for
which they are best suited. Alternatives to this bicameral educational sys-
tem inay have to be explored as staies pian to serve increased variety in
customer demand. Comprehensiveness in control-and-direction units, with
its purported advantages in coordination and resource-allocation, re-
quires evaluation against the results cbtainable through several parallel
operating units, each concentrating its attention, developmental devotions,
and types of customer service witiin manageable limits. Hence, it is ar-
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gued, planmers for the seventies need to realize that the approaching
customer demand is a challenge to the structure for educative service as
well as a challenge to quantitative capacity.

INCREASING CRUCIALITY OF OLD MANDATES

Long-standing mandates pertuining to the program of elementary and
secondary schools will take on added cruciality. The appearance of new
dimensions for our common aspects of life during the seventies presents
mandates of new order for our foundational, universal school programs.
But this fact shoulé not obscure the new degree of importance attaching
to achievement of miany classic purposes of foundation schooling if the
approaching social order is to be served. One such purpose is to enable
all young people to be able to communicate effectively. Another is to
prepare and encourage them to pursue further education. A third is com-
monly stated as “teaching students how to think”. A fourth is to assist
them to develop value-commitments fit to live by. This listing is only il-
lustrative, and is intended to focus the attention of planners upon the
necessary continuity between the intenis of schools in the sixties and their
intents in the seventies.

As Goodlad® has pointed out, the challenge here is not one to pre-
serve the customary against onslaughts of the new. It is to produce more
effective responses i the iong-standing mandates than have been cus-
tomary. In the past, purpose-setting for foundational education programs
has too often been interpreted to imply mezely that broad maadates will
be restated in the language of goals. The result has beer a great gap
betweer: what schools seek and what they do, tangibly and concretely, to
implement what they seek. It is this latter which should concern planners
now. That is, broad mandates need to be turned into specific purposes.
Those purposes have to be consonant with current and future definitions
——of what it means to communicate, for example. Most important of all,
those purposes have tc be tooled up with the best methodologies and
materials it is possible to produce. It is not the persistence of the man-
date to teach pupils how to think which constitutes 2 noteworthy chal-
lenge for the seventies, but instead it is the added cruciality of translat-
ing that mandate into truly effective programmatic arrangements.

BFFECTING SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Significant changes in the instructional programs of schools and col-
leges appear to be essential. Here we consider what it i3 that schools and
colleges attemipt to teach, in the broadest sense of that term, and how
they try to do it. The approaching challenge to the instructional pro-
gram has cutting edges not readily apparent in the rather trite topic sen-
tence used above. Let us elaborate upon some of those.

First, let us consider briefly the matter of the knowledges and under-
standings which we expect the schools to transmit. These are aimed at !
giving the student command of the nature of the world in which he lives
and will live. Two facts are inescapable: (1) knowledge is being produced
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at an unprecedented rate, and much of it makes obsolete either the ac-
curacy or the pertinence of what has been the knowledge domain of the
school and college curriculum; and (2) the very structure of knowledge
itself is being recast-—that is, the explanatory outlines and concepts which
should furnish the framework for the courses of study used by the schools
are being transformed dramatically at shorter and shorter intervals. These
conditions of change are not new, but their acceleration is of increasing
moment.

No one seriously assumes anymore that students can be given knowi-

edges and understandings while in school that will match the world they
will need to know ten years thereafter. But scme baffling disjunctions can
be avoided through constant incorporation of recency into the subject
matter the schools undertake to provide. The sixties saw great efforts
“fo do this, but planners must remepber that the most-publicized “mod-
ernizations” of the current decade are already far behind the world that
is, to say nothing about the aspects of the world we can safely predict
for two decades hence.

Second, let us consider the matter of tutelage (instruction) itself. If
schools do not work great change in their ability to adjust instraction to
the learning styles and potentials of highly-variant students we are headed
for mammoth, and perhaps disastrous, wastage. The basic rationale of
instructional programs is stili that of expecting all students to conform to,
and hence learn from, a monolithic scheme. That scheme is modified
from time io time and from place to place. It becomes increasingly ap-
parent, however, thai: the approaching rationale is to adjust instruction
to the needs of the learner.

In some respects, schooling is being cast in the rcle of a profit-
making enterprise—the profit being calculated in terms of genuine and
comprehensive benefit to the learners, whoever they are, and through them
to society. Knowledge and ideas about how to conform instruction in all
its impacts to the disparities among learners are accumulating, and ap-
parently will continue to do so. They already clearly indicate that appli-
cations within school programs will require great shifts in the traditional
composition of instruction during the next fifteen years.

Third, let us look at the matter of attribute development. When
Bebell® examined implications of societal change for the educational pro-
gram he attached high significance to the cultivation of attributes such as
appreciations, attitudes, ways of tackling problems, seif-command of ef-
fective procedures for acquiring information and understanding, disposi-
tions to seek continuous enlightenment, and adherences to well-chosen
scales of values. The same corclusion has besn reached by many others.
With knowiedge in such constant transition and with academic and op-
erational skills so quickly subject to obsolescence, the influence of edu-
cation seems destined to depend increasingly upon its success in produc-
ing personal attributes which transcend ingestion of subject matter.

Statements of goals for education have always included the aspira-
tion to produce some such attributes; planners will find need to give
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additional attributes primacy in their statements. More importantly, past
instructionai programs of schools have seldom distinguished themselves by
the provisions made and actions taken to implement goals of attribute devel-
opment. They have relied to great degree upon the evangelistic pronounce-
ments of teachers and principals. That should no longer be the case.
The warp and woof of instructional programe will have to carry attribute
development and, if that occurs, the changes required in standard prac-
tice will be significant indeed.

Fourth, let us take the matter of methods, instruments, and materiais.
Of course, this matter is involved in each of the three already presented.
Yet, the rapid developments in this field exert pressures of their own.

VS-S

Effzctive utilization of television as a medium of educational communi-
cation, for example, requires marked departures from accustomed school
and college mores. Placing computers oz the instructional line makes the
line itself vastly different. Nongraded school organization is essentially
as exacting attempt to conform to student disparity, and shouid place
new styles of loading upon every participant in the instructional process.

It must be remembered that the new technology of educative endeavor
that is attracting attention in the sixties is only precursor to extended
developments in the seventies. At least, such appears as an essential
consideration for planners, since sc much of what schools must add to
their accomplishments in the approaching decade obviously depends upon
technological advances which are adopted into practice. This develop-
ment argues for much greater devetion of the education establishment to
the production of technology. It also argues for comstant endeavors to
exploit—where teaching is attempted—the potentials of technology. Both
of these call for impressive changes in what we now know as the instruc-
tional program.

But there is another matter which exceeds these four in depicting
the import of the simple statement that significant changes in the instruc-
tional programs of schools and colleges appear to be essential. This has
to do with what change is interpreted to mean. The educational system
is particularly vulrerable io substitution of change in appearance for
change in substance. It is also constitutionally timid about proposing
sweeping change. The “significant change” stated as essential is not in
accord with these two characteristics.

Widespread adoption of a device—such as flexible scheduling for
high schoois, or cluster colleges in large institutions of higher education,
or technical education divisions in jumior colleges—is not the essentiai
referent of “change” for the seventies. Fach of these devices illustrates a
structural imp’ementation for executing a fundamental and valuable re-
orientation of what an educational organization secks to dc and of how
it conducts that effort. Each structure may be very valuable, if not abso-
lutely necessary, in expediting the substantive achievement sought. But
it is not the structure which constitutes the achievement. It is what tran-
spires within that structure. Even so, reluctance to make sweeping changes
frequently betrays the siructure’s potential to assist achievement; for £x-
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ample, the tag of “nongraded” is attached to only minor modifications in
what is essentially the same old graded structure. But even with bold new
structures, change has only become possible. The exacting, hard task of
capitalizing upon that structure with creative, fully-exploitative actions to
carry out the concept remains.
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erode and debilitate the most pregnant concepts for educational reform,
due to substitution of formalities for realities. Only with grave danger
can this be permitted to continue in the future. The changes apparently
necessary are real ones.

CONTENT AS A MaJOR IssUE orF PuBLIC PoLicY

Content of the common education for all citizens is becoming a
major issue of public policy. In view here is that subject matter and those
desired attributes which compose the commion core of what everyone en-
counters in going through school. The challenge to that content is sep-
arately pointed out chiefly because it penetrates so directly to the pos-
ture assumed by the public, in contradistinction to the formative actions
of educators.

If scheols and colleges give attention to the nature of approaching
society, it is clear that the content of the common core of educaiion must
be thoroughly overhauled. Granting that considerably larger volumes of
content-inclusion can be made possible by improved technology in uiiliz-
ing the time available, the evidence is clear that much #raditional content
will be in competition with high-priority new content. Distributions of
emphasis between categories of content—the social sciences compared
with the natural sciences—will likewise continue as highly competitive
matters. Specializations—academic, professional, and vocational—will be-
come increasingly constrictive upon the time-and-space dimensions of the
common education in spite of the cbvious societal requirement that com-
monalty of intelligent concern be greatly expanded. The contentica here
is that these, and similar, matters are no longer academic concerns alone
but are challenges to the public. This is because whzt the public will
permit, and tangibly encourage, wiil have suvch great directive influence
upon the solutions educators caxn, or will, seek.

Perhaps the character of this challenge can be delineated sufficiently
through a single illustration. It appears that there is almost unanimous
agreement among analysts that citizens of the future must wrestle with
grave problems of urbanism as a way of life. Quickly, it appears, a genera-
tion of young adults with understanding of the anatomy of urban civiliza-
tion and of the strategy of social action should be produced. But the
present content of common education in our schools and colleges is of
meager assistance in this direction. Particularly absent is significant at-
tention to the realities of societal perplexities produced by strong dif-
ferences in opinion and fundamental stances of sectors of the public. This
lack is due in significant measure, one conctudes, to an assumption by
educators that their publics will not permit students to examine contro-
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versy nor to be exposed to conflicting points of view. Also, to make room
for urban studies in the common core of education, educators must over-
come strong inertial pressures to hold on to “what has always been con-
sidered essential for a sound education.” Again, they assume most of
these pressures have strong backing from the public, and that the cause
of urban studies does not have such backing. In this context only modest,
sporadic bows toward the imperative of urbanism are likely to be made.

The foregoing illustration is a parable of what is likely to occur with
respect to other clearly-demonstrated immediate imperatives, such as, for
a humanistic revival, for orientation to an international world, for culti-
vation of concern with America’s purposes and loyalties thereto. The
moral here is not that the public must be made the architects of the
content of common education. Instead, the challenge is addressed to plan-
ners. Can plans be made which will result in more thoughtful, specific,
and potent mandates from the public to their architects?

STAFFING PRESENTS NEW DIMENSIONS

A different story of staffing the educational organization has to be
written into history. That story will undoubtedly contain some long-famil-
iar subplots—such as yeoman and perhaps original efforts to overcome
quantitative discrepancies between demand and supply, attempts to meet
the competition of other organizations for the services of those desired,
frantic searches for specialists, massive forays at retraining and updating
employees in service, and similar variations upon persistent themes. But
the major movement of the story may have to constitute a sharp break
with tradition.

Tradition holds that school and college performance is essentially
a symposium of comprehensive individual performances. A teacher with a
given number of students in a classroom—with that teacher almost solely
responsible for what his students experience as formal education—is the
symbol of educative endeavor. Effectiveness of the total performance of
the organization thus depends upon the loosely coordinated virtuosity of
largely autonomous artisans. Under this tradition, staffing is chiefly a
problem of producing and securing the services of more and more vir-
tuosos, with the wishful assumption that the virtuosity of each will be
superb. But what has been forecast as the approaching context for formal
education implies a total, and well coordinated, demand for virtuosity on
the part of schools and colleges far exceeding that previously contem-
plated even for the par~gons described—though rarely found—as requi-
site carriers of the educative mission.

Many students of educational organization believe that the capacity
of the present conception of how to instruct is inadequate to meet this
demand. Further, they contend, it is an outmoded means for capitalizing
upon the educative technology already available and certainly cannot ex-
ploit the technology to become available. Therefore, it is proposed, scheols
and colleges should place increasing reliance upon systems of instruc-
tion, and should seek to staff for systems approaches.
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This mezns siaff preparation and procurement o provide workers
representing a wide range of levels in professinal development, possess-
ing highly variant competencies, and performing specialized functions. To
be certain, ail analysts forecast the necessity for increasing sharply the
total number of workers in the educational enterprise. But the cutting
edge of the challenge, as they see it resides in a new concept of who
these workers should be. )

Again, an illustration is used to further delineate the nature of what
can lie ahead. Heretofore, the search for technology for education and
for its dissemination in practice has been largely hit-or-miss, and has
come to rest primarily upon the already overburdened shoulders of the
classroom teacher. The systems approach implies this will no longer be
true. Specialists will carry most of that burden. They have to be produced,
chiefly by self-education on the part of workers already employed, and to
be provided by the system with roles to be performed in compatibility
with the roles of others in the system. Requisite preparation for workers
assigned to conduct face-to-face contacts with students also becomes dif-
ferent as they are equipped and disposed to utilize effectively the roles of
specialists. In each institution, staffing becomes much less a maiter of
relying upon outsiders somewhere and somehow to provide bountiful sup-
plies of paragons who can be recruited into service. Instead, it becomes
chiefly a matter of school system and institutional action to train and
place its own personnel in systematic performance relationships. One
might quail at the prospect of this drastic change if American industry
had not already demonstrated the workability of this bootstrap approach.

PERPLEXITIES IN PLANNING EDUCATION FOR WORKERS

The imperative of education for work is inescapable, but fraught with
grave perplexities for educational planners. The existence of unprecedented
need for occupational competence in ever-changing variety in the seven-
ties is extremely well-documented by the predicted shape of the approach-
ing society. That this need will be the subject of concrete, powerfully
vocalized and strongly promoted demands for worker-serving education is
also certain. It is doubtful that any state can respond to these demands in
the same manner as in the past, and equally questionable that it should
do so if it could. The weight of the forthcoming demand will, it appears,
support the proposition that the regular establishment for education should
be geared up to make worker education a prime commitment and engage-
ment.

The sixties produced a wide variety of developments, impressive in
total, that are aimed toward education for work. These developments,
however, underline the perplexities in long-range—as contrasted with
emergency—planning. For example, cbservation of those developments
has caused many influential educators to question, once again, the pro-
priety and feasibility of using public education for narrow vocational ends.
More viable perbaps is the issue, freshly demonstrated, of the priority
position to be accorded worker education in a state’s total scheme of fiscal
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support and operational provisions for all education. Recent developraents
bave manifestly occurred chiefly as afterthoughts or “extras,” and the pres-
ence of earmarked funds has been highly determinative of what is or is not
undertaken. While school and colleges have embraced without quibble

obligations to educate certain varieties of professions! workers, equal

treatment for all occupations is viewed with visible reservations.

Ancther perplexity is produced by our use of the federal government
and national foundations as the chief originators and promoters of worker
education—whether it be for the health and education professions or
manpower redevelopment. State plans for education reflect few long-term
provisions for the occupational sector other than an open basket to receive
what federal government souzces formulate and promote.

Amply demonstrated likewise has been the perplexity of how to make
prearrangements for the unpredictable appearance of new jobs in great
volume-—such as the job of Headstart teacher. Then, operaticnal results
in several varietics of worker training are causing many to question the
efficacy of local school systems and colleges as managers, promoters,
formulators, and proponents of this sector of endeavor. Advocated anew
in some quarters is a separation of the management for vocational educa-
tion from the management of other education.

While it is clear that education for work is a necessary component
of general education—that is, of education common to all persons—it is
not so clear where schools and colleges should make a distinction be-
tween education for work and training for a particular occupation. Also,
we are still faced with the perplexity of how to get American youth to
choose vocational preparation in preference to academic routing toward
a college degree. This is one reason for doubting that the establishment of
separate vocational-technical institutes is calculated to meet, over the long
range, the demand for workers in technical pursuits. The American youth
with the capacity to pursue technical preparation are not yet choosing to
attend such institutions in sufficient proportions to ineet the need which
prompted the establishment of technical institutes. Thus we demonstrate
another serious perplexity.

Finally, we now see more clearly than ever the unresolved question of
how educative approaches to the need for workers can be made truly
effective in serving the purposes they are supposed to serve. While “suc-
Cesses” in meeting a given labor-shortage or in producing employability
for clients can be cited for some new activities of the sixties, evidence
that education per se was the essential factor or that the training itself
was on tae beam of what is needed is still scarce. There is also the per-
sistent problem of what constitutes vocational education of high quality,
and of how high quality education for workers can be staffed and pro-
vided. If planners for a state’s long-range involvement with education
decide that the voiced imperative for worker education is to be heeded in
the seventies, they can hardly be content with mere projection of more
of the oid motions labeled as vocational education.
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MODIFYING THE EDUCATIONAL STRUCTURE

Serious questions of fitness confront the organizational structure and
management of education enterprises. In structure, our systems of educa-
tion employ a basic framework produced to serve the American society
of a century ago. This framework has stood us in reasonably good stead,
and has aroused much rational as well as sentimental allegiance to its

basic features.

Each decade has confronted that structure with tasks for which it
was at least partially unfitted. Remodelings and additions have resuited.
Impressive shifts have occurred in the roles performed by various units
in the structure. But structural change has been gradual, at least partially
because each generation of planners has been disposed to conceptualize
undertakings in terms of the existing organizational structure modestly
modified.

Many of those who view the approaching context for educational
endeavor, however, perceive unfitnesses in current organizational struc-
tere which may require more drastic reconstitution in the seventies than
in any previous decade. A few of the reasons for such conciusions will
be listed to make clear the sweeping nature of the emerging challenges.

Our present structure uses the classroom as its basic locale for pre-
siding over the business of purveying education and of displaying initia-
tive in changing education. But the educative technology developing dur-
ing the sixties cannot be classrcom bound. Neither can the content
demanded for education be comprehended within the capacity of the
classroom as substation, nor can the necessary managemerit of the child’s
instruction be done by the teacher presiding over “Section 3 of the Fourth
Grade in Room 113.” Already we see schocl buildings which reflect
these facts, and educational programs being conducted by organizational
structures transcending the classroom-—television teams, diagnostic cen-
ters, computer-assisted independent study programs, and many others. But
these agencies often find themselves treated as adjuncts to the classroom,
eating at second table after classrooms are traditionally fed, and at the
mercy of decisions and actions sacrosanct to the classroom. It may be
that the classroom unit has reached the limits of its adaptability for the
performance of necessary instruction as well as for the determination of
the support needed to conduct an adequate foundation program.

In existing structure, the execution of education—almost all of it-—
is cntrusted to one of two operational units, One of these is a Jocal school
system. The other is an individual institution of higher {or speciall =d)
education. All the other structural units exist chiefly to provide resources
to these two units, and to try to influence what these autonomous execu- o
tors undertake and do. '

Two features of the approaching context may demand decided modi-
fications in organizational reliance upon these two executive units. Many
of the educative services thought to be necessary and possible—for ex-
ample, computer-assisted instruction systems, evaluative-diagnostic studies,
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and information storage and retrieval services—are hardly compatible
with district-by-district or institution-by-institution fragmentation.

At present, 90 percent or more of the funds made available for the
provision of educative services go to the traditional two units; in the future
states may find it more efficient to obtain services to a more significant
degree through other units. Also, the approaching context brings a new
degree of compuision to fiii up the ravines of educational opportunity, to
achieve more universally than ever before the maximum in return from
our investment in education. While autonomous localism in determina-
tion of educational policy and action has, in some instances, shown itself
recently to be capable of impressive responses to such compulsions, it is
still doubtful that all necessary execution of change can be comprehended
by the localistic framework now existing. Undoubtedly, some of the in-
adequacies of this framework stem’ from the size and nature of the local
units themselves.

Long plagued with problems arising from the smallness and fiscal
weakness of some units, we now are adding problems at the other end of
the scale—the gargantuan city unit or state university. Other inadequacies,
however, may be incipient in the very roles assigned to local units vis a vis
other possible arrangements for performing some of these roles better.

The emergence of the federal government as a major educational
entrepreneur is another reason cited as revealing unfitnesses in our or-
ganizational structure for education. It is obvicus that previous role-defini-
tions for the three governmental partners—local, state, and federal—in
conducting education are being strained, if not shattered, by the wide-
ranging activity of the federal partner. But is is also true that the federal
government itself is inadequately organized to carry out what it is at-
tempting to do. The existence in most states of dual operations—the
“regular program” and “the federal programs”—is testimony that changed
structures are demanded. The present impotence of the local and state
partners in influencing the policies and decisions of the fedeal partuer is
hardly a healthy condition. These are only a few of the many evidences
that the traditional machinery of the educational system is not geared to
incorporate effecrively and wholesomely an active federal government into
educational affaiss.

Most of the accepted descriptions of our educational system begin,
“Education is primarily a responsibility of the respective states.” As just
indicated, emerging developments appear to challenge that cncept itself.
But even for those who support the soundness of this principle, the pros-
pects of the future cause trepidation about the adequacy of present in-
state arrangements to discharge such responsibility. For example, almost
every state still has inappropriate or less-than-effective arrangements for
collecting the taxes to support statewide education, or for distributing
centrally-collected funds to get a statewide job done well. In some states,
this situation is grave. But approaching conditions herald new dimensions
of urgency for appropriateness and effectiveness for which existing fiscal
organization may prove tragicaily uafit.
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However, the gravest organizational concern troubling those most
dedicated to the principle of primary state responsibility has to do with
state government agencies. That is. they see approaching necessities de-
manding the services of agencies at the state level that will give impetus
and direction to the total programs of education. All states have a state
departmewt of education to attend to some matters related to pre-college
education, and some states arc adopting similar structures for higher
education. The open gquestion i whether such agencies ghall be cast in

truly definitive roles for shaping a state’s educational endeavors.

To make an affirmative answer mezns, in most states, that organi-
zational arrangements would have to undergo sharp change, that unprece-
dented attention and support would have to be given to staffing and
financing such endeavors, and that new orders of relationships would have
to be created between such agencies and state legislatures, on the one hand,
and operational units on the other hand. Proponents of such change point
to the performance of a few state departments of education where the
total organizational effort has taken this direction. Yet, others see limited
usefulness and potency for state executive agencies in the approaching
redistribution of power to call the shots on the shape and performances
of education. Almost all agree, however, that the future ability of a state
to be “primarily responsible” for education will call for some internal
orzanizational arrangements more suitable than those most states now have.

As a final example of the reasons why organizational structure is
viewed as facing marked unfitness, the emerging perplexities of non-
government educational endeavor are cited. The so-called private sector
of our educational system is of such size and usefulness fev. can contemplate
a future in which it does not remain sirong and uniquely productive. Yet,
such continuance is fraught with grave difficuities.

Recent developments have secen new lines of thinking and action
resulting in the use of tax funds to shore up financial support for the
private sector of education. Also visible are marked accommodations of
private educational endeavor to government-produced expectations and
programmatic desires. These tendencies are viewed with strong negativism
by some and with trepidaticn by many, but the observer of social trends is
impelled to conclude that government interaction with non-governmentat
educative endeavor is likely to increase. Existing organizational structure,
it is held, is not sufficient to cope with that deveicpment.

But any organizational structure is dependent upon the proper exercise
of management for its practical effectiveness, We speak here not of
management of education itself, but of management for the system aspects
of the education enterprise. And those aspects are of such impending
orders of magnitude and complexity as to sirain the capacities of the best
managerial science likely to be available. The application of such science
to what has traditionally been kmown as educational administration is
already taking place, of course, but the horizons ahead are far beyond
what the public—and even the professionals—have been willing to con-
template as possibilities for the education enterprise.
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One can anticipate increasing expectations that management in educa-
tion must exhibit attainments paraileling those in industrial enterprises. To
do this is not simply a matter of upgrading the competencies of a restricted
cadre of administrative officers. It iz a matter of extended staffing with
specialized personnel and of equipping educational enterprises with hard-
ware and sysiems czpavie of handling the information and decigion making
essential t. modern management, The crucial challenge, however, is not
to subject the education enterprise to somethiag calied modern management
simply because it is modern, but to make it possible for organizational
structure to deliver on time the service demanded in the seventies and
beyond.

MoRre ADEQUATE FINANCIAL SUPPORT

The proportion of the Gross Narional Product currently devoted 1o
the support of education is likely to prove insufficient to meet the needs
ahead. More specifically, almost every state faces the prospect of providing
more funding for education than simple projections of present proportionate
efforts will provide. Irocumentation of these statements is hardly necessary.
It is implicit in what has gone before. However, the need for limitless
amounts of money for education is not forecast. Instead, it appears possible
for almost every state to make significant strides toward meeting the chal-
lenges of the seventies within reasonably-possible elevations of fiscal
support. Hence, it is suggested that the real challenge here lies not so much
in dollars, but in mapping the strategic plans for actions designed to
preduce increased financial support on the basis of demonstrated need and
effectiveness.

INSTITUTIONAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS AND FUNCTIONS

Every institution, as well as the total system of education, will be a
servant with multiple “masters.” Keita Goldhammer has identified, as a
characteristic of our age, a society in rebellion against paternalism.” This
is not a monolothic, but a segmented, revolt against the separation in
determining what is good for people from the people whom the good is
for. While the use of rebellion as the word to designate the situation faced
by education may imply more negative attitudes toward what seems destined
to transpire than are justified, the presence of multiple groups powerfully
seeking to be active partners in the directive, decision producing, and
policy making processes of the cducation system is certain.

Some of these groups will reside in the system—militant students,
organized employees, and special-interest associations of professionals. But
the system and the institution will also be dealing with external “publics”
possessing high levels of educational attainments and capable of identifying
rather clearly what they want as well as of formulating how they propose to
get it. Other “publics” may know only vaguely what they want but be
capable of using paralyzing methods to secure attention and consideration
for their demands.

The point here is that the traditional degree of autonomy enjoyed by
“The Est ‘ishment” for education is no longer a sound model upon




N SR .,
Y 203 L

38 Cooperative Planning jor Education

which to base expectations for administering education in the seventies.
The importance of readiness for negotiation, of provisions for conflict-
resolution, of channels for opeu-minded communication, and of careful
procedures for formulating arnd pretesting policies will be enhanced. The
load unon governing boards is entering new dimensions of size and com-
plexity. Perhaps most of all, the challenge to our stilted notions of what
constitutes public and employee and student relations for education is
tremendous—not because paternalism must be vescued but because pluzal
concern for the control of education must be capitalized upon.

Part 3: Emerging Responses To The Challenges

Considered now are tangible things people can do in education because
education is chailenged by the approaching context. This is what is meant
by “responses”. It must be remembered that many of the forms of response
which should characterize the seventies have yet to be formulated, tested,
and introduced. When we speak of “emerging responses” at any given
point in time we deal chiefly with the projection of present experience and
present reasoning into the future. Even then, in a brief discussion, many
promising ideas and cutting edges of practice are lost from view because of
the exigencies of condensation.* Hence, “emerging responses” are at best
only a limited collection of suggestions to assist those who are interested
in planning for the future with the task of initial design.

The first point to be made is that the current scene in education is
clearly characterized by efforts and undertakings to become different. The
focus here is not upon the calls to be different—they too are myriad—but
upon efforts to be different. These oiforts are made partially, of course,
“to keep up with the Joneses” and are often far more imitative than
adaptive. But, in origin, most of them are spawned by strong desires to
respond constructively to the chalienges in today’s context for education.
That context naturally includes strong elements of the future as presently
foreseen. Hence it is inevitable that when people speak and think in terms
of what responses education should make to challenges in the seventies
they draw largely upon responses that are curient or are talked about in the
latter half of the sixties. For example, those imbued with the vision of the
“school park” in t.:e sixties can be counted upon to propose that device as
a bright hope for the seventies. Thus, while planners may not draw “ipon
current emergences in concrete responses to the imperatives of our time
with assurarce that those responses fit the challenges of the future, they
may be relatively sure that copious, volunteer, disparate, and potentially
frenetic efforts o respond are the natural outcomes from the perception of
challenge.

THE Locus OF RESPONSE

Responsive efforis are taking many forms. New corporate actors are
working at roles formerly assamed almost exclusively by local school dis-

s The author wishes to stress this point. Contributors to the volume entitled Implications for
Education of Prospective Changes in Soclety have depicted tienchant challenges and emerging
responses which are not adequately considered in Parts 1 and 2 of this chapter. It is hoped,
thgtefore, that the present treatment will stimulate—not substitute for--atudy of the antecedent
volume,

.
H
i
4
H
[
{
t




What Lies Ahead 3

tricts, state departments of education, and individual colieges and univer-
sities. New strategies for hastening the adoption of at least the semblance
of change have made their appearance. Older strategies have been beefed
up. Agencies outside the executive units for education have had the scope
and nature of their endeavors expanded. Structural modifications havs
been effected. Fiscal leverage has been used in ways which depart from

acenstomed patterng,

But the form to which special attention is drawn takes the shape of
innovations within Iocal school districts and individual colleges. The
volume 2nd geographic distribution of this type of response are impressive
when measured against any previous norms. There can be little doubt that
an. appreciable percentage of local units have demonstrated strong validity
for continued reliance upon the localization of educational control for the
production of responses to new demands and possibilities. Some of our
most promising leads toward constructive responses to the times ahead
have their origins in free-wheeling inventiveness and initiative in iccal
operating units.

However, most analysts of the current educational scene point to
features of localized responsiveness in the mid-sixtics which result in a less
than sanguine appraisal of the trust safely to be placed in innovation
principally through localizatio . Significant local efforts have characterized
only a minority of all operating units. Development of new programs of
service introduced from outside—under Title I of The Elementary and
Secerndary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), for exampie-——has preponder-
antly taken the form of following directions and recommendations. Vigorous
and creative seizure of opportunities afforded by the availabiltiy of funds
to invest in creativity has been disturbingiy spotted. The supposition that
numerous operating units are too pervasively weik to seize UPOR any
opportunity to stir around has reccived additional supporting evidence,
but presumably strong units have been highly variant in their degrees of
responsiveness to challenge toward renewal. While one of the great phe-
nomena of the past decade has been the relatively voluntary ooening up
of local units to outside influences and prog-zmmatic developments, an
equally significant experience has been widespread loss of the potentials in
such introductions at the point where outsiders let go and local effort takes
over the necessary—and critical—responsibility for adding body to a
skeleton.

To continue such recital further would risk distortion of the total picture
of response through Jocalization, by allowing highly constructive contribu-
tions of local units to be overshadowed by apparent. shortcomings. Three
conclusions are derivable from what has transpired on the -local front
in the sixties: (1) the local unit can be counted upon as a major entre-
preneur in working out concrete responses to the challenges emerging;
(2) the capacitics and role-performances of a high proportion of local units
are ill-adapted to work wonders, and the: penetrating power of exhortations
and even doilars to do so has proved disturbingly innocuous; and (3) the
efforts achieving most widespread results are preponderantly ones which
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transcend Iocal unit boundary lines, or which are obviously wasteful of
money and energy when conducted unit by unit. The inadequate perform-
ance of local urits in the current scene has been dealt with at some length
because this performance lies back of so many of the specific vehicles for
ICSpOnse now 10 ve described.

VEHICLES FOR RESPONSE

To treat vehicles for change ahead of the cargo of changes sought is
thought necessary as an exposition device by this author, but it may be
dangerous. Vehicles expedite, but a man bound for New York may not gain
appreciably by taking a jet plane in the wrong divection instead of a train
in the right direction. Vehicles make possible the acceptance of high-priority
cargo, but automated handling of the mail does not assure the end of junk
missives. Vehicles, however, affcct what cargo can be delivered. John
Dewey was neither the first nor the last to point out the inseparability of
means and ends. We now describe some emerging vehicular responses.

ResizING THE Locai Unit

For lccal districts, size includes both population and tax base. Several
states have announced, or are moving toward, another concerted effort to
combine small districts into or with larger ones. The idea is that size cor-
relates positively with strength and with economy of expenditures. However,
these projections are along traditional lines—consolidation only with the
consent of he consolidated, slow-acting impulsions to consolidate, and
targets for size set so low that the new consolidated districts are likely to
be as unsuitable ten years hence as the smallest districts of today. Yet,
strong arguments are heard that such temporizing is no longer necessary.
Some are proposing that it is both politically feasible and edacationally
desirable for any state, by state level action, to place almost immediately
all, or practically all, children in local school districts that are adequate in
size to meet modern needs.

Districting for metropolitan areas presents an especially grave prob-
lem. Merger of all districts serving a given area bas been advocated, and
undertaken in a few instances. However, most authorities have serious
doubi about the wisdom of this proposal. They see size of population and
resulting complexity of organizational machinery as the prime barrier to
schools that will meet the needs of people. Hence, smalier districts-for-
action (operating districts) are proposed, either as relatively autonomous
units under an umbrella master district or as legally independent entities.
Either way, the total metropolitan a~ea would become the provider of the
local tax support required by ali districts. The obvinus politicai and
technological difficulties involved in fully effectuating such proposals should
not, in the opinion of this observer, obscure the possibility of moving in
the directions indicated. To do this will require new legislative implementa-
tions in most states.

In many sections of the nation, great open spaces with sparse popula-
tion likewise present great problems conmected with attendance areas.

————— o
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However, experiences over recent years have shown that these are not
problems of districting as such. In fact, the most notable advances in
providing adequate education for widely-scattered children have ccme
from situations when such areas are parts of disiricts which have urban
components aiso. Geographical distance is rapidly vanishing as a pertinent
factor in determining district boundaries.

For local units in higher and other post-secondary education, size
refers chieflv to numerical student population—naot to the fiseal capacity
of some taxing unit. To be sure, in most states the arrangements for public
junior and community colleges (and in some, for technical institutes) require
significant tax support by a district. This significance is enhanced by the
fact that, until recently, in many states most of the costs for all educationa!
offerings which could not be transferred to senior colleges as baccalaureate
credit had to be borne by district taxation. Further, high reliance upon
geographically local initiative coupled with low minimums for the required
size to start a public junior college resulted often in states “being stuck
with” too-weak institutions serving too-sinall contingents of students, while
metropolitan areas where need was greatest remained fallow. Corrective
trends are apparent in the recent responses by states to the community or
junior coliege imperative. Agencies of state government are being created
or endowed with power to master plan the state for junior college districts.
Such agencies are also being charged with some responsibility to exercise
initiative and promotion in the provision of junior college services, and
legislation is being passed to establish statewide, planned systems of such
institutions. Thus, the present trend is toward establishing the public junior
college as a part of the state’s system of public higher education. However,
there are some who argue strongly for unique and separate status for the
system of institutions of this character.

The recent popularity of the junior college movement is due chiefly
to the numerical demand for higher education. This same demand confronts
some states with difficult decisions regarding the maximum size for existing
colleges and universities, and with a companion concern as to whether new
public institutions should be opened up. Alternative “aaswers” to these
puzzlements are too well known to require delineation here. This author
has neither the evidence nor the temerity to say that one response is
emerging more clearly than others. However, one approach to working out
the response is becoming highly visible among the various states. This is
the establishment of some type of coordinating board for higher education
to assist and advise state legislatures concerning what to do about institu-
tional size and about providing for the establishment of new institutions.

FOSTERING ASSOCIATIONS OF UNITS

One way to magnify the effectiveness, ‘o conserve fiscal outlays and
to capitalize upon unique resources of each of several operating units is
for them to associate themselves to conduct given endeavors—ranging
from purchase of supplies to affording a doctoral program in a specified
field. Long talked about and attempted, such cooperatives have received
considerable impetus of late. Of particular promise are some councils of
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school districts which cover a metropolitan area and engage in joint plan-
ning for that area. Also, some very interesting cooperatives have developed
between coiieges and universiiies in insiruciional and réséaich €ndeavors.

Two weaknesses have made this type of endeavor fall short of the
potential it appears to have. One weakness arises from the lack of promo-
tional and executive machinery to bring such associations into existence
and of legal provisions to get them established on a sound footing without
cumbersome red tape or doubtful authority. The second weakness lies in
the necessity of almost exclusive reliance upon financial contributions for
basic operating costs to come from the budgets of participants. Few cf
these make advance provisions for such enterprises—rtesulting in the
necessity to rob Peter to pay Paul. These weaknesses are mentioned
because it appears possible that states could plan arrangements to overcome
both, and thus utilize to a greater extent a very promising device.

COMPLEMENTING THE STAFFS OF LocAL UNITS

One vehicle has besn employed with striking success in local units
whose responsiveness to recent context has been notable. This is the
addition of staff members with targeted assignments focused upon adapta-
tion within the organization. While small in relation to the total investment
in staff, expenditures for what is commonly called “facilitating” personnel
seem to have produced significant dividends in changes effected. Unfortu-
nately, such action is open to few local operating units. The traditional
patterns for allocating foundation program or other support dollars to local
school districts, for example, seldom contemplate more than a bare mirimum
of staffing in facilitating positions. The same is true of provisions in
Iegislative appropriations to many state-supported colleges and universities.
Numerous other conditions make it difficult for the individual unit to
contemplate, or afford, such upgradings of capacity. However, if this
development is a desirable one it should be possible for states to devise
arrangements to overcome some of the deterrent conditions.

Perhaps one type of staff supplementation for local units deserves
special mention here. This is the addition of services from people outside
the unit. For example, while in many instances college and university
personael are already overextended in rendering specialized services within
local school districts, in most states there still exists a considerable reservoir
of unused .talent of this character. But suitable advance arrangements for
faciliiating and properly exploiting such opportunity may be missing.
Similarly, scores of colleges and universities make only the most meager
use of “outsiders” who could enrich or help reformulate their programs.
The pool of talent engaged in industry, public service, and other fields of
endeavor is only partially drawn upon at present. Those units that use
outsiders are reporting significact contributions, and further impleinenta-
tion of the possibilities here may be in order for state planniag,.

INTERPGSING TRANS-LOCAL SERVICE UNITS

Scores of new entities have been established in the past five ysars
t. .celerate, implement, and/or direct the response of edncation to the
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new times. The Regional Educational Laboratories formed through the
United States Office of Education, the Educational Service Centers created
in Texas and several other states, a great variety of special capital-letter
centers at least temporarily made corporate under Title IIT of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, and regional or area media service
centers are representative models of this vehicle. Although lineal descen-
dants, one supposes, of the intermediate unit long champioued by some
educators, they exhibit important differences from their ancestor. The idea
is to incorporate a means to penetrate local operating units with changes
deemaed desirable, to hasten, as it were, the adoption of the necessary
and possible in education. Some are conceived as producers of such neces-
sities, others as jobbers, and others as marketers. More often, a single
corporation is supposed to speciaiize in all three and, at the same time,
provide and manage certralized services for schools or colleges in its area.
Many view with trepidation the proliferation of such creations, and opinions
as to what they can contribute differ widely. Many issues of structure,
composition, and organizational status remain unsettled. Nevertheless, the
yeastiness and obvious pertinence of this movement scem to argue that we
have here an idea to be weighed seriously in laying plaus for the future.

PROVIDING SPECIALTY PRODUCTION CENTERS

Several states have activated unified operations to produce, and
provide a network of, instructional television. Many see this as illustrating
a vehicle which has wide applicability and usefulness. While several school
systems as well as colleges and universities in a state can be expected to
tackle the production of materials and programs for computer-assisted
instruction, a major, centralized, and specialized production center for the
whole state (or several allied states) might shorten by decades the usual
experience with attempting to elevate education by shoestrings. Already
visible efforts in many fields—management data, test scoring, pupil data
banks, and media production to name a few—give strong support to the
hypothesis that concentrated speciality production units hold promise worth

exploring more fully.

INCREASING STATE-OPERATED INSTRUCTIONAL CENTERS

In almost every state, some single state agency directs and operates
a set of special-character schools or services. Some see in recent develop-
ments a tendency to expand the use of this vehicle as a means to (a) relieve
local units of some responsibilities, (b) enhance the effectiveness of pro-
grams and methodologies required to meet special needs, and (c) speed up
the process of responding to challenges such as manpower developmeat.
Whether such tendency exists or not, discussion of the possibility is
prevalent. In weighing the suitability of this vehicle plarners can hardly
ignore previous experience in securing financial support, adequate staffing,
and vigorous leadership for state-agency institutions. Nevertheless, the
retarding conditions which existed in the past may be superseded in the
changed times ahead, and some such “state schools” or special service units
may have a decided contribution to make.

OO
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B EXTENDING STRATEGIC UTILIZATION OF FINANCING

‘B The late sixties have produced, as the prime fiscal response to per-
it ceived challenges, a significant boost in the total dollars available for
g educative expenditures. Without doubt this same type of response will be
demonstrably necessary in the years ahead. But of equal if not greater
significance to planners may be the experience and leads developing in the
G instrumental use of finaucing. By instrumental is meant the strategic use
of additional funds in producing desired programmatic advances. The

12 great adapter and inventor of strategic devices has been the federal govern-
T ment, but the program-focused or quality-focused employment of funding
2 as a vehicle to carry particular advancements has reappeared in many state

plans for school finance. This brief discussion merely suggests that
approaches have emerged or are emerging which warrant careful study
- by planners. Specifically, some emerging approaches employed by the
federal government may require modification or even erasure; others may
be strong adjuncts to state strategy. Another important observation is that
the leverages exerted by state school finance programs ¢lo not have to
remain basicaily the same as they have been for years.

- IMPROVING THE STATE-LEVEL IMPACT ON EDUCATION
' Astute Use of the Political Process. Three categories of einerging ap-

, proaches will be treated here. The first consists of arrangements to use the
a political process more astutely and more effectively to open roads for
e educational advancement. A dozen or more very productive efforts are

3 engaging members of the executive and legislative pranches as serious
' students of education—the annual Legislative Work-Conferences of the
- o Southern Regional Education Board furnishing cne classic example. It is
' o significant to observe that state officers and legislators are making these
efforts succeed by eager desire to be studious about education. Within
states, some very promising new departures in government-sponsored com-
mittee and commission studies have appeared. More and more, legislatures
are having the opportunity to consider “educational programs” produced
by careful, collaborative endeavor involving many groups, and bearing
the power of organized backing so necessary in the way we have adopted
to get most things aone in America. Other examples could be cited.

< It would be a mistake to leave the impression that such developments
in the poliiical implementation of educational aspirations have occurred as
the result of some predesigned master political strategy for an “education
party.” Designers for the future hardly face that as a possibility. But
perhaps there are more modest avenues open to advance conjunction
between the educational and the political. It is from such conjunction that
the framework for most education emerges.

Strengthening State Depariments of Education. The second category
of approaches consists of what states are doing about th-ir state depart-
ments of education—a term used here to refer to the state-level agency
usually devoted primarily to elementary, secondary and vocational educa-
tion and involving a state board of education, « chief state school officer and
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a depariment staff. Some states are doing nothing, and thercby are making
a far-reaching decision—a decision net to rely to any significant degree
upon state-level executive and devclopmental leadership, and to rely pri-
marily upon the local units and navional influences. Other states are
encouraging state departments of education to go as far as they can in
rendcring new services, provided federal funds defray most of the cost and
federal programs furnish the rationale for most rew activities. There are
chief state school officers who have proved extremely agile in linking
federal programs with siate interests. But there are also observers who
prophesy that, in light of such developments, the state department of
education is destined for a career as an executive branch of the “Federal
Establishment” for education.

In marked contrast to both of these types of response are the efforts
in a majority of the states. Here we find strong, and in many instances
original and creative, efforts to develop a state department of education
which will exert increased zud more constructive influence upon the nature
of all educational endeavor. These approaches embody some different
organization, roles and functions for state departments of education;
some marked enhancements of older funcuons, especially those categorized
as leadership, development, and influential dissemination; and lessened
emphases upon functions falling in the category of regulation and enforce-
ment of compliance. Several such state departments are operating in a
veritable plasma of widely-based participation in shaping directions and
arriving at decisions, to such an extent that most schol districts are in
effect employing personnel to help shape state action in education. And,
in these departments, the mid-Victorian image of the kind of personnel—
and hence the wages tc be paid them—is being superseded by patterns
of staffing at least approaching those in the stronger school districts of the
state. Obviously, developments such as these are signals of far-reaching
policy commitments by the pecple of a state.

One can understand why some states can conclede that such commit-
ments are not for them; those who have seen only a one-horse shay can
hardly envision the possibiiities in a fleet of modern transports. They
cannot, however, overlook the necessity for some other airangements to
render the services needed. To most states, in the opinion of this reporter,
the emergences of the sixties recommend the vitalized and yotent state
department of education-—endowed with mandates and pew provisions
to effect change—as an object of pians. What cannot be recommeuded on
the basis of recent experience is a choice to stay half-way between the
two extremes.

Coordinating State Agencies for Higher Education. The thirg caicgory
of responses contains those ocenrring with respect to state-level agencies
for higher education. Omitting description of prior—and still basic—
structural arrangements, attention is directed to three recently emerging
responses. One is with respect to the public junior colicge-—entitled,
preferably by some, the community colle je. The past five years have seen
develop a fair-haired status for this {ype of institution as a major reliance
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for discharging a state’s desires with respect to post-secondary education.
More than 100 new institutions have come into being and that many more
are, in effect, on the drawing boards. Technical and vocational education
has been cited as one of the strong components for the junior college, but
this has not precluded birth of many separateiy-standing technical institutes.

High variability is encountsied in appraisals of the catent to which
the junior college has actually demonstrated its fitness for meeting the
alleged demand for workers. But no one can doubt its effectiveness in
enrolling students to pursue the first two years of baccalaureate preparation.
This is coming to mean, in effect, that the juuior colleges of many states
constitute collectively 40 percent or more of that state’s total provision for
the lower division of baccalaureate education. This trend led to a pro-
nounced tendency to treat a state’s public junior colleges as composing a
single system in which state agencies—as contrasted with the local junior
college districis—call determinative signals for programs and performances.
There has also been an accompanying trend to appropriate state funds for
baccalaureate-transfer courses on the same formulas as those prevailing for
four-year institutons.

In several states the most recent performance with respect to junior
colleges has been to establish some of them as strictly state institutions—
in support and in contro}—usually with some form of localized advice.
This development heightens the problemn of what state agency if any, other
than the legislature, skould perform master-planning, coordinative, direc-
tion-setting, and oversight functions. One response is to establish a separate
board and professional staff for this purpose. By ~nd large, junior college
protagonists favor this choice. Another response is to complete the transi-
tion of the junior college intc the sphere of higher education by assigning
the functions enumerated above to the coordinating board for colleges
and universities, treated in the mnext paragraph. Both responses require
special liaison or other arrangements with respect to vocational-technical
education, for which the traditionally responsible agency is the state
department of education. This latter dilemma may be subject to better
resolution than the traditional accommodations, but none seems to be
currently emergent.

Establishment of state-level coordinating agencies for higher education
antedated the sixties, but the past five years bave witnessed 2 great upsurge
in adoption of this structure. The statutory functions and wishful hopes
delivered o recently-created agencies are rather uniform; producing a
master plan for higher education development in the state, recommending
with regard to the establisbment of new instivations, defining role, scope
and size for each state supported institution, recommending (by formula
or budget review) the distribution of state appiopriations between indi-
vidual units, approving “new program” additions, serving as “the state
agency for higher education” for federal legislation pusposes, producing
coordination and conservation of rssources (whatever that means) in pro-
gram endeavcrs among the institutions, establishing liaison between private
institutions and the state syster, and a few others.

v n s it rrira e e ©
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Performance of most of these functions resides in concurrence by the =
state legislature with recommendations—and sometimes even with the
operating policies—of the coordinating board. In a majority of the states,
legislatures have concurred—and this bestows power on the coordinator.
At times, legislatures have ignored or overridden recommendations or
ministerial action, with resultant loss of effectiveness by the coordinator.
Actually, sufficient time has not elapsed to test the hypothesis that coordina-
tors can b agents for innovation and adaptive change in the educationai
programs of colleges and universities. Few have had opportunity in the
midst of &ying to set existing houses in ordc=—that is, order as perceived
by the coordinator—to get around to trying to do this.

Increasingly, the governing boards and administrations of individual
institutions are coming around o the position that state-supported higher
education, overall, will be tetter off with a state coordinator than without.
The adjustments required in the processes of institutional leadership are
major ones. This discussion should not terminate without reporting a
considerable volume of skepticism that the coordinating board device, as
presently operating, merits the popuiarity accorded it in many states.

Another state-level response with forus on higher education is in
financing schemes. Adoption of the formula method for determining rela-
tive financial need among institutions has spread significantly. The very
life and thrust of a state’s great research-and-doctorate university depends
often upon the formuia recognition accorded doctoral semester hours, while
collegiate universities have great stake in how well they can affect formula-
makers in giving heavy weight to undergraduate credits—thus moving an
old tension to a new arena. The formula approach is not viewed unani-
mously as a great contribution to the higher education scene; many defects
and miscarriages are cited, but it is a prevailing response, whatever that
signifies, and perhaps the task for the future is to “debug” it more
completely.

The really impressive change in financing patterns occurring recently,
however, is in sheer elevation of state appropriations to higher education.
A 50 percent increase within the span of two years is about the average,
far outsiripping the growth prediciable from enroliment increases and
resuiting, among other things, in much higher salaries for faculty members.

N MoviNg THE PROFESSION INTO THE GVERNANCE OF EDUCATION

Reference here is to the emergence of “the” organization of profes-
sionals who are employees in the education enterprise as a potent shaper
of the directions and performances of that institution. One exhibition of
this power is chiefly a significant elevation of something long displayed.
This increased power lies in shaping curricula, methodologies, materials,
attentions and attitudes of individual practitioners; in changing the emphasis
given to securing eertzin oufcomes; in presiding over a considerable part
of the continued education for workers. Asscciations of professionals have
long been engaged in these controlling and governing actions toward
education and the fact that few have realized the extent and determinative
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effects of such actions does not make them minor. In recent years almost
every semi-permanent instructional program innovation, intreduction, or
change in emphasis has the factor of professional association activity to
thank for part or all of its status. This type of power exercise has been
viewed with general approbation and accepted as normal.

But a second type is producing some consternation, considerable
conceri, aind obvious chailienge. It is cailed professionai negotiations,
collective negotiations, collective bargaining, and, in some quarters, union-
ization. Too well known to require description here, this route of action
constitutes more than merely ancther pressure channel to plague the
governors of education. It is a vehici:. which will have, by all indications,
significant effects upon the cargo which will be transported into the educa-
tion enterprises of the future as well as upon how transport of any cargo
can occur. Unfortunately, great segments of those holding current trustee-
ships seem to think that if they look the other way this phenomenon will
go away. Indications are that it will not. An increasing coterie of educators
thinks it should not. It may, they say, hold significant promise for otherwise
tnattainable advancensents in education.

RECONSTRUCTING iHHE EDUCATION OF TEACHERS

It may seem strange to classify the education for teachers as a vehicle.
The point will not be argued except to call attention to the fact that the
education of teachers is obviously, whatever else it is, a means tc an end.
Teacher education—in zll its horizontal aspects and its vertical-time
involvements—has in recent years partaken of the ferment characterizing
all education. Efforts toward its partial or sweeping reconstruction have
certainly been as common and varied as in any otber aspect of education.
To identify what responses are sufficiently ewmergent and sufficiently perti-
nent to those who are concerned with planning is difficuit. Clearly, the
major burden of educating teachers is shifting to the post-entrance years,
to what we ussd to call inservice education but what is now more appro-
priately denuminated as continuous preparation. Also, rather clearly, the
task of paying most of the cost of continuous education is rapidly shifting
to employers, to the state tax system, aad to the federal government.

Unfortunately, most of the burden of staffing what is now viewed as
the really crucial part of teacher edacation is carried by overworked,
harried, and woefully traveled college professors and a few staff members
from locai school districts and state departments of education. This is
most unfortunate. Jome rather significant and catchy innovations for
continucus preparation have appeared, but far too few—-ad those which
have appeared soon lose their punch ir the hands of weary purveyors.
Certainly, almost every conceivable organization is getting into the act of f
“sponsoring” workshops, seminars, short courses, institutes, and so on. All
too prevalently, however, all are using the same people—most of whom
are held primarily responsible by their employers for anottier job. This is
no way to run even a branch line railroad, and continuous preparation is
now the main line.
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The employers of educators have been slow to adopt the approaches
employed by industry in developing their leadership, change-agent, and
management personnel. However, several very promising and—with limited
numbers of patrons—apparently successful programs modeled after indus-
trial training assignments and Executive Development Programs have
appeared. This may constitute a lead for some planners.

The greatest new foray of teacher education is into high-volume spot
preparation programs, such as those conducted for recruits as Headstart
teachers. This is mentioned not so much because some very interesting
styles of offerings have been developed tc exploit short-term, intensive,
and highly-motivated situations, but chiefly because spot-preparation rather
clearly cosstitutes a continuing feature of professional worker education
in the foreseeable future. Few states have any plans to assist their institu-

tions and other agencies in gearing up to meet this need adequately.

For the undergraduate student preparing to teach, the most prominent
emergence is mandated expansion of academic undergirdings. Taking the
form chiefly of regulations requiring more semester hours in fields of
academic specialization, these mandates have seldom done much to shape
the content of specialization and to date no indicative appraisals of their
results under the skins of prospective teachers are available. Also, several
state governments have undertaken some direct financial support for
student teaching, one among many motives being to enable private institu-
tions to fare better in conducting this costly endeavor. Perhaps the most
dramatic recent change has occurred in the elevating of the sheer caliber
of many of the institutions upon which we rely for beginning teachers.
The rigidity of certification and accreditation requirement:—spawned in
an era when forcing compliance with minimum expectations was a real
problem—may be outmoded in an era when most institutions are capable
of undertaking some well-grounded departures and when close alliances
between prcfessional associations and teacher educating institutions aie
growing. At least, some current approaches point in that direction.

Apparently, education in the future will be in the hands of a wide
array of workers—not just the “teacher” to whom we have become accus-
tomed. Some of these may require almost no preparation measurable in
collegiate semester hours. Certainly, a wide variety of specializations will
be both appropriate z2nd necessary. A few efforts to meet this new look
of the staff for education have been made in teacher education circles. But
the emergence of statewide plans to define the approaching new look in
terms of workers foreseen, and to develop the requisite training programs
as needed is not yet a striking phenomenon, although one would think it
should be.

CONTENT FOR RESPONSE
Now we chall devote brief attention fo the substantive contert of some:
of the emerging responses. It can be brief because illustrations already
used in discussing challenges and vehicular responses afford a considerable

overview of emerging concentrations in reshaping the actual educative
prusramming of school and college endeavors.

~
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REFURBISHED CONTENT FOR SUBJECT AREAS

Not all subject areas have received the sweeping overhaul given to
the natural sciences in the past decade, but many have experienced consid-
erable transformation. A common trend is to attempt reconstitution upon
the basis of concepts to be developed, with the chosen concepts receiving
developmental attention at each school level. The methodology used in
developing such content increasingly features centralized efforts within a
large territory—often national in scope-—in contrast to the units formeriy
developed by local unit enterprises. Disciplinary scholars are now prom-
inent in the reconstitutior: team. This approach has limitations and
significant side-effects requiring thoughtful attention, as Goodlad® has
pointed out. But it has achieved results which recommmend it to pianners.
For them three points should be made: (1) the refurbishing of some areas
in the sixties is not permanent—as already shown, it should occur over
and over; (2) changes in society zand other developments create the necessity
for establishment of mechanisms for consiant renewal, and particularly for
mechanisms which are trans-local in nature; and (3) there is stiong agree-
ment that the social sciences should be the immediate subject for reconstitu-
tive endeavor.

INTRODUCTION OF NEW SUBJECT CONTENT

Some of the introduction of content is in new school subjects made
visible by title, such as sex education. Much more appears as new units
under old subjects—urban life being a case in point. Still more appears
not as didactic subject-content in the traditional sense but as directions
given “classroom™ endeavors, such as deliberate cultivation of motivations
“to be somebody” for groups of alienated youth or such as searching the
literature for values worth living by.

It should be clear that in this Iatter realm lies the most valuable
E “new” education demanded by the approaching times. Here is where
3 concerted enterprises for curriculum developmert, equipped with creative
and highly expert brainpower, may pay the richest dividends since it is
apparent that reliance for these crucial outcomes upon teacher-by-teacher
inventions and attentions has been relatively ineffective.

REVAMPED INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESSES AND SYSTEMS ]

It would be comforting to be able to say that recent developments
demonstrate that the universal adoption of nongraded schools and team
teaching would solve most of our problems of how to teach in the years
ahead. They do not so demonstrate, of course, but these particular devices
—and many others—do indicate that devoted and rigorous application of
some approackes can move schools much nearer to constructive individuali-
zation of instruction and to the employment of instructional systems as
contrasted with inspired—but often impoverished—endeavors to conduct
teaching acts. Here is where the utilization of modern media holds great
promise, if the results already secured in some locations mean what they
appear to mean. Here is where independent study and inquiry is making
significant contributions. The least that planners can do is to try to assure
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a framework for schooling which will not inbibit further developments.
The best they can do might be to design both framework and machinery
to accelerzte such developments. But it must be pointed out that such
actions will play hob with our long accepted notions that school-to-school
uniformity is next to Godliness.

PeRCEPTIVE DIAGNOSTIC EVALUATION

A cynic could say that the sixties produced more sophisticated talk
about the necessity of evaluation, more technology for securing and proc-
essing trivia—witk little advance in evaluation itself or in its usage. There
is enough on the record, however, to cause this observer to be optimistic
rather than cynical. We have a long way to go, but some thrusts in appar-
ently profitable directions are evideat. Because evaluation holds such a
prominent position in any list of “musts” for the approaching decade,
every little step is a triumph but big steps must be of prime concern to
designers. What is urgently needed is more invigorated and perceptive
diagnostic evaluation of the results of schooling and of the system con-
ducting it.

RESEARCH

It is difficult to find either verb or adjective to go with the research
into education conducted in the sixties. There was, in fact, far mcre research :
than in any twenty preceding years. Yet. in comparative scope and signifi-
cance it is typically rated as miniscule. Also, its financing is typically
viewed as a responsibility of the federal government. In these two views
great danger lies. The pay-off from research is slow; great breakthroughs
occur only after long and unspectacular laying of strong foundations in
science and scientists; the size and significance of the job is too great for
the federal government alone to undertake. It is probable that the educa-
tional research undertaken between now and 1980 will not enlighten
appreciably the educational endeavors in that same period, but the real
question is whether the post-1980 ages in education will remain dark
because we diG not tool up and develop a truly large research endeavor in
.our time. For designers of a state’s educational thrust toward the future
what they do to mount research can prove to be the greatest test of their
statesmanship.

IN CoNCLUSION

This entire presentation has focused upon what lies ahead, with intent
to assist those who will help to plan education for the future. It is with
the processes of planning and executing that the challenge of the future will
te met in deeds. While change desired and processes employed can hardly
be separable in real life, it is indeed well that a look ahead is now to be
followed by a serious look at planning itself and a serious effort to plan
realistically for the future.
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CHAPTER 3

Planning and Change:

Design —> Decision —> Action

KeENNETH H. HANSEN*

What is the future to be like? How will we live? How can and
how should we alter the conditions of living in that future? Such questions
have held fascination for mankind and challenged his speculative fancy
as far back as recorded history runs. Man has never ceased to wonder
about how he can understand and affect his own future, and what he needs
to do to prepare himself and his children for it.

Looking into the immediate future of cur own society—the 1980°s—
is a challenging and perplexing venture. Many have seriously attempted to
project this future, and one such look has bezn undertaken by this project
in Prospective Changes in Society by 1980.! Deriving implications for
education in this new world into which we are venturing is another neces-
sary and exciting step. This, too, has been attempted by this project, as
well as by others. (For example, see Implications for Education of Pros-
pective Changes in Society*). Analyzing and describing the various ways
that these implications for education in a new society can be translated
into positive action for desirable change forms a third step in the process
of designing education for the future; this also has been undertaken by
many individuals and groups. (For example, see Planning and Effecting
Needed Changes in Education3).

Now, what do we do next? How do we who constitute our society
and shape its future (citizens at large, political decision makers, and pro-
fessional educators) take what we know about this inevitably changing
society—with each sccial change having in it implicit deinands upon edu-
cation, and cach of these implications in turn demanding analysis and in-
sight and action—and translate all of this new knowledge into programs
that actually will beneficially shape the educational system and the total
society of the future?

These are not empty rhetorical questions; they are urgent and prac-
tical questions which urgently demand practical answers. The answers to
these questions cannot simply be promulgated; they must be searched out
and worked out. And in order to find our way toward the answers to
these questions—in order actually to bring about changes in education

* Director of Program Development, Education Commission of the States, Denver, Colorcdo.
Formerly: Coordinator, NEA Development Project (1965-67); Director, School of Education,
Western State College of Colorado (1949-65). Pa:ﬁci;i)a':ed in education surveys in Africa (1964,
1966, 1967) for the U. S. Department of State. blications include: Public Education in
American Society; High School Teaching and Philosophy for American Education
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that will make it possible to meet the challenges of the new society—we
must look at the five factors discussed on the following pages:

1. The social-cultural matrix in which we will be operating;
2. How to organize our educational planning for change;

——— e o — o o o~

3. How to utilize the most efective change processes;
4. How to employ our value systems in deciding what action to take;
and

5. How to translate these decisions into sction at each level of school
organization.

Tue CHANGING CULTURAL MATRIX

It would be both presumptuous and f:sble to attempt to review and
compress into this brief paper all that has been written about the changes
that are taking place in our society.* But it is helpful to look quickly at a
few of these changes whick have promise of producing the most significant
and profound effects on the process of planning for educational change,
mezking decisions about these changes, and translating these changes into
positive action.

SuiFT oF POWER IN DECISION MAKING

Not only in education, but in all facets of our national life, there has
been a swift and seemingly inexorable shift of power in many aspects of
decision making from the directness (and, in all candor, diffuseness) of
local decision making toward the more centralized state level, and from
the state level toward the federal level. Our historically cherished idea of
local control in a state educitional system may not actualiy have become a
“myth,” as some of the observers of the present American scene have said,
but dramatic changes have taken place. Wynn5, after commenting opti-
mistically that “States still have plenary power over educational policy
making; local districts still function as the operating agencies of the states;
the classroom teacher still enjoys a high degree of autonomy in determin-
ing the scope of his instruction and his method,” still cautions that “na-
tional enterprises tend to supersede state and local efforts.”

No one who has studied the course of education for the past two or
three decades can deny that many decisions that used to be made by the
local citizenry through its local board of education are now pretty well
locked into state-leve! decision making processes through iegislation or
administrative organization and practice. The states have—through their
laws, their educational and governmental organization, arl their appro-
priations—reasserted with force and vigor the historic constitutional posi-
tion that education is primarily a state-—not a local—functicn. .

Even more dramatically at the national level (however much we may
be inclined to discount the occasional self-righteous and self-protective
cries of those who claim to have been oppressed by the federal bureaucracy
and inundated by the flood of United States Office of Education (USOE)
paper work—in a word, “federal control”) there has been a marked in-

[
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crease in federal participation in and even direction of educational decision
making. For example. Masters® has pointed out that the federal govern-
ment is now definitely and directly shaping national educationai policies
by setting national priorities in education (as expressed in legislation and
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appropriations and the comstrictive if not restrictive guidelines that go
with these federal interventions); through using new educational structures
such as the Community Action Programs which bypass, supplement, or
replace existing education institutions; and through attempting to define
and assess educational objectives on an essentially quantitative basis, as in
the program-planning-budgeting system (PPBS) now incorporated as a
fundamental part of federal educational policy.

THE INCREASING IMPORTANCE OF PEOPLE

Of far more importancs than how our society is c:ganized (for edu-
cational decision making or for any other purpose) is the question of how
we regard people and the place they play in that society. The most notice-
able—if perhaps not the most momentous—change in the nature of the
American society of people is the staggering increase in numbers of people
whom we can confidently expect to be living in our country by the time
we find ourselves in the 1980’s. The substantial population growth will
have obviously explosive effects on the educational and social systems:
more people to be educated, more people demanding their share of the
resources of the country; more people to claim a voice in educational
decision making; more people to use—or to find inadequate—the edu-
cation which they have received. Although the number of people who will
in some way or another interact with the educational process is fairly
predictable, the results of this rapid increase in the total population are
almost beyond anything we can imagine. The problems stemming from the
size of the population, however, are relatively minor compared with the
problems which the changing characteristics of the population will bring.
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For example, the school systems will be dealing with a much younger
population.—with half of the population under the age of twenty-five by
1970, and at the same time with an expanding segment of older popula-
tion as the science of geriatrics is advanced and life expectancy increases.
More emphasis on both early childhood education and adult education is
clearly indicated.

And these people—the younger and the older and those in between—-
will obviously be doing different thirgs and having different needs as
changes take place in our increasingly technological society. They will
need to be taught better use of leisure for the hours when they are not ,
working and, at the same time to be taught and retaught a sequence and '
cycle of increasingly compiex occupaticnal skills that will enable them to
adapt to the changing technology.

Not only will the total size of the population increase, with both more
younger and more older people to be the concern of the educational sys-
tem, but the special characteristics of these age groups will call for re-
appraisal of educational values and educational programs. As Campbell’
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has commented, “There is a new crowd out there with whom we must
talk.,, i

And this new crowd, particularly, doesn’t just want to be talked to;
they wan to be involved. The era of the last decade of “alienation” seems
pretty well past. There is an extreme passion on the part of many for
involvement in planning, decision making, and carrying out these de-
cisions. The disadvantaged are demanding a voice in the planning and
operation of programs for their own benefit; studeats are demanding a
vaice on faculty commitices; teachers are demanding a voice in every
facet of educational decision making in the schools. Though some may
wince at the bluntness of these demands, and guail at the militant vigor
with which these demands are pursued, no one can reasonably deny that
the American people will become more and more invnlved in plannug
and deciding, not only in education but in all other faceis of our complex
society.

Moreover, the new American is not only talking more and demunding
more, but also ic thinking differently. There is a new value system—or
what some might call in despair, a new non-value systera—which trans-
cends mere changes in population size, behavior characteristics, or other
simple demographic features.

CHANGING VALUES

We live with and face increasingly a complex and paradoxical shift
of tradiiional values that displays at once a growing realism and a grow-
ing idealism.

What might be called a more realistic outlook—which definitely af-
fects educational planning and programming—is illustrated by the grow-
ing realization that we live in a real wo: . of cause-and-effect which
wishful thinking will not change. For cxample, we are coming to realize
that resources for carrying on desired educational programs, while rarely
fully utilized, are not unlimited. We must, as Lecht® has pointed out,
balance our national aspirations against our national resources, and allo-
cate scarce resources in terms of agreed-upon priorities.
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At the same time that we are realistically assessing what resources we , P o
have and how we want to spend them, we are also realistically apprais- g
ing our pluralistic culture with the full realization that we are not dealing
with the good versus the bad, the desirable versus the undesirable, the
simply-true against t.~ simply-false. We are dealing in our educational
planning—as in every aspect of our life—with a host of variables, an al-
most unlimite” range of options and alternatives for action. Plans are
made and programs carried out not in tems of clear-cut “good” and
“eyil,” but in terms of alternatives for action that may turn out simply
better or worse than other alternatives.

We are realistic enough to see that our socie ¥ is not made up entirely
of clear-cut cause-and-effect reactions. Thus, we want our educational
planning to give us not just the one “right” apswer, but a variety of
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potential answers to our questions and solutions to our problems. We are
generally too sophisticated to believe in the single solution.

Our realism causes us also to recognize the multiplicity of forces that
are involved in the interplay of people and events governing how some
plan actually will work out. We no longer find it possible to belicve that
we live in a worid where simpie causes produce simpic eifects. The intei-
play of complicated economic, social, technological, and ideologicai tac-
tors that exert a kind of vectoring influence or: any of our pjans---pushing
in from the outside to change the nature of the “cause” or pushing
from another direction to change and deflect the course of events that we
call “effects”—~makes us seck for plans that have the built-in flexibility
to withstand and profit from this multiple interplay of social forces.

Thus, we approach planairg realistically, as realistic pecple. We do
not believe that in education, or in any other segment of our social life,
a completely “planned” society is possible or desirable; we seck « planning
society instead. Thus, rather than a plan for the future we are looking for
the parameters of a design for the future.

And in this seeking for a design, rather than a fized plan, we exhibit
again our built-in idealism. We are not satisfied with society or schools as
they now are. We think that things could be different and better. In this
very optimism is an expression of idealistic concern for a better world
for ourselves, our children, and our fellow Americans, Sentimental as this
may seem in a mechanistic age and a materialistic society, it is the way
we feel. And since reality to us tends to be interpreted as “the world as I
perceive it,” thic idealism is part of our realism.

Thus, we cover change—not change which is forced on us by cir-
cumstatces or by authority nor viiat Blanke has called “random, reactive
change”—Dbut change resulting from plenned educational irnprovement.
As Blanke goes on to say:

As technological change, national planning, and muss education became ac-

cepted, men began to change even their basic values. More and more people

in each succeeding generation believed that further tecianological and be-

havioral change was inevitable. More important still, they believed also that
ckange was better than persistence.® (Italics supplied.)

So there is a new spirit of change abroad in our land and in our
social and educational systems. We believe that change toward desired
goals is a positive value, and toward that end we are willing to take the
necessary steps to organize and plan for change and make the necessary
decisions to bring about the change.

INCREASING KNOWLEDGE AND BETTER TOOLS

It is fortuna:e that of the same time both the need for change and the
desire for change in education are increasing, our technological capacity for
planning and effecting change has also been greatly strengthened. The
stepped- ;n pace of educational and social research made possible by the
increasitg numbers of students engaged in full time graduate study, the
emphasis placed on research in most colleges and universities, and the
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establishment of new federally financed research activities (Reseach and
Development Centers, Regional Educational Laboratories, and individvsl
and institutiunal research projects financed by the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion and other governmental agenc:es) have all cperated to increase our
fund of knowledge. This knowledge, on which all effective planning for

.
change must be based, embraces a vast array of fields—psychelogy, so-

ciology, economics, demography and political science, to name onaly a few.
The more we know about our society and itz people, the better we can
plan and the sounder our decisions will be.

Devices for the gathering, storage, retrieval, and dissemination of
this new knowledge-base, so essential to productive planning for change,
have been developed to a remarkably high degree of sophistication. The
computer, especially, has made it possibie not only to utilize more fully
the knowledge already extant, but to develop tremendous amounts of new
information useful to planners and change agents. Perhaps an even more
important use of the computer lies in its capability of being programmed
to handle simultaneously an almost unlimited number of variables so that
predictions of what might occur under different sets of circumstances not
yet existing can be used {0 guide planners as they attempt to modify the
future of man and his society.

Yet neither the need, the desire, nor the tools for change actualy
bring about change. There must be organization and planning and action.

ORGANIZATION FOR PLANNING

The activist in or concerned with education—the individual teacher,
school administrator, parent or other citizen, or an official at any level
of government—quite understandably wants change in a hurry. He is im-
patient with organizing and structuring for change, and is dubious of the
necessity of going through a long, involved sequence of steps in the change
process. He wants something different, and wants it now: put mors voca-
tional courses in the curriculum: impose higher academic standards; re-
organize school districts; integrate the schools; establish a junior college;
fire the superintendent!

Aporopriate or inappropriate as these suggested changes might be in
a given instance, they have one thing in common: they call for action, for
change, for doing things differently to accomplish some end. As such,
they are commendable. And no wonder those who see changes that need
to be made, and who want to get or with the job, become impatient with
exterided or detailed plans concerned with how to bring about change.

But the kinds of change that these rapid-fire suggestions would imply
do not exhibit a high degree of planning or rationality. Rather, they are
examples of what was previously referred to @s random, reactive change:
random selection of a given end and a route to achieving that end, without
reference to the inierrelation of that educational change to the total educa-
tional and social system; or reactions to a given situ:=tion that does not
meet current needs or is not now accomplishing what is desired. Even
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random, reactive change, if carried to completion, does make some dif-
ference; the problem is that it is almost impossible to tell whether change

thus left merely to chance really makes a prodiiciive difference.

Organizatior for planning does not delay the change process; it both
enhances and embraces it. That is, crganization for planning must both
precede and accompany the process of change; it simply cannot occur
after the change process has been undertaken if it is to have the beneficial
effect of improving the rationality and appropriateness of the change.

The characteristics of rationa! planning have been well summarized
by Huefner:

Everyone plans—but not very well. Most of our actions are influenced by

expectations of the future and a written—or at least a mental--“plan” of

how that future can be improved. But seldom have these plans been sub-

jected to a critical evaluation of assumptions and objectives, a rigorous ques-

tioning of internal consistency, a useful analysis of realistic alternatives, or

a careful coordination with other plans to which they must relate.10

The factors which this author says are often missing in what are
allegedly “‘plans” for education are, of course, the very ones which make
planning a rationally effective procedure. They require a carefully de-
veloped organizational pattern, lest what is called “planning” may become
either mere dreaming about what ought to be or, as often happens, auto-
cratic imposition of the ideas of a single individual or of a power group.
Without careful organization for planning, it is very easy to slip into the
pitfall of just talking about doing something, just doing something be-
cause it seems like a good idea, or doing the wrong thing beuause some
one person or group “knows” that this is “right.”

There are two fundamental steps in organizing for planning: (1)
creation of awareness of the need for change, and (2) establishment of
specific plarning mechanisms and sequences.

CREATICN OF AWARENESS

In the American educational enterprise, as in other aspects of our
personal life and our society, there is ofton very little awareness of either
the need for change or of the planning that must precede such change.
Self-satisfaction and self-delusion about how well things are going are
very common human traits. Unless clear cut and persuasive analyses—
both of where we are in a specific educational program and where we wan:
to be—are specifically set forth, there often is no awareness that any
change is needed.

The possibility that change might take place often eludes our atten-
tion. Even when we are not satisfied with the curriculum as it is, the way
teachers teach, or the way children learn, we tend tc think that there is
little or nothing that can be done about it. We tell ourselves that we are
doing the best we can and, although we are not really satisfied with it,
we see no possibility of effecting change.

Creating awareness cf the need to organize for planning in order to
bring about desired change requires that we translate vague uneasiness
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about what is, and vague hope about what might be, into specific struc-
tures and mechanisms for bringing about change.

PLANNING FOR PLANNING

The specific mechanisms for getting planning started and making it
effective vary a great deal with the organization and the people involved,
the problems that are faced, and the structural level within the total social
system. :

For example, if an awareness both of the need for, and the possibility
of, productive pianning in a local school district is focused on an arza
of specific curricular change, a simple commitiee structure (properly sup-
ported as explained below) with the assignment and authority to carry
out the initial planning may be all that is required.

At the state level, an adequate planning organization will require
much more elaborate mechanisms. If the planning unit is concerned only
with limited facets of education falling quite clearly within the province,
say, of a state education agency, a group of experts under the chairmza-
ship of a competent leader might meet the minimum requirements of or-
ganizational necessity.

But if the planning should extend into areas of education that involve
other segments of the government, more specialists and more complex
organizational mechanisms would of course be necessary. And if the plan-
ning is on a state *vide, long-range basis (for example, a state plan for total
manpower development on a comprehensive basis, as opposed to a plan
for some one aspect of junior college technical programs) then a central-
ized professional staff, supplemented and supported by kmowledgeatle
personnel from the related agencies, would obviously be needed.

In nationai planning for the attainment of educational goals, a pro-
gressively more complex and comprehensive mechanism involving a large
speciaiized staff, substantial budgetary allocations, and even perhaps some
administrative and review authority is necessary in order to make sure
that the plans are not ignored.

There is no one “right” way, therefore, for a state to organize for
educational planning.!'* Both centralized and deceniralized state planting
agencies, for example, have their advautages and disadvantages. A state-
level comprehensive planning mechanism, cutting across and embracing
every department of state government, strengthens the administrative con-
trol of all governmeatal functions, provides a common set of criteria and
goais, and forces coordinated efforts, But decentralization—for example,
giving the state department of education its own planning staff and plan-
ning authority—develops wider participation and more personal commit-
ment, and brings to the forefront of the planning effort the more detailed
information and specialized skills of the particular department invoived.

Similarly, a permanent centralized staff of planning experts is more
cohesive than a group of come-and-go consultants, but the latter may offer
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a more highly-specialized degree of sophistication and a greater degree of
personal detachment.!?

Use of outside “experts” in educational planning at the state level—
especially wken they work with problems that the local school districts
consider to be in their own province—often raises hackles and creates
suspicions. But if the state education agencies are really doing their job
in educational planning, they will assume as one of their primary responsi-
bilities that of helping local districts develop their own planning teams
and planning expertise, even if it means importing tempcrary “outsiders”
to get the work under way and subjecting themselves in the process to a
certain amount of criticism for “interfering.”

Whatever the scope of the mechanism for planninp—ifrom the simplest
local school district internal problem to the most complex problem of
national magnitude—any organization for planning must provide adequate
support of three kinds: money, manpower, and data. Planning is inherently
time consuming and expensive—though not a: expensive as failure to plan.
It takes substantial amounts of money. Planning raust be directed carefully
and deliberately by expert and often high-priced people; it is not something
that can be done by a person who is told to do a little bit of planning in
his spare time. Planning requires the collection, assimilation, analysis, and
interpretation of vast amounts of pertinent but complex data; planning
done without adequate research is probably no more effective than any
other off-the-cuff enterprise. Money, manpower, and data are essential
parts of the support system for organized planning.

The specific steps to be taken in getting a planning organization into
effective operation—so that plans move clearly from identification of
needed areas of change, through problem resolution, to final decision
making and action—depend a great deal on the specific situation involved.1®
Multiple approaches, many with specific variations, are doubtless necessary;
the one major danger to be avoided is that of assuming that a single model
or a single approach is the best.

A particularly seductive example of the dangers of adopting a single
“model” of planning may be found in what is generically called the
“systems” approach. In this approach! any segment of a society—the
defense establishment, a business enterprise, a unit of government, a
school district—is thought of as a “system” of which each subordinate
part is a “sub-system”. The “system” opcrates through the mechanism of
receiving “input” and producing “output.” In the very simplest concept,
for example, the school receives inputs such as financial support, the
professional services of teachers, the learning materials and experiences
that are introduced into the system, and the children themselves. In turn, it
produces educational ouzputs in terms of learnings, trained manpower,
economic and other benefits to society, etc.

The real question is whether or not the systems concept—which is
highly applicable in more mechanical and mechanistic arenas—is really
appropriate, without major adaptations, to the school system. Culbertson
has suggested that some of these new planning techniques based essentially
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on the systems outlook have iremendous potential value but also certain

built-in limitations:
Even though many new techniques pertinent to educational planning have
been developed in the last two decades which have promise for those in-
terested in more effective state planning for education, these techniques do
have limitations which need to be recognized. For one thing they cannot
make decisions nor can they replace judgment on the part of decision makers.
Rather, the techniques can aid and support decision makers by providing
pertinent data on alternative programs and courses of action. The decision
maker, as a rule, will r.ced to be responsive to values not encompassed by
the planning techniques.

Secondly, since the various techniques involve highly rational procedures,
efficiency may tend to be the value which is more forceful in shaping chcices.
To be sure the planning techniques of today go beyond those of fifty years
ago when the so-called “Cult of Efficiency” in education was rampant, in
large part, because these techniques focus both upon costs und benefits. How-
ever, since operations research and PPBS emphasize precise measures of out-
puts, there is a tendency for planners, when using these techniques, to be ‘in-
fluenced more by economic measures simply because other measures of values
(e.g., human dignity) are extremely difficult to achieve.

Thirdly, the techniques to be employed require specific measures of output.
In education it is well known that we are only beginning to make progress in
achieving precise output measures. In the first place, it is not easy to define
educational goals with sufficient precision to make accuratez measurements of
output 1 sssible. In the second place, even if goals are precisely defined, their
number, variety, and nature are such that measurement is not easy.

Fourth, it should be emphasized that the new planning teciiniques represent

a special way of thinking and a rigorous approach to problem solving. The

techniques have their roots in such disciplines as economics and mathematics.

Therefore, they should not be viewed as simplistic procedures whick wili pro-

duce incontestable conclusions. Raiher, they require a highly discizlined way

Zf thinking and the courage !0 examine assumptions and to respect empirical
ata. .

Finally, educat’onal planning based upon manpower requirements emphasizes
the instrumental aspects of education. Education is seen, in other words, as
a means to achieve important economic and social goals, usually ¢f a na-
tional character. The full development of the unique talenis of individuals,
as an educational goal, would be considered only incidentally in the man-
power requirements approach. Consequently, fundamental educational goals,
which are not so easily defined, could be neglected by planners using this
approach 15
The above cautions are not meant to suggest that a systematic
approach to plapning should not be used. Quite the opposite is true.
Careful and systematic planning does not necessarily become mechanistic,
nor does it kill the spirit and decrease the human concern. Rather, although
organized planning calls into play such an intermix of forces that additional
conflicts will come about—the conflict between competing viewpoints and
competing demands upon the allocation of scarce resources may actually
increase—planning opens up so many new possibilities of ways of doing
things that the options are also increased. Planning, therefore, increases
both canflicts and options.1®

But all organization for planning is useless unless the planming is
directed toward change. The process of bringing about change demands our
next attention.
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THE CHANGE PROCESS

How to bring about change is a problem which has entranced and
baffled researchers and practitioners for a long time.!? Scholars and prac-
titioners alike disagree on the definition of change, on the theories and
strategies of change, and on the most effective ways for the “change-agent”
to work with his “client-system.”

The ordinaly person conceined witn educational change—ihie school
man, the lawmaker, or the citizen—often finds himself understandably
lost in this morass of technical theory. Granted that good theory always
underlies the best practice, and that much highly technical research in the
change process is needed, when it comes to producing specific desired
change for a specific educational system these all-encompassing theories
of change processes may not be found very practical in a particular
situation.

Goals for desired change are essential, of course, and a clear sense
of direction for change is vitally needed. Theoretical considerations Ioom
large in ceveloping both goals and directions, but a detailed theory of the
change process itself may not be immediately essential. All inclusive
“taxonomies,” “models,” “paradigms,” or “configurational theories” of
the change process do not seem to some to have a great deal of immediate
utility for many people concerned with educational change. These are
valuable, all right, but the processes and techniques and strategies of
change as global models may be less useful than some specific suggestions.

For example, even the widely discussed Clark-Guba systematization
of the change process into developrnent, diffusion, and adoption is at once
too complex and also too simplistic to fit many real life situations. Not
all changes go through every step of the pattern from the development,
invention, and design of a new educational idea, through its diffusion by
the use of techniques of dissemination and demonstration, to its final
adoption or adaptation, including the trial, installation and institutionaliza-
tion of the idea in the school system.!® Some of these steps are sometimes
quite legitimately omitted; at other times, different and divergent steps
enter into the process of bringing about educational change.

< Even attempting to describe change as something that takes place in
a series of discrete steps between the time a policy is formulated or a
problem identified and a final decision is made or action is taken does
not do justice to the varieties and complexities of what happens in the
change process.

Therefore, perhaps instead of trying to think through and set forth
another inclusive series of sequential steps which would attempt to define
and explain the change process, it would be more fruitful to look at some
of the elements involved in the change process—clements that can be
either the source of tremendous impetus towards change or real stumbling
blecks in accomplishing chiange in the educational system.

Q.,__...——-———————- — - T e e e
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THeE Usk AND MiIsusE oF DATA

Part of our common intellectual heritage is a general acceptance of
the Baconian concept that “knowledge is power.” Unfortunately, hiow-
ever, merely knowing, in the sense of developing or accumulating data,
is only one aspect of the power that is needed to bring about successful
and rational change.

Certainly, it can be readily seen that a good bit of educational change
that can be described as the random, reactive type of change discussed
carlier in this paper results from allowing or induciag change without -
an adequate knowledge-base. Detailed data about both the current and the
desired educational situation are of course necessary before we can even
identify the problems that may be amenable to planned change. There is
not much use, for example, in even considering a change in the method
of state level school support until we know what the present tax bases in
a state are; how the assessment and other tax producing practices are
administered; how effectively lccal effort is coordinated with local re-
sources; the nature and availability of new tax resources; and the actual
objectives of the desired educational program. Likewise, new proposals
for establishment of vocaticnal-technical education cannot be made on
any rational basis without a clear assessment of the strengths and weak-
nesses of the present program in the light of the objectives and demands
of the occupationa! structure projected geographically, demographically,
and economically. As ancther example, any proposed change in curriculum,
whether at the district or siate level, cannot be intelligently undertaken
without a careful assessment of present and future curricular goals, ma-
terials, teaching methods, organizational and administrative practices, and
the actual or potential availability of teacher manpower.

Thus, any useful and productive educationai change must be preceded
by planning devices and mechanisms that will yield a maximum of usable
data about the educational system and all the persons eifective in, and
affected by, the system. And the rather simple word “data” must include
not only routine facts and figures, but educational goals and principles
as well, for all of those are information—the knowledge-base from which
any change is projected. These data must be highly selective and carefully-
correlated; for while there is probably no such thing as “too much data,”
it is quite possible to amass and disseminate so much irrelevant data that
only confusion results.

Data are needed, then, at every step in the charge process: assessing
the present problem; defining future objectives; examining alternatives;
and formulating action programs. Yet these data can be both misleading
and dangerous.

First of all, it is difficult to define what data really are walid. Chin
includes in his concept of “valid knowledge” not only researchk findings,
concepts, and theories, but ideologies and utopias, though he confesses
somewhat wistfully that he . . . would much rather define valid knowledge
solely as that created by social and behavioral scientists . . .” He con-
cludes, however, that since valid knowledge is mot soiely that which a
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particular academic discipline considers true, “. . . the essential quality
of valid knowledge is that the holder ‘knows,’ as a ‘proven’ relationship,
some statements about the social, and human processes that are being
acted upon, or utilized in the process of change.””*?

It is to be noted that the auther cited finds it necessary to place the {
words “knows” and “proven” in quotation marke, for the real proklem is s
that valid knowledge cannot be entirely known or proven. It cannot even
be simply produced, although Blanke?® has maintained that “scientific
research is concerned with the production of knowledge through the
projection and testing of theory.” (Italics supplied.) In actuality, neither
science nor any other human activity “produces” knowledge in the same
way that a machine “produces” products.

Therefore, we are left with a dilemma: in order to plan for and
effect rational change, we need a great deal of knowledge but we have no
very good way to define what constitutes valid knowledge.

There is no easy answer to this paradox; if there were, it wouldn’t be
a paradox! About the best we can hope for is to bring together all of the
pertinent available data on the educational area in which change is being
considered, knowing at once that we will never have all of the possible
data and that even if we did, data alone would not answer the questions.
Data can provide definition and clarification of the issue, articulation of
the problems, and suggestions for solution. But the answers, as will be
discussed below, must be essentially value judgments.

USE AND MISUSE OF GoOALS

If you don’t know where you are going, you can’t get theré. But goals
and objectives, like data, have a slippery way of intruding into as well as
encouraging the process of change. A couple of illustrations will suffice.

First, goals are always multiple, often contradictory, and usually not
completely attainable. If the process of change is delayed until there is
complete agreement upon goals, and the way toward those goals ir clearly
seen, change will be inordinately delayed. Ard if we wait until there is
complete consensus on educational goale—at the local district level, at
the state level, or the national level—we will wait until Domesday. Goals,
like data, do not give us ultimate solutions to our problems; they can be
used in a step-by-step way to point toward and lead toward desirable
directions of change. But, alas, they can never clearly become the entire
director of the change process. '

Moreover, goals can look good but turn out badly. Much of the
current innovation in education is ostensibly directed toward the reputed
goal of desirable educational change, but the real goal of many school
systems is often money. Hencley has noted that

... when funds are made available at state or national levels, if school districts
can meet or conform to criteria set in legislation or administrative regulations,
we have a remunerative power strategy in operatior, Indeed, external grants
of money under legislation such as the National Defense Education Act
(NDEA) and the ESEA may be sufficient to trigger massive changes in educa-
tion.21 (Italics supolied.)
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Nyquist notes that “ . . . a major strategy in effecting change is the
use of dollars.” He goes on to say:
An emergent function of a state education department is to act more like a
combined management consultant firm and philanthropic foundation, able to
provide consultative services on a wide variety of problems and to make
available money to bring about correction and change on the basis of formu-
lated plans judged by adopted state criteria.22
Nyquist implies, but does not directly state, that these adopted state
criteria are the ones for which money is available—so the criteria as goals
tend to become subordinated to dollars as goals.

The goals or objectives themselves may becoinie a manipulative form
of management of the educational process, not only in a monetary fashion
but in other ways. Chin decries “management by objectives,” quoting
McGregor as saying “the essential task of management is to arrange
organizational conditions and methods of operation so that people can
achieve their own goals best by directing their own efforts toward organiza-
tion objectives.” In other words, tlre goals of the organization subtly become
the goals of the individual—and the organizational goals may or may not
be legitimate caes. Chin lists this imposition of organizational goals as one
of the “power approaches” to effecting change, saying:

In most general terms, the imposition of power alters the conditions within

which other people act by limiting the alternatives or by shaping the conse-

quences of their acts, or by directly influencing and controlling actions.23

What we see in these illustrations is a clear e.aployment of a goal—
money cr power-——as a management tool that is often used to the detriment
of the people involved—and in the particular case of a school, to the detri-
ment of the children involved.

Thus, when the goals imposed by money or strategy get in the way of
values in the change process, goals have themselves been misused. It was
pointed out earlier in this paper that one of the fundamental difficulties
with assessing educational change in terms of “inputs” and “outputs” is
that the outputs are likely to be expressed in terms of organizational and
institutional objectives (including money and power) rather than in terms
of educational values.

CHANGING ATTITUDES AND CHANGING BEHAVIORS

Whatever strategy or technique of change may be employed, or
whatever sequence of steps may be used in the change process in education,
nothing much happens until people change. It is true that there must be
organizational mechanisms for change—Ilocal district and state and na-
tional planning committees or commissions, for example; there must be
supporting devices for change—money, time, and manpower—but all of
these make very little difference unless there is built into the process of
change a way both of involving the creativity of those who must plan and
bring about change and of lessening the rejection of, and over-sensitivity
to, change which is all too common when change is imposed from the
outside. Thus, while we cannot ignore the technical strategies of change or
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the organizational strategies of change, we must concentrate most of our
efforts on changing people.

Many authorities have pointed out that one of the greatest deterents
to change is the fact that most people involved in the educational system—
or anywhere else in our entiré social system, for that matter—have a
strong natural resisiance o change. icPiiee commenis that “. . . our
individual enthusiasm for a specific change is usually inversely proportional
to how much we ourselves must change.” He goes on to say:

Perhaps one of the most crucial barriers . . . (to change) .. . is the realization

that behavioral changes by staff members can by no means be assessed on a

rational basis alone. The emotional upheaval which is involved in any sig-

nificant change is too often ignored by those who write about the change
process. Most improvement involves changes in what the teacher must know
and must do. This clearly attacks individual vested interests ir the psycho-

logical sense and we should amticipate the high levels of anxiety which are
normal.2¢

Fortunately, however, the use of the first technique mentioned above—
that of unshackling the creativity of people involved in change—tends to
resolve the problem of resistance offered by those who must themselves
undergo change if they are to be part of the change process. Unfortunately,
we cannot really remove all of the threatening aspects of change: people
simply like to do as they have always doue. But we can overcome the most
severely traumatic aspects of this threat, in many instances, by encouraging
people not only to become involved in the change but also by encouraging
them to become positive consributors to the change.

This is very different from saying that we involve people in the change
process simply because it is an acceptable strategy or because it is the
democratic thing to do. We involve them in every siep of change—data
collection, formulation of objectives, analysis of problems, diagnosis
of the causes and remedies of the problem situation, suggestions of alterna-
tives, try-out and dissemination of new ideas—that is, in the whole range
of the possible steps in the change process. We do this simply because
change works best and fastest and is most likely to be effective and lasting
when we work that way. So involvement of people in the change process
does not become a barren technology or a maudlin sentimentality; it
becomes a practical technique in the most effective bringing about of
change in the educational system.

MAINTAINING THE OPTIONS

A prominent Secretary of Defense once said that the function of the
U.S. military establishment was not either to wage war or to defend the
country; it was simply to maintain our national options. Something of the
same might be said of the change process. The very reason for encouraging
educational change is, strangely. enough, both a result and a process. We
want to change not just so that things will be different from what they are
now, bui so that they may be different again. If change becomes just an
organizational end-result, without in the process also creating the feeling
that ferther change is something that should always and continuously be
occurring, the organization becomes subject to what John Gardner has
described as “organizational dry rot.”%
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One way to preserve the options in change is to provide for not just
one mode of action, but for a series of choices from which a decision can
be made. Then, if a single solution to the problem for which change is
sought becores the one most usable at a given time, well and good; but the
door is not closed to the selection of another option either as a series of
paraiiei actions {We'll do boih iiis and ibat, depending on ¢ Sircuim-
stances) or as a sequential alternative (First we’ll try this, and then we'll
try that). Preserving options and alternatives is a final, but inherently not
a conclusive step in the change process.

Moreover, as Gardner has pointed out in the article cited above,
change is ideally a kind of self-renewing process. One of the best ways to
evaluate any educational change is not in terms of whether it brought
about the desired results at a given iime, but whether the change itself
has in it the seeds for continuing self-renewal of the educational program.
If a change simply yields results—that is, “gets” results—it likely is a
change down a dead-end road. But if the change begeis other change,
then it can probably be evaluated as a successful ovtcome of the change
process.

VALUE SysTEMS: How Do You DEeCDDE?

Throughout this paper, there has been frequent mention of the im-
portance of a system of values in the change process. Every change is
directed toward some end—some goal, some objective, some priority.
Each of these ends of the change process involves the adoption (or rejec-
tion) of somne set of values: perhaps not a complete “value system,” but a be-
li=f ¢that some thing, activity, style of living, or way of behaving is superior
to or of less worth than some other.

Any change in education—a new pattera for increased school support,
a change in the teacher education program, a shift in curricular emphasis,
an extension of opportunities in higher education, or whatever—may be
predicated on certain data and analyzed in terms of practicality and feasi-
bility, but it is ultimately found or determined to be of worth. It can be
assessed in what might be called purely fiscal terms, purely political terms,
or purely educational terms — but the change itself must always be
evaluated: that is, it must be subjected to some kind of value judgment.

The question, then, becomes fairly ciear: How do we decide what to
do? What are the bases for the necessary value judgments?

With all of the desirable specificity and sophistication of various
methods of planning for and bringing about change, various change mecha-
nisms, change techniques, and change strategies, no way has been found to
evolve what one author?® recominends: a “value free science” of change.
Much as we might like to have the specificity and assurance of a clear-cut
science of change, the change process and the ends of that process in-
herently involve value judgments. There can be nc “value-free” science of
change.

Even changes involving setting priorities on the basis of such appar-
ently ciear cut judgments as that of what the economists would call the
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“rational w.location of scarce resources”?” involve vaine judgments about
what is a “rational” balance between our resources and our aspirations in
education.

Value judgments infuse all attempts at the establishment of priorities.
Even decisions about which educational problems will be initiaily atracked,
much less solved, involve what Blanke has called “political” decisions, but
these political decisions are of course value decisions as well. Blanke goes
on to say:

Many criteria are used to establish such priorities. One criterion is the im-
portance that society places on finding a solution to this problem. A second
criterion in the establishment of political priority is the availability of re-
sources which can be put to bear on these kinds of problems . . . A third
criterion focuses on the probability of a problem’ solution, Not only must
political leaders be assured that development resources fior problem solving
are available, but thsy must also be assured that these resources will, in
fact, be likely to come up with a solution.28

Unfortunately, in deciding what change is of value in the educational
system, the priority basis most oficn used is that of money, or money in
terms of some perhaps andefined result. As indicated previously, this
emphasis on making value judgments or a cost-benefit ratio basis is one
of the inherent weaknesses of many of the proposals rcfating to newer
educational programs. Masters?® has pointed out that under current federal
administrative practices, the General Accounting Office will now be con-
cerned not only with whether or not monies have been expended in
accordance with government regulations, but with the evaluation of the
programs themselves. Thus, the value judgment about a program pre-
sumably will be made from essentially ar accounting viewpoint.

It can clearly be seen, therefore, that aot only do value judgments
infuse every educational change-decision as made, but often that the
values used are themselves cither simplistic values like the cost-accounting
approach, or more compiex but undefined values like the “rational” alloca-
tion of resources to specific programs. Perhaps even more dangersus, the
values may be those that are desczibed as expedientially political-—that is,
what will work or what we think we can we get away with at a given time.

ALTERNATIVES AND IMPERATIVES

The suggestion is sometimes made that the way to resolve the prohlem
of value judgments—since values are complex and often contradictory and
conflicting—is simply not to make the judgments at al' That is, instead
of specifying a particular educational change as a goal, those in charge of
planning for and bringing about change present for consideration an unde-
termined number of alternatives from which the clients may choose. In
an earlier paragraph, we appiauded the use of alternatives as a way of
maintaining options—a way of keeping from being locked into a certain
dead endedness that mitigates against further change. But simply supplying
alternatives, as a way of avoiding value judgments, is inadequate.

It is fairly simple to come up to the final step—or one of the final
steps—in the process of making change and simply say at this point:
“Look, there are three or four ways to do this, depending upon what you

¥
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(the administrator, the legislator or the people) really want. You make
the choice.”

For example, a school-disirict curriculum committee can work out
cooperatively and democratically a new curriculum in social studies that
offers two fairly clear-cut options: an emphasis on traditional academic
knowledge or an emphasis on direct involvement of the learner in the
experiences of his society. The committee could stop there, leaving to the
administration, the schoel board, the individual teacher, or even a lay
citizens’ commiittee the decision about which of the alternatives would be
used. A state education agency could develop alternative ways of organizing
vocational-techmical education, and render a report to the legislature which
sets forth these alternatives or options in clear-cut fashion, discharging
their duty—they think—when they say to the legislature, “Here are several
alternatives; you, as representative of the people, make the decision.”

The problem with leaving the change process at the alternatives-
only step is that, while options are preserved, no decisions are made. And
no basis—-no real basis—for decision has been given. An unevaluated
range of alternatives offered for the solution of educational problems is
unfortunately analogous to the completely free-elective curriculum; it gives
no guide for the choices to be elected in the curriculum, and no basis for
making such choices. As another analogy, it is like the cafeteria approach
to nutrition: just give the youngsters a choice of anything they want to eat
and hope that nutritional balance will be maintained. Simply providing
alternatives evades the crucial problem of decision making.

Alternatives can be derived (as the project, Designing Education For
the Future, has shown with remarkable clarity) from the implications which
the future has for education. So far, so good. The reasoning is somewhat
like this: society is changing, and therefore thc changes that are known or
expected to occur in society generats certam implications for education—
or at least allow reasonable inferences to be drawn. Out of these implica-
tions or inferences come a host of alternative modes of action. From those
alternatives, in turn, one or more segments of society—citizens at large,
political decision makers, administrators, teachers, and even students—will
be given a choice of both the means and the ends of education.

As we sa‘d above, so far, so good. But some alternatives, in any
society at any stage of change or development, emerge as imperatives.
There are simply some things that are too important to be left either to
chance or to random-choice. For example, our society can no longer afford
an education that simply offers an option between isolati>nism or inter-
nationalism; we can no longer rie¥: the free choice involved in the option
of the historic separate-but-equa. ¢ducational facilities for the races; we
cannot simply give the individual student the option of electing an educa-
tion which prepares solely for a world of intellectuz] leisure in a world in
which everyone must—one way or another—work to earn his living.
Historic options have been resolved into urgent imperatives.

Back again to the original question of this section: How do we make
the choice? How do we decide what to do in directing educational change?
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There is no easy answer; but there is a necessary answer: we have to make
value judgments. And these judgments can neither be delayed nor denied.

Decision making, of course, is at least on one level a form of p.<blem v
solving, and certain sequential steps in such decision making can be clearly ‘
detailed. Dewey’s familiar sequence of problem solving steps is an example
of one kind of decision making.3°

Decision making can also be described as a kind of a logical executive 3
or management function, in which one starts with a general definition of
the principle or policy involved, proceeds through such steps as the clear
specification cf what the decision has to accomplish, moves finally to
converting the decision into action and later, through testing out the results
of that action, reformulating the decision in terms of how well it has §
worked.3t i

These two types of decision making—one essentially a pragmatic !
problem-solving approach and the other essentially a deductive process '
which moves from general principle to specific application—actually
represent rather theoretical poles of a single continuum. That is, there is S
perhaps not zs much difference between the inductive and the deductive CT
process in decision making as might at first appear. In a previous article®? -
I have suggested that the ordinary decision is most likely to be inductive:
one moves from a specific problem into a generalized area of solution,
rather than from a general principle to a specific problem-solution.

Whatever general approach or specific methodology of decision mak-
ing is used, we still can’t get away from the value question. A tendency
to ignore the question of values in the change process has been noted by

. . . These value issues tend, however, to become imbedded into ‘technical’
concepts in the professional field so that the implications of the assumptions
are not seen. For example, health, the educated person, adjustment, culturally
deprived, and delinjuent are seemingly technical concepts in the professional
field, but in fact bury out of sight a host of value judgments. (Italics supplied.)

Some overriding ideology is needed, as Chin further remarks:

. .. It is interesting and somewhat disheartening to note the reiative absence of
an out-and-out ideology, the rousing and beckoning normative statements of
what ought to be, and the visions and the utopias—whether these are based
on psychology or on personality theory, or on political or philosophical as-
sumpuions. The absence of ideology in current society has led to the presenta-
tion of future directions as ‘technical’ questions, not as matters of values and
preferences.33

Whsi are these values; what are these preferences? Is there any satis-
factory answer? Perhaps not, but one may be attempted: whatever valiies
there are in our modern changing society—and whatever values there are
likely to be in the society of the future—are ultimately relative rather thaxn
absolute. That is, they are a host of interrelated values which do not come
to us from some outside or “given” source, but values which are relative
to still other values. This sounds inordinately complex, and to some people
it sounds dangerous and depressing; for if values are relative, where are

our stand. vds—our intellectual standards, our social standards, our moral
standards?
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It is perhaps comforting to note that even relative values must be
relative to something, It is impossible to “relate” without relating to
something. And that something is the general ideology—the general frame-
work of those things which are perhaps not ultimately important but the
most important values that we as human beings can know out of human
experience.®* Keally, there is nothing so startiing, or especially frightening,
or at all disheartening about a relative value system. Most of cur essential,
cherished values have been ones expressed in relative terms. The golden
rule, whether found in the Christian or any of the other great religious
traditions of the world, is expressed not in terms of specific do’s and
don’ts, but in terms of human behavior relative to other people; and that
behavior, too, is only a relative matter—doing unto others as one would
have others to unto him.

So the value system which must underlie even thoroughly scientific
and technical efforts in the change process is, in its last analysis, not really
a “system” at all. It is an outlook, a set of beliefs that cannot claim to
be exclusively rational, but which are rooted in a view of the rational nature
of man, and hence disclaim as appropriate huinan behavior the irrational,
the merely chance or random behavior, preferring usicad a firmly-held if F
not always clearly articulated view of the ultimate importance of man as a
member of a society of man. The prime valuz, in short, is the value of
humanness. And it is in reiation to human worth and human value that
the decisions abeut educational change must be made. Ultimately, as human
beings, we have no other guide.

IMPLICATIONS FOR “LEVELS” OF GOVERNMENT AND OF EDUCATION

Moving from the discussion in the preceding sections of this paper
(through the stages of (a) a brief analysis of changes in society for the
1980’, tc (b) the organization of pianning for change and the factors
involved in the change process itself, into (c) the seemingly-abstract but
actually very practical question of what values we are going to use as
criteria or bases for change) brings us to the logical next question: What
do we do now? And even miore specifically: Who does it?

It is rather comforting to discuss change generaliy; bui sciting one’s
N self—or somebody else—to the actual job of bringing alout change is a
much more uncomfortable task. But if educational change is to be effective
in the ligiit of the developing needs of our changing culture, somebody has
to do the work. Somebody has to get the job done—to make ihe change.
And those “somebodies” are people with very different tasks: lay citizens,
political decision makers, educators, and—in many cases—the students
who are at once the end and the means of much of the process of educational
change. And those several classes of persons are, in the structure of our
society, located in various places: at the local and regional levels, the state
level, and the national level. Furthermore, they are situated in different
kinds of organizational settings: the local school district, the county or
intermediate organization, the state education agency (or the state legisla-
ture or state administrative offices), and in various segments of national
organizations—professional and lay as well as governmental.
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Pinning down, then, the implications of all that has been said about
the change process for the various “levels” of people, governmental struc-
tures, and organizational structures is no easy task. In fact, it probably
cannot be done; there is no way to draw a chart, or to set forth an
organizational table, or to list in sequential steps just who does what at
each “level” of person or organization involved. But some very specific
and perhaps helpful things can be said about the implications of the change
process for these levels. From these imvolications can be derived some action
programs.

INCREASING POWER THROUGH SHARING

Even in a society built on the principle of division of labor—differenti-
ation of functions in order to accomplish specific tasks—there is no possi-
bility of completely dividing the functions of the various “levels” of
education, Certainly, we can identify and emphasize certain distinctive
functions of; say, the local, siaie, and national segments of our educational
syst~m. Keeping these relatively clear-cut identifications of duty and alloca-
tions of responsibilities clearly before us defines the task, prevents waste
and duplication of effort, and brings some sort of systematization into the
notably unsystematic education enterprise.

There is a greai deal of disagreement in American education today
about where the real responsibility for planning and effecting change pri-
marily lies. There are those who see as our most important current revolu-
tion in education the growing interest in innovation at the local level—
down at the grass roots where education really happens. Others suggest
that the major thrust for educational change must come through state
level educational agencies—“strengthening state education departments”
has become almost a shibboleth in American education (one rather gen-
erously, if not amply, supported by Title V of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA) ). As Blanke has said:

Although new development organizations like national curriculum projects,

regional educational laboratories, research and development centers, and merg-

ing industrial complexes are already instituted, I have concentrated on the old

line state and local educational organizations because, in the final analysis,
they will aecide whether any improvement system will work.35 (Italics supplied.)

Despite the assurances given us by the author just quoted, there are
many who believe that the old-line agencies, state and local, will not
work any major improvement in education; those persons generally place
their faith in the newer innovative centers locaied in educational complexes
and/or in the federal government itself. And within the federal govern-
mental structure, there are many who look not to the established “cduca-
tional” agencies but to new quasi-educational agencies such as the Office
of Economic Opportunity (OEO) to bring about any massive improvement
in education. ,

It would probably serve no useful purpose to take sides in this de-
baic when it clearly is not a question of which of the levels of educational
organization operation is most important. There is not a certain amount of
power that has to be divided up among competing enterprises. The world
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of power is not a closed world, but an open one. Adding power some-
where does not diminish, but rather tends to increase the power of other
units of educational government.3¢ Nor does power remain static because F
it is divided and enlarged; as Nyquist®” has pointed out, “Joint efforts and
mutual development of new activities enlarges the power of states and
localities-—mnot diminishes it.” (Italics supplied.)

What i< needed, then, in the pluralisiic society and pluralistic edu-
cational enterprise which we have, it is not to cut anybody down to size
or build up somebody else; what is needed is the joint effort of every
segment of the society, an effort which increases the power and enlarges
the opportunity for each of these parts of our educational organization.

NEW PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS NEIDED

It is not enough just to suggest that the joint efforts of one educa-
tional level strengthens all of the levels; ways must be found to make these

joint efjorts integrative and effeciive. New planning organizations are

badly needed, and perhaps the level at which formal planning mechanisms

czn be most efiective is that of the state.

One author? has defined the functions of a state level planning mech-
anism as including the following: identifying goals, clarifying policies,
setting priorities, cocrdinating multi-agency involvement, mediating dif-
ferences, considering alternatives, deciding on a single comprehensive plan,
and advocating acceptance of that pian. Each of these steps is extremely
complex, even in situations where such a state planning mechanism {con-
cerned either with education solely or with all levels of siate govern-
ment) has been or can be established. Certainly, if it is to coordinate
multi-agency involvement, such a planning mechanism should not be lim-
ited sclely to educational matters. And if it is to set forth goals, policies,
and priorities that would ultimately be adopted by all segments of gov-
ernment within the state, it would have o be closely tied to regional and
local activities and agencies. Mevertheless, despite the problems involved
in setting up, funding, and staffing such a mechanism, there is clearly a
need for this activizy.

Some would advocate that any such state wide planning, insofar
as it affects education, could well be placed within existing state depart-
ments of education. The present demoastrated capacity of some state de-
partments of education for such planning, however, leaves much to be
desired. Although a few state departments save demonstrated this capac-
ity, many more—for reasons sometimes virtually bevond their control—
do not presently have this capacity. Even: with the infusion of additional
funds—and additional vision—<oming from the Title V programs of
ESEA, state departmen?s alone are often not yet capable of state wide
planning for education.

One problem with using a state department of education as the state
wide education planning agency is that in many states there are really
several state education agencies—the state board and department of edu-
cation itself, boards or coordinating councils for higher education, com-
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munily and junior college boards, vocational education: boards, and others.
Therefore, it is most likely that while existing state education agescies
could be vastly improved in their planzing resources, in many instances
new planning organizations will be needed 2 4°

CHANGES IN ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF EDUCA4{ION

Systematic pianning for educational change is essential, but planning
is likely either to be ineffective in its scope or inoperative in its effect
unless there are some changes in educational organization.

The first of these nceded changes, as has become obvious in many
of the states, is for a more rational and effective organization of school
districts. The vest plunned change is likely to be ineffective in a district
that jo itself so meagerly supported and so professionally impoverished
that even a minimal educational program is hard to come by.#! With ade-
quately organized local schoo! districts, both the planning and the resultant
changes in education would be vastly improved.

At the other end of the spectrum from the small local school district
is the large, urbaq, metropolitan district. In addition to a multiplicity of
sociological, economic, and demographic problems which plague urban
educational systems, but which are noi particularly relevant for our dis-
cussion here, there are two clear cut problems which bear directly on the
efficacy of planning for educational change: the excessive size of some
single urban districts and the lack of coordination among contiguous dis-
tricts which operate independently within large metropolitan centers.*2

Unless we are willing to make dramatic changes in school system or-
ganization—both in the largest and the smallest districts—the chances of
moving the educational programs of these districts effectively into the
mainstream of the changes demanded by the socieiy of the 1980’s remain
extremely small—no matter how careful the planning for change or how
innovative the changes themselves.

LINKING DESIGN T0 DECISION TO ACTION

At any level of the educational enterprise, or in any ssgment of the
personnel groups involved in that level of the enterprise, designing the
kind of education we want and ought to have for the future is a difficult
but not impossible step. Nor is it particularly hard to reach some decisions
about what ought to be done. But actually getting the action without
which “change” is simply a meaningless cliché—one comforting to the egos
involved, but useless in terms of effect—is enormously difficult. The.e
has to be built—and this has 2 clear implication for all levels of educa-
tion—what has been called a “linkage” system: some way to get the
change disseminated and adopted or adapted in an actual school situation.

Hencley has suggested one kind of arrangement that would result
both in division of labor and multiplication of effect among the various
kinds of educational organizations involved in bringing about change. In
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order to tie research and development to demonstration and diffusion, he

suggests the following:
State and regional partnerships should be mounted among local and state
educational agencies, universities, and the newly developed research and de-
velopment centers and regional educational laboratories. Such partnerships,
when wedded to the imterdisciplinary approaches recommended earlier for
staffing research agencics, wouid provide needed linking sysiciss {o cope with
;hae discontinuities occurring between research, dcvelopment, diffusion, and

option.

As compacts and partnersibps are mounted, general divisions of laber in rela-
tion to various aspects of the change process should begin to emerge. It might
be found, for example, that basic research and development would fall nat-
urally to the universities, the R & D centers and the REL’s. State education
agencies could take responsibility for diffusion, while schools and school dis-
tricts might concentrate on demonstration and field testing. The lines of func-
tional demarkation would probably be structured to provide opportunities for
overlap43 y
This is an insightful 2nd engaging concept, that of linking togeiher
all of the agencies now involved in devising and bringing about change.
It is an important one, well worth our consideration. But perhaps even
more important than linking together the various agencies devoted to
change is linking together the steps of the change process through the

people who are involved in these steps.

This means two kinds of linkage, in addition to the structural link-
age suggested in Hencley’s model. It means not only Jinking together local,
state, and national educational organizations and agencies seriously de-
voted to educational planning. It means also linking together the various
groups that must be involved in successful educational planning—that is,
as al-eady noted: lay citizens, political and educational decision makers,
teachers and students. And finally, it means linking together the neces-
sary steps in change: from designing education for the future, to making
decisions about what changes are needed, to the final and crucial step:
taking action to change ourselves and to change our schools.

IN SUMMARY

Educational change—and the organizing, planning, and decision
making that goes into that change—is no longer just a pleasant and dis-
cretionary luxury, or something we undertake if we are not busy doing
something else. Our changing culture has placed inescapable demands
upon our educational systtm—emands that must be met by planned
change. An educaticnal system which lags behind the culture is intolerable
in a time of rapid social change. OQur society cannot afford schools which
fail in any preventable measure to provide appropriate learning experi-
ences for all of our citizens of every age and social background, to offer
diversified programs to meet individual peeds and develop individual po-
tentialities, and to furnish the common experience-background which gives
unity and direction to our society.

SUPPORT FOR CHANGE

The American society tends to be oriented toward the possibilities
of the future rather than toward a worship of the past. Thus, there is to be
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found in our society today a pervasive change-readiness, a rather gener-
alized and diffuse mind-set favorable toward change. But the necessary
support systems—organizational structures for planning, and the money
and manpower necessary to suppor* these—will be forthcoming only when
the people-at-large are assured that the proposed changes are in their own
interest and under their control.

THeE ROLE OF SPECIALISTS

Organization and planning for change, and actual change decisions, -
hh must have popular support and political implementation. It is the func-
3 tion of the specialist in educational planning to provide the technical

- studies, the back-up data, and the identification of feasible alternative and
5 their probable consequences. At that point, the actual decisicns become
- both popular (of and by the people) and political (carried out through the
established mechanisms of the body politic).

THeE LEVELS OF DECISION MAKING

Determination of educational goals, and the decisions about the
means of reaching these goals, is a shared responsibility in a democratic
social system. National educational goals must be determined by the col-
lective voice of the people or their representatives in the various states,
and state educational goals by the people or their representatives from the
localities that together constitute the state educational system. No one of
the levels of educational decision making is more important than another,
but the state educational agencies stand clearly in a key position, i.-
dividually aiding and encouraging local districts in educational planning
and decision making, and coliectively voicing the states’ view and exert-
ing the states’ influerce in the determination of national educational
priorities.

CREATING THE FUTURE

- The future of our society, and more particularly the future of our e
A N educational system, is not something that will just “emerge” or “happen.” o

' ‘ Rather, it will be created through the interaction of a vast constellation of
forces—social as well as economic, ideological as well as technological.
All of these forces are subject to human intervention, planning, and action.
. ¥f we take the necessary action now, we should find ourselves no longer
restricted just to gazing into an unknown future, but charged with the
awesome responsibility for changing the course and direction of that fu-
ture. Then, we will be designing education for a future which we ourselves
have helped to design.
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CHAPTER 4

Problems, Procedures and Priorities
in Designing Education for the Future

RosBERT B. Howsam*

Since its organization early in 1966, the project, Designing Educaiion
for the Future, has been moving steadily toward the achievement of its
major purposes and goals. These include: (1) providing—primarily through
conferences and publications—information, concepts and insights that
should be helpful to all who are concerned with planning and effecting
needed improvements in education; and (2) helping each state to develop
a design for improving—and to establish priorities and steps for improv-
ing and strengthening—its educational program and organization. The pol-
icy board and central staff provide, or help to arrange for, needed ser-
vices and financial support to assist the participating states in planning.
However, the lay citizens and educators of each state necessarily are re-
sponsible for developing their own organization for planning, 2zd for
agreeing on their own design and plans for improving educatioz.

Many hundreds of people have been involved in the processes and
activities of this project. The three major conferences on prospectivz
changes in society, implications for education of these changes, and pian-
ning and effecting needed changes in education have been successfuily
conducted and the proceediigs published and widely distributed. The con-
tributions of the confersnces and publications have been generally attested,
not only in the participating states, but also in other areas.

In the present volume an attempt is made to provide a useful syn-
thesis and supplement. Drs. Haskew and Hansen have done this admirably
in the earlier chapters. What, then, is left to be accomplished in this
chapter? It appears that an attempt at perspective might hold the greatest
promise for a further contribution.

The planners cf the Eight-State Project designed this series of publi-
cations with great care, iyoth in the overall design and in the execution of
the parts by individual coatributors. In retrospect, how has it turned out?
What was overlooked? What wax over- or under-emphasized? What sep-
arately presented insights need to be inter-related? This chapter will at-

*Dean, College of Education, University of Houston. Formerly, Professor of Educational Ad-
ministration, Chairman of Department of Educational Administration, and Associate Dean_for
Graduate Studies, University of Rochester; Assistant and Associate Professor of Education, Uni-
versity of Californis, Berkeley; Principal, University Demonstration Schoct and Lecturer, Univer-
sity of Saskatchewsan. Publications include: (author) Who's a Good Teacher; New Designs for
Research in Teacher Competence; (co-author) Certification of Educational Administrators; Chap-
ter on “Canada” in Comparative Educational Administration.
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tempt to consider some of these questions from the point of view of a
single observer.

Part of the emphasis will be on potential problems and “pitfalls”.
Here the concern will be with the prospect that misiakes are being made,
or may be made. The comments may be considered as cautions or warning
signals. Another part wili be devoted to major problems that are likely to
be inadequately perceived. Some consideration will aleg be givea © a few
particularly important procedures and priorities in the process of planning
and effecting changes.

Some of the positions taken are likely to be considered controversial.
The writer hopes that on such issues “equal time” will be sought in the on-
going forums 2rd dialogues relating to the project and other public de-
cision processes. He considers them to be of critical importance.

HISTORY IN THE MAKING

Those who are involved in educational planning at the present time
find themselves facing a veritable torrent of pressures to change. This
situation results from the historical confluence of three major streams of
change, any one of which, by itself, would pose a major chailenge. Each
of the streams is at flood level and apparently still rising. The three
streams are social change, educational change, and technological change.
The preceding volumes in this series have provided ample evidence of the
existence of change forces in each of the three areas. History is in the
making,

The condition indicated above probably has not existed before in edu-
cation. There have been times when considerable educational insight has
existed but the social situation necessary for change was not present—
“progressive education” may be looked upon as a possible early example.
At other times the educational insight has been frustrated by lack of an
adequate teckaical support system—the effort to bring about individualiza-
tion of instruction ir the 1950’s seems to have suffered this limitation.

There is danger that the power and impact of the combined “streams”
or forces listed above will be underestimated with the result that the ap-
proaches to change will be more leisurely than circumstances will permit.
Such approaches would not only result in a lost opportunity but also in
serious—perhaps even disastrous—social conseguences.

Other dangers are: (1) that we will be swept along without the ability
to choose the most appropriate course, rate, or destination; and (2) that we
will look at what is happening without recognizing all of the forces or
without considering them as a sysiems-like interaction.

One thing seems certain. The present is clearly not the time for com-
placency. A sense of wrgency is imperative. But the urgency has to be
matched by insight and wisdom. We are caught between the advice: “Don’t
just stand there; do something!” and the admonition: “Don’t just do some-
thing; stand there and consider what should be done!” Processes like those
of the project, Designing Education for the Future, hold the greatest of
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promise. Even these, however, need to be carefully monitored if they arc
to yield an educational system which will educate the oncoming genera-
tions for the twenty-first century.

" All who are cnncerned with planning for the fuicre in eGucation are
inevitably confronted with a variety of problems. The kind and quality of
the decisions made about ways of interpreting and resolving these problems
have important implications for the adequacy of the planning. There is
always a possibilizy that: (1) some of the important problems that need
consideration will not even be recognized as worthy of scrious atteation;
{2) some of the minor problems will recsive more time and attention than
some of the more important; (3) false or unrecognized assumptions on the
one hand, or incomplete, irrelevant or inaccurate information, on the otaer
will result in indefensible decisions and conclusions; (4) failure to establish
priorities will result in confusion or in an attempt to accomplish the im-
possible; and (5) failure to recognize that (a) agreement on some aspect of

B a plan constitutes only one step in the process of effecting needed changes,
or (b) the process of planning and of updating various aspects of a plan
must be continuous if the educational program is to be adjusted to meet
changing needs and to benefit from new insights.

X A few of the important and often inadequately considered problems,
X ’ pitfalls and other pertinent factcis relating to planning for education are
' discussed on the following pages.

“ INTERPRETING ACCURATELY THE SIGNS OF THE TIMES

- It is always possible and relatively easy for many people—even for a
S majority of the citizens of a nation—to misinterpret developments, undez-
: estimate the significance of changes or fail to take into consideration the
extent or implications of prospective changes in society or even in their
own country. An accurate reading and interpretation of the “signs of the
times” is important for every group engaged in planning. Any serious
misinterpretation is certain to result in major problems and difficulties.

One Pitfall: Planning for a World that No Longer Exists

g - Ernest Melby frequently has reminded us of our tendency to do what

. N he calls “Neanderthal thinking”. The major pitfall facing the present (or
3 any) generation of planners is its built-in tendency to view the future in
- frames of reference suited to an already outmoded present and past.

Even the most responsible adult may tend to react negatively to the
above statement. However, widespread awareness of this concept will pro-
vide the best opportunity for us to deg! effectively with the limitation it
imposes. Few would ¢marre] with the generalization that the oldsr members
of a society tend to be more cautious, more conservative, than the younger
members. The {indings of behavioral science confirm this tendency and
provide a rationale for it. Those of us who are engaged in pianning for
the future need to understand ourselves as well as the world for which we
g plan. Failure to make such an effort represents a serious planning pitfall.
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How we look at things is a product of our culture and of our own
experiences. Gallaher has defined culture as “, . . those ideas, socially
transmitted and learncd, shared by the members of a group and toward
which in their behavior they tend to conforn.”.! Indced, how a society or
group teaches its members to perceive reality is an essential part of its
culture. As a child lives and grows up in the culture of his society he is
taught what is “true,” what is to be valued, what is right, what is wrong,
and ways of behaving. For him this becomes the real world.*

Notions about reality are formed early in life and tend to be resistant
to change. A number of factors account for this resistance. Part of the
explanation lies in each person’s ego which does not take kindly to a sug-
gestion that some early impressions of reality were in error. Probably a
greater part lies in the social group which rewards members who conform
and punishes members who deviate. Whatever the reasons, individuals do
tend to resist changes in basic behavior patterns, in value systems, and in
modes of viewing the world and its realities.

Cultures do change, however. As already noted, it is generally more
difficult for the older generations to change than for the younger. The
young grow up with the changing conditions and tc some extent are able
to modify the perceptions of reality which adults pass on. Indeed, in times
of rapid change the younger generation may have quite a different percep-
tion of reality than does the adult generation. At such times there is a
“generation gap”. Adults and youth have a hard time understanding each
other or communicating.

Ascertaining the extent of the generation gap is one way of testing
whether or not members of the adult society are accommodating changing
conditions adequately. This is not to suggest that youth are more accurate
observers than are adults or that youth is right and adults wrong. At any
given time they may or may not be. It does suggest, however, that many of
them do tend to be more open in response to changing conditions. A wide
generation gap is symptomatic of cultural disruption. At such times it
behooves the adult society to examine closely its cultural realities.

There is ample evidence that a marked generation gap characterizes
the America of the 1960’s. The meaning of that gap should be of central
concern to those who plai for education in 1980.

Another method for assessing the possibility that a new reality is
developing is to examine the cuiture for signs of change and for forces that
may be expected to produce change. Previous volumes in this series have
presented convincing evidence that massive changes are taking place in the
society. There is a new reality.

Anyone who doubts that the world of the future (1980 or beyond) is
going to be different in more than superficial technical ways should compare
his own conditions for growing up with those of the present generation of

*The truth of this observation can be tested by reference to different cultures, In one society a
person is taught to die before he would steal; in another, theft under certain conditions is
approved behavicr. In one arCa life may be seen as hard and nature as cruel and pervizse; in
another life may be viewed as relatively easy and pleasant and nature as friendly and generous.
In each case the view is real for that culture regardless of whether the reality would be
agreed to by objective observers.
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youth and those that the 1980 generation will undouhtedly experience.
Competent obscrvers are pointing out that this generation has been growing
up in circumstances never before ever approximated. For example, this is
ifae first generation io:

T A AN SR,

e See the scientific and inventive method applied wholesale to human prob-
lems angd to witness the phenomenal resuits so far achieved.

e Face ine prospect of a man-made World—an €asy exicnsion from the resulls

so far achieved.

e Grow up with television and the other media which free it from the re-
straints of provincialism and open to it the world and all its diversity of !
culture and views. :.

¢ [Experience release from earth-boundness in the sense of physical space.
Confront the reality of possible total human destruction.

Live with the growing use of automation with all its attendant impact on
living styles and value systems.

e Make widespread use of experimentation with drugs, both new and old, in
aﬂxll _atmosphere that permits consideration of two sides to the question of
eir use.

e Experience “the pill” and its impact on the cultural imperatives concerning
sex relationships.

e Know the phenomenon of physical, as well as verbal, protest in widespread

use.

Personally, I find it hard to believe that changes of the order of
significance of these can do anything less than fundamentally alter some
of our traditional views and values. By the same token, it is difficult to
believe that those of us who grew up with a different reality will be able
to perceive the new veality in the same way as those who grow up with it.
Can a generation which grew up witk: the hard-work-to-succeed ethic, for
example, ever come to accept the probable value system of a world increas-
ingly characterized by automation?

The adult generation retains much of the responsibility for planning
for the futvre. It cannot abdicate. But it can strive to keep itself open to
new evidence and suggestions.

Nothing is more important to the success of the Eight-State Project .
than serious self-examination to determine whether the planners themselves ;
are able to do thinking that is not outdated. As one reviews the previous !
conference reports and goes back over his conference experiences he is
struck by the possibility that many participants may be taking for granted
their own readiness for change and considering that other people constitute
the only serious problem. Though the conferees have been involved in a
planning system, apparently no serious attempt to monitor the processes
and provide feedback has been made in many of the activities. Nor has
there been any significant amount of attention to the individual and the
processes of change within individuals. In retrospect it appears that a
ore serious early and continuing attempt to develop awareness of one’s
seif and one’s reactions to change and chaunge agentry would have been
helpful. Much further attention to this issue should be useful.

St R S - e e - - - J—
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Avoiding This Pitfall. Some steps that should be taken in attempts to
avoid this pitfall are:

1. Proceed from the assumiption that people do only things that make sense to
thern, regardless of how ridiculous their behavior may appear to us;

2. Discuss openly and freely the nature of the problem of seeing things as
they now are rather than as they once were;

3. Build observation and feedback mechanisms into the planning and study
processes so that there will be evidence of what ig going on;

4. Consider carefully the question as to whether we are being “Neanderthal”
about an issue;

5. Involve youth, and work at being attentive and responsive to them;

6. Hear what seemingly dissident individuals zud groups have to say even
though their methods and behaviors may not accord with our standards;

7. Seek the assistance of serious observers and students of present day be-
haviors in youth and dissident groups. (This can be done through reading as
well as by using consultants, Examples of scholars and observers include
Marshall McLuhan, Fotrick Moynihan, James Coleman ard Uriz Bronfen-
brenner—all of whom have contributed to or been reviewed in recent issues
of widely-read non-professional journals); and

8. Ensure that the public in general has access to searching questions about
the meaning of what is being observed in the society. Television seems the
medium with the greatest potential for this but all other public avenues should
be used as appropriate.

A Second Pitfall: Assuming that a Problem is the Same as One Encountered
in the Past, but Merely Bigger.

This tendency amongst us is similar to the one previously discussed,
but is a special version of it. We tend to view many situations simply as
history repeating itself—perhaps on a bigger scale. Sometimes it is; many
times it is not. It is important to keep asking ourselves: Is it possible that
something different is going on here?

LeBaron? in another connection, has poiated out the kind of changes
which tend to be viewed as growth, when in fact they are much more—
encugh more tc be viewed as transformations. He refers to technology
changing from mechanical to electronic and from non-systematic to
Systematic, It is a gross errcr to think of one of these as merely an exten-
sion of the other. Both the growth and the impact are exponential rather
than linear. Entry into outer space was not just another step in the conquer-
niztgi of man’s access fo his world; it opened a new worid and altered the
old one.

If one is aware of this tendency he will seek to identify he true nature
of change. He will ask whether the seeming alienation of youth is just a
modern version of the search by adolescents for identity and independence
or if it is more than that. He will want tc know whether computer assisted
instruction is just another gadget to extend ths effectiveness of the individual
teacher or whether it possibly might provide the meaus for a new kind of
education.

A Third Pitiall: The Snlution to a Problem Merely Requires a Largar “Dose”
of Remedies Previously Utilized

Within limits a pkysician may rely on varying the dosage to control
the ailment. As an approach, however, this soon loses its effectiveness.

ot p———————
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There seems to be heavy reliance on this technique as those responsible
for education plae for the future. One hears the familiar “. . . nothing
wrong that a dose of additional money wouldn’t cure”, or the call for
“more time, money, and personnel” is repeated. Another age-old approach
is to seek merely to organize or to reorganize.

None of us will be likely to deny the importance of time, money,
personnel or a change in organization as we seek change and improvement.
However, we should see them as necessary but not sufficient for our
puoposes.

A fruitful exercise would be to attempt to discuss the educational
change issues under the limitation that no one could mention the above
four areas. There well might be a leng period of silence but discourse
would come. The chairman would probably be kept busy enforcing the rule
while the discussion proceeded. Another approach would be to make fre-
quent use of resource people who think freely in unconventional terms
and could help us to do the same.

ASSURING BALANCE IN USE OF CHANGE STRATEGIES

Many people who become convinced that 2n improvement (change) is
needed in any aspect of education, or of society, tend to look for what
seems to them to be an easy—or the most logical—way to get the change
made. They may not be aware of the fact that researchers have identified
a number of strategies or procedures for effecting change, some of which
are considered more appropriate in one society than in another, or more
suitable for accomplishing certain purposes than for others. Even those
who are familiar with most of the strategies for change may fail to recognize
that a strategy that may be effective under certain conditions may not work
under others, or that an appropriate combinstion of strategics may be
needed instead of a single strategy.

Pitfall: Excassive Reliance on a Single Approach tc the Solution of a Probiem

The publication Plarning and Effecting Needed Changes in Education
was devoted to a consideration of the processes of planaing and change and
how they are carried out. Many suggestions were made for bringing about
change at all levels of concern. Hansen has summarized, distlied, reoriented
and added to some of these suggestions in Chapter 3 of this volume. The
impression persists for this observer, however, that there is imbalance in
the reiative emphasis on the severs: identified approaches and that many
people engaged in planning terd tc rely too heavily on a single approach.

Three areas seem worthy of comment: (1) undae emphasis on rational
approaches; (2} insufficient attention to practical formulations of change
strategies; and (3) neglect of the phenomenon of resistance to change.

EMPHASIS ON “RATIONAL” APPROACHES

Chin,? in au excellent chapter in the publication noted above, s¢t forth
a comprehensive analysis of the various approaches to inducing change and
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provided some important guidelines. He saw the many approaches as fitting
into three major categories: (1) rational-empirical; (2) normative-rceduca-
tive; and {3} power-coeicive.

The rational-empirical approach uses a variety of technigues which
are characterized by attempts to convince the clients (those who would be
affected by, or should be concerned with the change) that the proposed
change is desirable and in their best interests. The assumption is that if
people are convinced, they will agree to make the change. By contrast the
normative-reeducative approach attempts to help people to change their
behavior by improving the prcblem solving processes used by individuals
and groups and by giving attention to ways of changing attiiudes, feelings
and value systems. Power-coercive approaciies, as the name clearly implies,
use strategies involving the allocation of authority, resources and reward
S systems. The three approaches are not mutually exclusive—often they

s exist together in a given situation. Nonetheless they are based on very
different assumptions and make use of strategies ‘vhich are quite dissimilar.

4 A careful reading of the presentations contained in the strategies
’ volume (Planning and Effecting Needed Changes in Education) seems to
indicate that most emphasis is placed on the rational-empirical. Where
_ choice of approach was feasible, the result seemed to be an attempt to
. S present the change or strategy in a rational light and argue for its adoption.
-y Power-coercion was the assigned topic for some papers but the aathors
3 treated the topic rationally and seemed to have little zest for power ap-
4 proaches. An exception is where the use of reorganization is considered
k though, even here, there seemed to be little emphasis on the power
5 phenomenon. There is scant attention to the normative-reeducative ap-
S ] proach, although a number of the writers refer to value issues and to
resistance to change.

- i In the discussion sessions, whether formal or inforinal, the same
-5 priorities appeared. “Convince” and “lead” seemed to be the favored
.3 strategies. There seemed to be little expression of realization of the depth
of the problem involved iz helping people to move beyond understanding to
changes in values, percentions and behavior. Involvement on a widespread
i basis of both Iay and professionals in the cogritive processes of study and
policy formulation seemed to be z major commitment. Probably most

\;~ would agree with Hansen’s “consent, consensus, and compromise” as the
Vg ) basis for moving forward.
R Though this emphasis is understandable among people who work with

large populations in the policy-making realm, it also is disturbing. People
do have to be persuaded to change or to suppert charnge. But those
resposisible for executing the changes in the institutional settings need
more then mere convincing. Failure to recognize the central importance of
the normative-teeducative approach within work groups xisks the possibility
that the public decisions may pot be executed no matter how widespread
the consent, consensus and comproinise. And if those who are charged with
R executing decisions are unabie to do so, the very instituiions of education
- . are threatened.




Problems Procedures and Priorities 89

The processes of undermining educational institutions aiready are
well along in the United States. A recent Newsweek education feature
article reminded the nation that Commissioner Howe has said, “the failure
of the schools to serve the community is cn everyone’s agenda now. It
was not [on their agenda] five years ago”.4

The same article reported that:

~s -~ ovanen AL Talie
. thoy "'"‘tf'ul ,.r"f"““ onals kke o\r"""islcslst James S. Coleman of Johns Hv

kins ar and psychologlst Kenneth Clark . . . argue that urban schools have fa:led

on so grand a scale they might well be modified by competing systems—for

example, by contracting education out to such firms as IBM or agencies like
the Defense Department.

This is not the place to argue the merits of the proposal. It is the place
to point out, however, that IBM as a quality production organization and
the Defense Department as a privileged beneficiary of federal military
F spending have invested in people far beyond anything ever permitted in
3 the public schools. It is long past the time when educators and those who

- support education should have given up their parsimonious and naive
ideas about how change is wrought within institutions. Most of our efforts
at in-service and other reeducative approaches have been at the rational-
empirical level and have been woefully superficial and inadequate.

k: Only reeducative efforts on a large scale can salvage the best of public
g education and its institutions. The more schools come into open competition
with other agencies, the more will this be true. We cannot any longer
£ afford the luxury of allowing schools, from sheer neglect, to deteriorate
as institutions. If they are to be displaced, let it be after fair and open
competition on equal grounds with the institutions which claim the ability
to serve the nation better.

PRACTICAL FORMULATIONS OF CHANGE STRATEGIES

Scattered throughout the literature on the dynamics of change are
insights sorely nceded by those who must work with and preside over the
processes of change. It appears to this observer that some of these have
4 been neglected thus far by the project and by the states. A more serious *
A attempt should be made to bring appropriate insights together and present
.3 them effectively through a variety of means.

Many will argue that this should not yet be done. Admittedly there is

b danger in oversimplification. But there also is danger in handing the change
processes over to persons with no access to insights or with inadequate
ideas about—-or skills in—the change processes. The danger will be
minimized if the work is undertaken by authorities in this area. It will be
further minimized if the project, or each of the states, undertakes an
in-service program using normative-reeducative as well as rational-empirical
(logical) approaches for key people in the planning and leadership groups
of the states.

A similar project recently was carried out by the Cooperative Project
for Educational Development (COPED). Working papers about core con-
cepts relating to planned change, together with strategies for testing the
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concepts, were prepared for the project and subsequently included in two
volumes.5 Collectively the two volumes represent the best exposition of the
normative-reeducative method yet seen by this writer, and each volume
clearly demonstrates that basic concepts or ideas about change can be
presented in understandable and usable form.

THe PHENOMENON OF RESISTANCE TO CHANGE

Though several of the authors of the change strategies volume refer
to resistance to change, failure to pursue the question further is a notable
omission. The phenomenon of resistance is little understood by many of
the people who attempt to further the public interest through activities
such as the project, Designing Education for the Future. Believing strongly
in the need for change, they cannot understand those who are apathetic or
resistant, At the conscious level their approach is based on insight and logic.
But behavior in the person who resists change may rot have a rational
base. Thus rational-empirical approaches do not reach him. Among those
who are interested in promoting educational change, there is need for wide-
spread understanding of the nature of resistance. For example, it is useful to
know, as Watson® so clearly points out, that resistance to change typically
moves through a discernible pattern or cycle and that wise strategy—for ef-
fectively coping with resistance—requires that a perceptive analysis of the
nature of the resistance be made. Watson has identified and characterized
five stages in the cycle. He points out that during the early (or first) stage,
resistance to the change will appear to be massive and undifferentiated.
During this stage the opponents will derisively label proponents as crack-
pots or visionaries, and will insist that “ro one in his right mind” could
seriously advocate the change. In the second stage, which occurs after
the movement for change has begun to grow, the opposing forces are more
clearly discernible, and the relative power of each can be more accurately
ascertained. The third stage, which is the vital or crucial one in the cycle,
occurs as opposing forces are mobilized and battle lines drawn. Direct
conflict and showdown mark this stage, and survival of the change depends
largely upon the ability to reduce the potency of the resisting forces. Fol-
lowing the decisive battles, and after the supporters of the change are in
power, resistance assumes the form of “cantankerous, hide-bound stubborn-
ness.” In this, the fourth stage, strategy demands that considerable wisdom
be used in dealing with the still dissonant forces, for the pendulum is
still unstabilized. In the fifth stage, which occurs after the change has
become stabilized, the strategic situation is one in which the one-time
supporters of the change become the resistors to any emerging change.

In addition, there is need to understand the function of resistance.
Probably most who encounter resistance view it as obstructive and nega-
tive. Such a view often leads to reactive bebavior which may increase the
level of resistance. Resistance, like social conflict, may be a positive as well
as a negative force in the processes of change.™ Appreciation of its nature

* Donald Klein has a_fascina chapter, on “Some Notes on the Dynamics of Resistance to
Change: The Defender Role”, in Concepts for Social Change.
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and its contribution among change planners can contribute much to the
effectiveness of projects and programs.

ErrECTING CHANGE THROUGH EDUCATIONAL REORGANIZATION

“The old order changeth.” What had remained relatively stable over a
ceatury of time suddenly is exploding with activity. Those on the inside of
the educational system often are threatensd and dismayed. Those on the
outside are baffled and confused.

Some of the changes in structure and role are coming about as a con-
sequence of adjustments to changes in scciety or in education itself. Others
are coming about as a consequence of seemingly deliberate interventions
from the outside.

Pitfall: Letting Others Determine What Changes Should Be Made in Education

In the change process, the naive (educators and others) tend to be
at a disadvantage; their interventions are poorly timed—usually too late—
and unsophisticated. Recently both educators and lay citizens vitally con-
cerned with education have tended to stand by while others have moved
to influcnce the course of developments in or affecting education. If they
wish to significantly affect the course of events they will have to devise and
use appropriate strategies and interventions of their own. If they wait until
other groups or events have already accomplished change befoic they
intervene, the intervention will probably be too little and too late.

As a part of their own planning for organizational change in education,
the interested groups will need to attempt to understand other influence
groups, their methods, and their objectives. Several scurces of deliberate
attempts to change the organizational system—"the Establishment”---will
be readily apparent. One of these is the seemingly small and insightful
group which has been largely responsible for getting the federal government
involved in education and for determining the nature of its interventions.
This group appears bold, sophisticated and determined. For the most part
it is a power-coercive change-oriented group. It has in its control both
political and economic power which it has used with great effect. 4 con-
scious strategy of this group appears 1o be that of setting up new organiza-
tions where existing organizations fail to respond quickly enough or
adequately.

Another group of a quite different type is the organized teaching
profession. Over the years this group has sought organizational stability
and has devoted its efforts quite successfully to improvement of working
conditions in teaching. More recently, however, its strategies have shifted.
Now it is concerning itself with changing the role of the teacher in the
policy and decision making processes of scheols and school systeras. There
seems to be little awareness in this group of the organizational impact it
is having on the educational system, however. There is Iiti. .~-m for doubt
that school organization will be affected by these efforts.

A third group {(which may be unorganized and therufore inappropri-
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ately categorized as a group) is comprised of the commercial and industrial
companies which have entered both the production and services areas
relating to education in recent years. The primary intent of this group
is to market hardware, software, and services. More significant, from an
impact-on-organization point of view, is their attempt to develop instruc-
tional systems. The systems analyst concerns himself with designing all
parts of the systzm: thus the attempt to influence organization is certain.
In addition, contracting for important areas of service will have organi-
zational impact.

Nothing in the staiements above should be interpreted as implying
disapproval of the activities of the groups described. Much of what they
have done, and are doing, can only be lauded. The argument is for more
active interventions in the organizational change process by other agencies
and units and at all levels. People in state : ad local level organizations also
have the privilege of—and the responsibility for—intervening to change
education to meet the needs. Failure to do so adequately and in time
simply means that control of education is shifted without some of the
groups most concerned having an influence on the directions.

For some years it appeared that the large foundations were exercising
inordinate influence on the directions of educational change. As other
influences have developed, the role of the foundations has come into a
wholesome balance. In this same way, other influences can be controlled
or counter balanced. Another exawpie of conscious intervention was the
establishment of the Education Commission of the States on the basis of a
compact among the states. In speaking of this, Commissioner Allen of New
York State said:

If the states do not band together, if they stand apart while education is
cnanged without their participation, if they do not accommodate to changed
conditions, if they do not reshape themselves to new needs, they will be in-
creasingly bypassed and new agencies will be created to do their jobs. State
prerogatives must be aggressively reasserted—a cormmitment to the reforms
necessary to make the states strong and fully effective in their role in the
governance of education.?

A Second Pitfall: Retreating at the Local or State Level

Currently there is widespread discussion in both professional and
non-professional circles abou: the most effective control system for educa-
tion. Many question whether local—or even state—school systems can
continue their important role and whether the local school board—or
state board of education—is a viable eiement in the control system.

There is no question that a redistribution of power and authority in
education is taking place. Nor need there be doubt that some redistribution
is needed. On the other hand the gloom in some quarters over the expansion
of federal influence and its assumed reduction of state and local control
probably is not warranted. What is not clearly seen is the indisputable fact
that the entrance of the federal government into the education scene has
greatly increased both the number and importance of decisions which have
to be made. Since the active participation of the federal government has




i

Problems, Procedures and Priorities 93

begun there simply are more educational activities to be decided upon,
planned and executed.

During the history of education in this country, local schools and local
school districts have had little of major importance about which to make
decisions. Resources were scart and often were committed in advance.
For the most part, only a minimal curriculum offering was possible and the
state largely controlled it. Local control was indeed, as it has been called,
mostly a “myth.”

But local control now holds promise of taking on new meaning.
Resources are increasing as are the number of options oper to choice. The
educational enterprise is expanding into the community so as to cover the
whole life span of citizens. Never before have communities and states
faced challenges equal to those now confronting them. And never before
has the society shown such a willingness to support a comprehensive qual-
ity endeavor in education.

This, then is no time to retreat or to abdicate to other levels of govern-
ment. Instead it is time for creative and energetic local and state efforts.

One other point of great significance should not escape us at this
time. The local district and the individual school are the action units of
education. It is here that the institutional systems exist. No amount of
shifting of control can alter the fact that motivation and morale are
generated primarily in the action, rather than in the control units. Produc-
tivity and output must always have a strong local component. And the
normative-reeducaiive change processes take place in individuals and in
face-to-face work groups. Thus, as resources increase and are directed
toward the ultimate targets of change, properly organized local units can
only increase in significance with the assistance and leadership provided
by properly organized state systems. It will not be of great moment if
some aspects of local control are shifted elsewhere or shared. The truly
important tasks will remain.

A Third Fitfall: Fzilure to Recognize and Take Into Account Changes Taking
Place in the Role of Public Education

Education appears to be emerging from its protective social cocoon
to live in the political, social and economic market place.

For most of our recent history, education has enjoyed (or suffered)
a unique position in the society. This position is changing. The role of
education in our society was fashioned early in our history. Though not
spelled out as such in law or constitution, education has had many of the
characteristics of a fourth estate. Perhaps intuitively, Americans recognize
education as of unusus! importance to the development and preservation
of our way of life. Accordingly it was provided for in separate governmentai
units (school districts) and presumably shielded from the partisan political
activities of the times. Teachers were given a protected position in the
society and treated much as were clergymen of the times. Indeed the
correspondence in aititudes toward missionaries abroad and teachers at
home were observably close. Pay was similar too.
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Modern times are seeing schools and school affairs moved steadily
away from the often isolated “fourth estate” status to a more focal position
in the public decision arenas. Part of this trend may be due to the per-
suasive arguments over the years that educational policies skould be ham-
mered out on the same social anvil as are other important issues to which
they are related. Part may arice from the realization in recent years that
. education is inextricably interwoven with the economic development of the

nation as well as with the great social problems of the times. Whatever
: the forces bringing it about, it scems unlikely that the schools ever again
will experience the political and social isolation which characterized the
past.

4 The teaching profession itself may, quite inadvertently, have contri-
. buted to the change of status. When organized professional groups of
teachers sought and gained labor-type bargaining privileges and when they
entered the scene with shows of strength in the form of strikes, contract
withholding, and output restriction they shattered whatever may have been
left of the image. There is every evidence that the confrontations in the
public view will continue.*

Not only are the public schools now in the market place. They also
are being subjected to increased competition after many years as a virtual
- monopoly. Over a long period of time our society was quite happy to leave
. education largely to the educators. With the exception of parochial schools

3 run by some religious denominations and a few private schools, the public

3 schools had little competition; even their competitors differed little except

for inclusion of religion. Suddenly the situation has changed. New kinds

- of competition are developing. How far such movements will go cannot

.9 at this time be foretold. Whether they succeed or fail, the impact on the
3 schools, the educators, and the public will be great.

Everyone now seems to be trying to get into the education act. In
4 particular, groups with concern for the socially disadvantaged are secking

A the opportunity to use these children and youth as client or target groups
- and the education process as the means of bringing about change.** These
groups distrust the ability of the public schools to meet the needs of
markedly different or disadvantaged children and so they seek to do it
themselves.

The struggle to obtain public funds for private and parochial educa-
‘ tion continues with ups and dowas in success. Meanwhile the proportion of
children in such schools rises slowly but stead.ly.

There seems to be considerable evidence that some forces are tending

o8 to lead Americans toward more pluralistic approaches to education. The
4 It is to be med that the organized profession will not lose sight of the le fong-term
4 impact of iis militant behavior on the decisions as to what the organization of education should

be. Excesscs and poor timing could predispose the public to permit decisions which would be
] detrimental to the profession and perhaps to education. As pointed out earlier, professional as-
3 sociations have shown Jittle evidence of awareness of the significance of changes taking place in
. the system and the changes which their behaviors may induce,

N **In a sense this i3 merely a reverse use of the parochial or \Srivate school approach. Private
% %parochial schools traditionally sought to protect their populations against ¢ e influence

1 outsiders. Now the groups which need gpecial emphasis on rapid change and learning are
seeking cohesive groups with specially designed programs to bring about change.
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problems which the public schools have had in developing uniformly high |
quality education may account for much of this trend. :

A recent competitor is business and industry. The arrival on the educa-
tiou scene of electronic technology, systems analysis, and federal money !
were enough to spark feverisii activity. Merger followed merger as the
electronic firms (producing hardware) combined with publishing firms
(producing software). Vast sums have been ricked in the belief that educa-
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ising learning systems are developed, the companies may be expected to
actively promote their use. They may also be expecied to seek the privilege ,
of selling education on an open market in at least partial competition with
public education.

Again it is imporiant to remind ourselves that observations such as
those above are merely descriptive and predictive. They are not intended
as judgments as to what will or will not be most beneficiai. We can expect
that, with all the options being opened to us, we will be able to fashion
more effective education systems. The importaut point is that those who
plan for the future must be aware of such developments and their import.
It is also important that they contirually seek to influence the course of
development in desired directions.

DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE UTOPIAN IMAGES AMD GOALS

There can be no truly great society without a sense of purpose, with-
out an image of what that society and its people should be like. High on the
agenda of America should be the effort to reformulate the ideal model for
itself and its people.

e Chin made brief reference in his paper to the use of utopias. He says:

The title for the Eight-State Project, “Designing Education for the Future”
V and the papers of the three conferences show the practical applicaticn of the
i3 strategy of prospecting the future. At the same time, it is interesting and
somewhat disheartening to note the relative absence of out-and-out ideology,
the rousing and beckoning normative statements of wkat ought to be, and
the visions and utopias—whether these are based on psychology and on per- !
sonality theory, or on political or philosophical assumptions.8 (Italics provided) |
~ Chin finds the absence of utopias in the Eight-State Projest materials |
: “interesting” and “disheartening.” While recognizing that the nature of the '
project may have precluded this approach, the expression of concern |
appears well taken. Somewhere in an undertaking of this magnicude there !
should be room for seeking the best of worlds as well as attempting to |

develop defensible assumptions concerning what the world will be like.

_ In times of rapid change there are many forces which threaten,
g disrupt or sometimes destroy. The stabilizing roots of the past arz torn up. ‘

At such times there tend to be many thrusts but no special direction—power ’
without control. At such times goal specification becomes most critical; |
stars to steer by may save the ship and the people. Further, generally
accepted idealistic goals have some ability to cause their own realization.

3 T, st o e o
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Serious students of culture talk of “serviceable myths.” Believing in them,
up to a certain point, makes them come true.

It can be hypothesized—perhaps asserted—that we have long used
utopia-type goals. They have been expressed in such terms as “democracy,”
“Lberty,” and “equality.” Even more, perhaps, they *.ave appeared in the
concept “great.” This aspiration has been displayed . our national behavior
as we have sought to set ourselves against natur, and the elements and
win for ourselves the highest standard of living /.a the material sense, but
with ihe assumption that the other good things f » witii the material) known
to man. Until space was opened ap, we sermed to have come close to
realizing that objective. Now. confronted wi a the realization that there is
no end to the ability of nature to absorb ov - energies and resources on the
one hand, and caught in the social conseq: nces of our own technology on
the other, we seem to be turning back ¢ ;v ard our human goals. Discon-
certingly, we are finding less evidence of success in reaching our political,
psychological and social utopias than we did in reaching our maierialistic
utopia.

This discovery has proven highlv disturbing to many people. It is
likely that the widespread protest moy sment has its roots in this discovery,
though there undoubtedly is much more to it than this. Probably the protest
is the outward manifestation of a renewed search for worthwhile goals based
on meaning in life. The search may be expected to continue. Ultimately
it will be a direct concern in education.

Clear goals and utopian images are more important to education today
than at any time it our history. Powerful new means are being developed
and put into use. In sight are educational processes and systems more
effective than anything previously more than dreamed about. These mear-
can be used for Jood or for evil purposes; dheir potential can be frittered
away by lack of purpose. Or they can determine our purpose for us, which
perkaps would be the worst of all aiternatives.

A widely accepted . ‘pian concept of what is America and American
education at its best would be an effective means of keeping us on a propesx
course.

To start « dialogue I should like to suggest that we in this country
adopt as one important aspect of our uiopia the image of being the most
open society on earth.

The word, “open” here is used in the sense of beiug the opposite to
“closed.” It is similar to the concept of the “open” and “closed™ miad as
used by Rokeach. More pertinently perhaps, it is the concept used in
systems theory where reference is made to “open systems” and “closed
systems.”

Probably no society has ever had this as a goal or ideal. Indeed, most
v.ave had quite different notions. Most have structured the society to limit
openness and the toierable range of activities and behaviors.

Many of our ideals of the past have been rooted in the noticn of
openness. Liberty is the notion of access to freedom for all. Ecuality says
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that opportunity, justice, and all othier desirable possibilities are equally
open to al'. Despite this, however, the corcept of openness is used in only
a few areas and—as recent events have demonstrated—has been rather
imperfectly implemented.

One meaning of open would be open access. This would mean that
the society would strive to make ali forms of experience and opportunity
available equally to all. Another meaning would ba freedom from bias
and prejudice. Stili arother would be openness to ideas in 2ny form and
from any source. Freedom of association would represent another type of
openness. The search for all kinds of association would churacterize this
at its best.

In a systems model the open sysiem exchanges energy and information
with the environment; the closed system does not. There are inputs to the
system and outputs from it. Feedback provides constant meaxns of evaluation
and adaptation.

PROVIDING FOR OPENNESS IN ZDUCATION

A good means of testing the openness concept of utopia is to attempt
to apply it to the education system. If it has meaning, ¥ should be evident
from the test.

Education can be viewed as a process of socialization. It can also be
viewed as a process of individuaiization. Socialization means helping the
student or other person to understand the culture of his society and the
ways he is supposed to behave in the society. Socialization always is a
process that involves closedness sinue the ranges of permissible behavior—
the options if you prefer—are considerably reduced. Societies vary in
the extent of the closedness but zil organized groups do enforce constrainis
on choices; aii provide norms for perceiving, thinking, and behaving.

Individuclization, on the other hand, means leaving the individual
free to make choices that are consistent with what he believes to be his
own needs.

There is ns such thing as a society that exists either with total
socialization or with tota! individualization. Neither are there totally opeu
or totally closed socicties or individuals. But there are marked differences
in the extent to which one emphasis or the other prevails.

In a highly socialized society the behavior norm is established and
there is a sancions (rewards and punishments) system to enforce the norm.
Hovvever, ar individualized society should noi be viewed as representing
anarchy. The open individual in an open society makes many more choices
about behavior but he also tskes into account the probable consequences
for others and himself and thus arcives at the kind of decisions which
characterize highly responsible behavior. Openness to feedback information
constantly provides the individual with the means of assessing and modify-
ing his own behavior. *

*For 2n excellent discucsion of some of the implications, sec Roger L. Shinn, ‘Fluman Responsi-
bility in the Emerging Society,” in Prospective Changes in Soclely by 1980 (Denver, Colerado:
PDesigning Edvcation for the Future, 1966), Chapter 15,

[




School curricula customarily are desigued to promote gocialization. ?
They are chosen to accomplish the purposes of the society of the time.
Often they are set by the state. The use or misuse of history in developing
a favorable natioral image is a case in point. Thus, curricula represent
efforts to cxercise closure on individ'"ds in the schools. Rarely are schools
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freely cr to question the basic norms of the society. It is equally rare for
individual students or even teachers to be allowed relatively valimited
freedom of choice ia programs, schedules, topics or textbooks.

1

3 The importance of the issue of openness or closedness for education
’ quickly hecories apparent when one considers what is meant by the widely
used term “to individualize instruction.” To some, the term means tbar 2
student is “to proceed through a fixed currictlum at Lis own rate.” This
clearly is an attempt to make the socialization process effective. To others,
however, there is ro fixed curriculum, and there are few if any required
sequences. Rather there is a vast array of learning materials and there ave
a aumber of choices as to means and media. Professional guidance or
counseling ajso is provided. But the student has a large measure of responsi-
bility for his own learning and is held accountable for what he does with his
opportunities—;for the way he meets his responsibitities. This latter ap-
proach has large elements of individualization. It is more concerned with
learning to think, for example, than it is with controlling what is thought.
It is concerned with learning and facilitating learning rather than with
“teaching.”

Over zlmost all of our educational history we have had both socializa-
tion goals and means for teaching that favored a fized curriculum for
everyone. Today we have a technology that favors individual approaches
and permits the choice—indeed demands the choice—of primarily either
a socialization or an individualization approach. The choice cannot be
made without a prior value judgment as to what kind of person and what
kind of society we want. The individualization approach is, of course, more
consistent with the openness objective.

| 28 Cooperative Planning for Educaticn
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If the reader cannot accept opemness as a utcpian condition for
America perhaps he can suggest ancther. Would he, for example, take £
kindly to the hope that every American will develop a sense of his own
destiny? Or would he accept the utopian idea that America is a place
where every man becomes the bes: of which he is capable?

DIFFERENTIATING MEANS AND ENDSs AND USING EACH APPROPRIATELY

All systems, whether social or other (such as technical), are goal J
oniented; that is, they exist for certain purposes and attempt to act or
perform accordingly. Not ali systems explicate or state their goals and keep
them clearly in mind, however.

Sub-systems also have geals. These goals are intended to facilitate
achievement of the goals of the major system, otherwise the sub-sysiem




— W S—— -

Problems, Procedures and Priorities 99

would never have been established. In reality the sub-systems are meagss
for achieving system goals.

Those who study organizations have for years been pointing out the
strong tendency for the means and ends to become mixed or even inverted.
The institution can forget its goals and make the means its goals. For
example, a school may be conducting a broad and effective program with
learning as its goal. The faculty decides that it needs knowledge of results
(feedback) to help with planning and individual counseling. Se it sets up a
testing program using standardized tests. (The testing program would be in
the nature of 2 technical sub-system set up as a means to achieve the main
purpose of effective instruction.) The teachers find that the students are
weak in certain areas—perhaps English grammar and mathematics com-
putation. Incidentally the principal expresses his displeasure about these
weaknesses. Soon the teachers are spending time teaching grammar and
computation to bring up the test scores and to Dlease the principal. They
are neglecting some other aspects of the program—such as critical thinking
—which the tests did not measure. Clearly the original goals have been
subverted and means have become ends. The testing program—a techni-
cal sub-system—now is determining instructional goals.

Happenings such as discussed above are commor in education as well
as in other areas of endeavor. They are particularly prone to happen wheze
performance is more precisely observable or measurable in one area of
activity than in another.

As we move into the era of technological applications in education—
that is, as we move into today and the future—the problem of means and
ends will become pervasive and intense. At least in its earlier stages, and
probably always, there will be some functions which technology will serve
well. Others will be bevond our capacity to program effectively. As is the
case with objective testins now, the technology will appear precise and
objective while other approaches will remain icss precise and more sub-
jective. Further, the technology will have involved massive expenditures and
so will call for extensive use to warrant the expenditures that must be made.
Human talent will be more expendable than machine talent. These are the
very kinds of circumstances which lead to substitation of means, of pre-
sumably achieving some aspect of the goal, for the goal itself—that is,
substituting means for ends.

This is not to suggest that educational goals and means shouid not
be examined in light of the new technology. In this connection LeBaron
has ventured the opinion that “. . . recent developments indicate that the
electronic technologies will require repiacement (or at least rethinking) of
the entire pablic school system.”® If such changes occur as a result of careful
rethinking and revaiuing, society need zzave no concern. ¥, as is so often
the case, technology makes the decicion, damage—perhaps grave damage
—will be done.

Considerations such as those discussed above again mphasize the
importance of goal setting. Americans 2s 2 peopie are not ‘particulazly
given to goal setting or even fo conscious consideration of values. Perhaps
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this is 2 national weakness. In less complex tirocs we managed to get by
with intuitive approaches. In the future the consequences of this kind of
approach will be more serious. It should be apparent that groups in every
state that are concerned with planuing for the future should be seriously
concerned with goal setting and values.

CLARIFYING THE FUNCTIONS OF LAY CITizeNS 4D PROFPESSIONALS

The Eight-State Project is involving citizens, governmental representa-
tives, educators from the several states, and a variety of consultants. In
many ways the project may be seen as a model for planned involvemeats
in planning,

Americans long have followed the pattern of having the educational
enterprise controlled by lay bodies, with operation and management dele-
gated to professionals. Public involvement has beez a conscious objective.
By and large this system has worked well. It has worked best where the
respective roles and functions of the citizen-trustee and the professional
have been agreed upon and followed in practice. In general the citizen has
been seen as best able to contribute through:

e Sensing needs and setting goals;

¢ Deciding on and approving policies;

e Delegating responsitilities;

v Evaluating results;

e Providing support;

e Serving as a communications bridge between professionals and the com-

munity; and

o Providing feedback from the community environment as a basis for plan-

ning.

Professionals have served most efiectively in:

e Prcviding information, data, aad advice: indicating alternatives and their

implications, and maxing recommendations;

e Executing public policies through professionaily sound procedures; and

» Accounting to the public for stewardship.

Citizens and professionails have tended to share the leadership function
in establishing and implementing policies for education.

When not applied toc rigidly, the above distcibution of functions
seems to serve well. It has equal validity as a model for major plan-
ning activities such as the project, Designing Education for the Future.

As has been said: “Education is too important to be left to the educa-
tors.” But it can e maintained equally well that “Education is too complex
to be left to lay citizens.” What the citizens can do best is found in the
area of setting social and educational purposes and of weighing alternatives
and consequences. When lay citizens devote their time and enmergies to
techaical derails they are depriving the educational system of their greatest
contribution. At the same time they will be interfering with the delegation
of responsibility system and the accountability system upon which both lay
citizens and professionals depend.

‘The detailed work of planning and implementing professional aspects

{
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of the plans, for the most part, should be done by specialists. Weighing of
alternatives and making policy decisions should rest with citizens.

Leadership in the change process should be a shared function. Ideas
are not the prerogative of either group. Lay citizens perform a needed
service when they press the educational personnel to be innovation oriented;
peege in large organizations often become too routinized, too bureau-
cratized.

Those who participate in the Eight-State Project will do well to
confront seriously the question: Who should do what? Agreement will
facilitate action. Failure to develop clear guidelines tends to hamstring
progress as each awaits action or direction from the other.

AVODDING THE LEVELING OF LIGHTHOUSES

Much of the success and vitality of our education system has been
due to its decentralization and the freedom of one unit to be different
from another. We have progressed partly by encouraging the establishment
of “lighthouse” programs and practices and then using these to guide others
to better practices. This approach leads to wide differences in quality and
effort. Nevertheless it is our belief and our experience that the average
level under this apprcach to change and innovation is higher than it could
be under a state-prescribed uniform practice system.

It is probable that this decade has seen more attempts at “lighthouse
building” than has the remainder of our educational history. Foundations
set the pace at first. Subsequently the federal government came in with
large categorical grants-in-aid. Some states and local school systems have
also helped to point the way. The results appear to have been phenomenal.

At present, strong efforts are being made to cause the federal govern-
ment to discontinue its categorical aid programs in favor of general grants
to the states. Basically thcre are two questions:

1. Should the federal government return to the states some of the
tax revenues collected? This primarily is a problem of access to taxa-
tion which could be alleviated by some sharing agreement.

2. Should categorical aid be discontinued? This question primarily

concerns the use of federal funds to influence educational policy and

decision making.

Somewhat less frequently heard is a third question: Should the federal
government deal directly with school districts which are established by,
and are agencies of, the state? Such dealing may be viewed as direct
interference with programs which are a state responsibility

Already Congress has gone a considerable distance in allocating funds
to states or to local unite only on state recommendation. The reasons for
this policy are clear enough. Nonetheless there is real danger tha?, under
existing conditions, the lighthouse principle will be progressively weakened
as this course is followed. Bureaucratic tendencies currentiy are much
stronger in the state-local relationship than they are im ine federal-local
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transactions. In the one case, there is a comprehensive responsibility-
accountability system at work. In the other, the responsibility-accountability
applies only to the single transaction. Under these circumstances the
states are much more likely to spread the available resources thinly over
many districts, thus stifling the lighthouse phenomenon which is based
on putting ample resources where they will count toward a specific goal.

In the planning undertaken by the states participating in this project
it is to be hoped that attention will be given to the role each state and
local school systcm may play in guaranteeing continuation and extension
of the use of lighthouscs as beacons 1o light the way.

RELATING PROFESSIONALIZATION OF EDUCATION TO PLANNING
AND CHANGE

It is hard to conceive an educational plan designed to bring us to 1980
that would not find it necessary to address itself to the question as to what
needs to be done about the professional status of teachers. Indeed, deliber-
ate attention to this issue in the several conferences and reports seems
to be a striking omission or oversight.

For more than half a century educators have been striving to develop
a profession that meets the commonly accepted criteria for professions.
Though the teaching force has experienced phenomenal growth and its
organizations have become strong and effective, the behavioral and qualifi-
cations aspects continue to lag. The public has come to respect organized
teacher power: it has yet to show signs of respecting teachers for their
specialized professional competence. It would appear that progress in
education through 1980 and beyond must depend to no small degree on
progress in professionalization of teaching.

It may be that professionalization of teaching was virtually impossible
while the pattern of teaching continued to be modeled after the teacher
that all of us knew as children. Teaching has been and continues to be
folkway oriented. Since folkways are difficult to change, developing a
new style of teaching, given the conditions existing, has not yet succeeded.

Sometimes problems can be by-passed when confrontation fails. This
may happen to teaching in the next decade or two. The traditional role of
the teacher may virtually disappear. No folkway behavior pattern exists
for the new roles. New roles will hiave to be learned.

But where can they be learned? The rcles are not yet defined. No
state has set up preparation or licensing policies or programs for the new
positions. No university is seriously “tooled up” to provide the programs
that will be needed. School districts are woefully unprepared for in-
service educaiioin programs, Given present conditions and status of pre-
paredness we can-only expect a considerable amount of chaos and
disruption. Also there probably will be serious constraints on, or frustration
of, development plans.

It may be anticipated that many kinds of crash training programs will
be mounted. Univessities and colleges, school systems, government agencies,
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professional organizations and private concerns, may all be expected to
participate in aitempting to meet the training need. In the processes the
“gatekeepers” of the profession probably will be overwhelnied; the walls
of the profession may tend to crumble.

But noi for iong. Education is ico serious a sociai responsibiiity and
too compiex a task to long be ieft without at least the trappings of
professional status. On the other hand the traditional homogeneity of the
teaching group will have gone. Many different roles will be encompassed.

Education should not stand by and wait for the revolution to come
about before taking any action on professionalization problems. Now is
the time to prepare a long range plan. It should start with development
of a mocel based on the sociology of professional groups. Plaaning should
include flexible arrangements for establishing licensing and training re-
quirements. There should be careful guarantees against the return of folk- :
wisdom as the dominant characteristic. A solid profession always is rooted i
in valid knowledge from its undergirding disciplines and tested practices ‘
from its own research and development activities. LeBaron characterizes
the new look by saying, “Decisions formerly based on a low amount of
specific information and a high degree of personal insight will now require
judgments based on large amounts of information and a different kind of
decision power”.1° Still, not all of the people who serve the educational
processes of the community will need the same kind of professional insights.
Some system of categorization will be needed.

Preparing a model in advance would strongly influence developments
as they occur. The matter should zot be left to chance. The Eight-State
Project could perform a national as well as a segional service if it were to
tackle this problem.

ASSURING ACCEPTANCE OF THE NEED FOR PLANNING AND CHANGE

For many who seriously study the existing and the on-the-horizon
developments in education there remains something not quite real about
the process of planning for the future. Education has made many false
starts and has had more than a fair share of false prophets. And many of )
i us have tried to move things before. Small wonder then that there tends, |

in many quarters, to be considerable skepticism and a wait-and-see :
attitude.* i

There seems little reason to doubt that the forces necessary to bring
about massive changes are present. It also seems sensible to accept the
broad general outlines of predictions of things to come.** It is one thing
! for planning cominittees (0 be convinced, but quite another to convinca
many educators and large segments of the public that certain changes are

*A collcague %{s he has worked thro five sets of plans for a new e‘i)hy:ical education bundlns
over the last fifteen years. This year he was at it again. He worked cheerfully but said he’
believe it when the first shovel hit the dirt. Recently construction began. At that point he said
he had changed his mind. Now he will believe it when they hand over the keys.

**Personally 1 sniicipate values anc goals issues will be raiscd ouce the real import of many of
the changes is realized. There will be storms of controversy over such issues as indivicualiza-
tion, freedom, and openness. The presence on the scene at the same time, of great social issues
such as integration may obscure the issues and delay implementation. Nomnetheless the tide has
begun to rise; it will not easily bx contained.
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essential. Long experience has taught us that change in education is easy
to talk about but not so easy to bring about. They are inclined to view
proposed change in Hamlet’s words—*The funeral baked-meats did coldly
furnish forth the marriage tables.”

It is not that people do not recognize the need for change. Many do,
though they would probably look backward toward what they tend to think
of as the better disciplined, tougher ways of yesterdays. This paper began
with the suggestion that we are at the confluence of three streams of change
influence. It ends on the notion that many forces are at work to make the
present a difficult time to try to introduce major changes. Yet many of these
forces point to the urgent need for planning and change. Delinquency and
crime rates, protest and rebellion, drug usage and promiscuity and many
other developments are causing concern in the adult generation. Many
attribute these conditions to the permissive conditions under which the
present generation of youth is believed to have been raised. It will not be
easy to convince them that more freedom will bring more responsibility.

The validity of these observations would be tested if we were to have
Gallup ask public reaction to these two recent statements which we prcbably
could cautiously endorse:

1. By 2020 we will have discovered that all learning is joyful, and
will realize “that solving an elegant mathematical problem and inaking
love are only different classes in the same order of things, sharing
common ecstacy. Advanced learning . . . will be like pursmag a pretty

g’r”

2. By 2000, or before, “teaching” as it is now commonly accepted will
be dead, and the job of an educator will be transformed into that of a
“facilitator . . . one who creates a rich, respousive environment that
will elicit the most learning and change from the student” There
won’t be any compulsory education, but educators will have to make
their material relevant to students’ needs “or they won’t get any
students,”!

The problem is partly how to get the story to the public and to all
educators. Acceptance can be made casier and implementation more
effective if public understanding and support are gained.

Each of the eight states involved in the project probably would be
well advised to develop a large-scale information dissemination plan for
use at the opportune time. Communication strategists should advise on how
to do the task most effectively. It would appear that a comprehensive
program involving a number of different approaches will be needed. It
also appears that an effective beginning strategy would be to disseminate
as much information as possible about nuew developments and lighthouse
practices both elsewhere and within the states. The more people can
know about the new realities of education, the easier it will e for them to
be willing to trust their children and their taxes to new programs in theic
own scheol.
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