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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This is a report about educational change. t is a summary of case
studies of thirteen selected projects supported by eight different programs
of the National Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems (NCIES) of
the United States Office of Education (USCE). NCIES was formerly known as
the Bureau of Educational Personnal Developmeit (FEPD), but will be referrea
to as NCIES throuchout this repor~. The report includes a discussion of the
processes of institutional change: the structural characteristics of selected
colleges, universities, and local school svstems involved in varying degrees
in cooperative training activities, and the aspects of selécted project designs
associated with efforts to achieve significant and effective changes in the goals
and organizations of educational insti*utiens. This repert is a review and
digest of strategies by which some individuals or agencies have brought abhout
charge; by which selected institutions have sought and received assistance
in changing themselves; and by which some teachers and other sche >l personnel
have been aided or trained for the ultimate improvement of education in their
schools. Finally, this is a report on innovation: how innovations are (or
are not) implemented by institutions and incorporated into educational practices.
The report is intended to supply policy-relevant information to several
different audiences within the educational profession. For the Office of
Education, this report will serve to provide information useful in planning
future change-oriented programs, both within NCIES and in any new agency that
may emerge. For projects currently funded by NCIES this report will highlight
strategies for thc implementation of institutional change, and offer recommenda-
tions for institutional cooperation .in innovation.  For future projects designed
to create new or different institutional procedures for training or retraining
professional educators--through "renewal" or teacher centers, for instance-~the
report will serve as a start toward a planning guide:l a framework for helping
to determine the most favorable mix of project organizations, innovation strategy,

and training content for reaching the desired gcals.

I-1



Project History

Abt Associates was awarded a contract to conduct an impact evaluation
of eight programs of the National Center for the Improvement of Educatinnal
Systems. The programns involved were the Career Opportunities Program,
Teacher Corps, School Personnel Utilization, Vocational Education, Early
Childhood, Special Education, Educational Leadership, and Training of
Teacher Trainers. During the early part of the contract, a team from Abt,
together with Dr. Robert Hall of the Office of Planning, Budgeting and
Evaluation (OPBE), the project monitor, conducted a series of interviews with
program management and key NCIES administrators. In addition, the Abt team
studied the relevant literature and past evaluations of the programs.

The result of this effort was a major revision in the work plan set forth
in the original proposal.

The original request for proposal, and the Abt proposal based on it,
called for the collection of highly quantitative impact data on a Bureau-wide
basis. Specific areas of inquiry were to cover the impact of the programs on
institutions, on the knowledge and attitudes of program participancs, and on
the students of participants. These data were to be collected from a sampling
of projects and individuals so as to reach conclusions generalizable across
programs tO the entire Bureau. Documents describihg the original conception
of the study are contained in Appendix A of this volume.

Such én evaluation, however, was judged to be inappropriate to the needs
of OPBE andNCIES for two significant reasons. First, the purpose of the evalua-
tion was to draw statistical generalizations about the Center to guide future
decision making. Yet our initial familiarization efforts found that each
program had a different set of goals and objectives, and, further, that
individual projects within programs often differed in this respect. 1In
addition, there was wide variance in the programmatic nature of the sites,
their target populations, and many other important aspects. These conditions
made it extremely difficult to generalize even within programs. 1In fact,
we found that several past evaluatidns ofNCIEShad attempted this approach
with unsatisfactory results.

The second and most important reason for the redesign of the study
was the fact thatNCIES itself was changing. After the request for proposal

had been released, a basic policy shift redirected the future efforts of
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the Center toward the developing Educational Renewal Centers (ERC'S).
Consequently, in the main the programs to be evaluated would not continue

in their present form in the following fiscal year. The pian indicated that
they would rpe replaced by new projects much more concerned with system-wide
in-service training and improvement. It then became our charge to gather and
analyze information on which such things as "teacher centers" or "renewal
centers"” could be planned, and to basSe our analyses on the impact of existing
projects in institutionalizing a number of changes through training programs
and the process of inter-institutional cooperation. Therefore, the following

month was spent in redefining the nature and scope of our project.

(Since that time new d.cisions concerning sducational renewal
have been made. However, this shift does not affect the fate of most
of theNCIES programs. They are still scheduled to be Phased out, with
Teacher Corps (to bhecome a éart of ACTION) the sole exception among

the eight programs studied.)

During this month of reconsideration, Abt staff conducted interviews

with program staff and Center administrators to determine how to be

responsive to the emerging informational needs of NCIES and OPBE. The

operational side of the new approach had to be both technically feasible,

and viable within the budget of the original proposal. Several preliminary

study plans were prepared and reviewed oy the major actors within OE, including

Dr. Robert Hall, Dr. William Rhode of OPBE, Dr. Roy Forbes of the Office of

the Deputy Commissioner for Development, Associate Commissioner for Educational

Personnel Development William Smith, @irector of NCIES, and cther Center

administrators and pProgram manager. Meetings with OPBE staff were held in

Washington and at the Abt offices inp Cambridge, Mass., during the development
of the revised work plan.

Finally, on uualy 29, 1571, an operational plan was presented
to OPBE. Thu.us plan was given general approval, although certain
revisions were suggested by OPBE. These revisions incorporated into
t;é plen which was then presented at a meetinc to the prngram directors
of NCIES and other interested parties. Since this plan aiso called for

an intensive study of the Career Opportunities Program (CCv), a separate

-3
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presentation was alsc agement of that program, in~luding Dr. Wilton
Znderson, then Director . The results of the survey of Cu. are the
content of another volume of this report.

Basically, the revised operational plan consists of two relatively
separate tasks, the COP impact evaluation and the series of case studies. The
case study approach better reflects the new concerns of OPPE and BEPD: the
identification of effective planning, implementation and operating strategies
currently employed in successful projects. Some additional constraints to the
selection of sites were introduced at this point: the need for a wide
geographic distribution of sites, and the need to represent each of the eight
programs (including Pupil Personnel Services) in at least one site.

During the development of the revised work plan, it was suggested by
both the director of the Pupil Persunnel Services (PPS) program and Dr. Smith
that the PPS program be added to the study. There were two primary reasons for
this. First, PPS is a new program which has not conducted evaluafions in the
past and does not plan any for this year. Second, the School Personnel
Utilization (SPU) program was conducting its own evaluation this year, using
the case study approach. It was felt that the imposition of another intenvive
case study examination at an SPU site would be too burdensome. Consecuently,
it was agreed to substitute PPS for SPU in our case studies. Since PPS is a

new program, slightly different criteria for nominations applied.

Background to the Study: Previous Evaluation Efforts

Since NCIES (originally BEPDj was formed in 1967, its programs have
been under constant review, undergoing several major evaluations. Early
in its history, NCIES had Daniel Stufflebeam design an evaluation system
for the Bureau. Most recently, the Training Teacher Trainers program (TTT)
was evaluated by a group headed by Malcolm Provus, Teacher Corps
was evaluated by the Resource Management Corporation, and the School Personnel
Utilization program (SPU) by Florida State University. In 1970 a process
evaluation project developed a set of instruments to provide the Center's pro-
gram officers and central staff with an ongoing management information system
for all programs. The Career Opportunities program developed a similar system

for its projects. These studies and evaluation projects were coordinated by

I-4
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an ongoing commitment to provide "formative" and "summative” information on
the process and impact of innovative training on programs on educational
institutions: their staff, organizations and curricula. There have been
two major directions in evaluations supported by NCTES. On one hand, large
scale program-wide or Center-wide evaluations have been ventured. These
studies have attempted to treat the program in question (or the entire Rureau)
as more or less homogeneous and to apply survey research techniques to
collect and analyze guantitative data on the operations and impacts of the
program evaluated. The goal of this type of study is generally summative
in nature, implying a desire to make statements such as: "Teachers

trained in Teacher Corps are significantly more 'flexible' than teachers
trained in other ways." The intended result of such a study is a generali-
zation about the overall effect of the entire program. However, thére
seemed to be far too much variability in program characteristics (including
goals) both between and within programs to make this type of research
applicable to the present study.

The other direction of evaluation within the Bureau has been the
project level evaluation. These include not only gquantitative summative
studies, but also "softer" approaches. For example, the group of projects
located in Louisville, Kentucky contracted with Carl Rogers for an evalua-
tion. Some projects with doctoral level students (such as TTT) had project
evaluations conducted by students and their advisors in the course of
dissertation work.

In general, these two styles of evaluation are geared toward satisfy-
ing different informational needs. Local project directors are concerned
with decisions about the operations of their projects, idiosyncratic as they may
be. Program officers are concerned with the overall effectiveness of the
general strategies supported by their program differentiated staffing, team
teaching, use of paraprofessionals, etc. Finally, the Center 1s concerned with
administrative issues in managing funds as well as in justifying the existence
of each program to higher levels within OE and to Congress.

The general effect of these evaluation efforts has been to increase

project and program staff awareness of the complexity of managing the many



variables which distinrish idiosyncratic projects. Combined with ongoing
formative evaluatic he Leadership Training Institutes affiliated with
several of then(. * pr- ms, the data available to OE planners have sometimes
tended to overwhelm the specific information needs for which they were collected.
Thus, our intention was not to contribute to the existing literature on indi-
vidual projects by monitoring existing grants, because that function was already
being fulfilled by other contractors, agencies, or consultants. In fact, much
of the existing evaluation information was not relevant to the task of col-
lecting information and performing analyses to highlight strategic organiza-
tional, and innovative characteristics of exemplary projects. Our charge.

then, was to provide general information abouﬁ which strategies applied by the
thirteen sites selected for the case studies show promise for use by similar

programs and projects in the future.

Conceptual Problems: Impact

In redesigning the study to meat new needs, interviews were con-
ducted with program staff, planning staff, and project monitors in the
Office of Education. We also conferred with staff members of "Task Force
*72," the group charged with developing new programs to provide the Center's
services. From these interviews emerged a set of conceptual problems for our
study. The Office of Education was concerned about four general categories
of variables on which projects may have impact:

1. The characteristics of institutions involved in NCIES

projects, and the nature of the relationships among
these institutions;

2. The innovations in training process and curriculum
supported by the projects;

3. The recruitment, selection, admission and placement
procedures for participants; and

4. The general substantive design of the projects.

Each of these categories of variables presented different kinds of conceptual
problems which had to be dealt with continuously in the course of the study. In

terms of the institutional characteristics of existing projects, emphasis was
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given to the complex relationships between Institutions of Higher Education
(IHEs), Local Fancation Agencies (LEAs), State Education Agencies (SEAs),

cor her groups or agencies that might be involved. The very
natu... .. each nwCIES project dictates that there be at least two institutions
involved: at minimum, an IHE to provide training and an LEA in which to base
the practicum component of the training. This concern also involved certain
research issues which appear in the literature with some regularity.

In short, the research question was whether programmatic aid through different

kinds of institutions or institutional arrangements was influenced by

“the kind of operation planned by a given project. We were then concerned with

how that difference affected the training and service sponsored by the Center
at a given site.

In studying training and curricular innovations, priority was given
to understanding the degree and direction of change which participants (staff,

faculty, students, or client systems) attributed to the project. We did not

" expect to be able to identify effects strictly attributable to a project.

We were willing to deal with "softer" issues, more subfective judgments, and
greater detail of description. For example, it would have been difficult to
measure in absolute terms such factors as the relative balance between in-class
and out-of-class activity for trainees; the orientation of the curriculum and
the planning which went into a special or innovative curriculum for the
project; and the kind, degree, and range of supervision in the practicum or
service-oriented part of the overall curriculum. Therefore, it appeared to

be more important to assess such iSsues relative to past procedures in given
institutions, and subjectively, in the context of how they affected the trainees,
the staff, and the institutions at a given site.

This approach was based on several considerations. It was not the

purpose of the study to evaluate a set of programs, nor to evaluate individual

projects in terms of overall program objectives. It was rather our purpose to

understand the constraints a project or project director had to face, and the
strategies by which those constraints were overcome. Certainly the descriptive
and analytical framework was evaluative in part. Yet the evaluative or

success critéria were project specifid. The degree of change perceived by a

project--by staff, trainees, and leadership--was more important than the degree



to which a project adhered to given objectives, or the level of innovation
relative to other insti’'utions. Another major consideration was the distinc-
tion between the * ims "innovation" and "change," which is discussed in more
detail later in this chapter. Finally, the responsibility for policy oriented
research directed our conceptual efforts toward the implications of certain
general project, program and center-wide strategies for change and innova-
tion. The study had to deal with change and change theory exclusively in

the context of decisions which are and will be the responsibility of programs.in
the general area of concern reflected in current NCIES thinking. This is not,
then, a study on the general question of education change. Again, this issue
is discussed in greater detail below.

With regard to recruitment and vczlection, the prime concern was the
projects' services to specifi¢ target groups. For the majority of the projects
and for the entire Center, a central mission was to improve educational
accessibility and service to and for minority group members. This concern was
reflected in the initial selection of sites for these case studies. Clearly,
the concer interacted with others, for in some cases it was a major
"innovation" to recruit minority members, and in some cases a major inter-
institutional activity. Yet the change in procedures could reflect a more
substantive institutional impact. Such change could extend beyond the scope
of individual admissions and, in some cases, beyond the scope of specific
projects. We were interested in such change, where it occurred, for its
implied effect on institutions just as much as for its observed or reported
impact on individuals, faculty members, or institutions.

Finally, in terms of the design of projects, the emphasis was on the
kind and degree of interdisciplinary or interagency overlap and cooperation.
The programs planned to succeed those considered by this study were to be
concerned with maximizing impact by coordinating different sources of funds to
meet specific targeted needs. Even among the current NCIES programs considered
here, there was an emerging policy of interagency funding or multi-target goal
development. For example, in several sites TTT and COP were overlapping

programs, with TTT offering supervision for pareprofessionals in COP projects.

—
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Such cooperation was intended by policy makers as a means of getting maximum
mileage from limited funds. That concern was reflected in the study by an
examination of the different levels of a project's operations, to find out

the kind of incorporation or cooperation which occurred. In a number of cases
this examination was limited to the degree of interdepartmental or interdisciplin-
ary cooperation achieved by individual projects, since multi-agéncy funding did
not exist. Yet in all cases, the relationship of the project to other projects,
degree programs, or career mobility programs was examined in detail in order to
denote the management and planning strategies of the projects themselves.

These four areas of conceptual development emerged in the preliminary,
or familiarization, phase of the study. Together they contributed to an
increasingly concrete view of institutional impact, of the impact of NCIES in
several sites. The idea of institutional impact became the focus for data

collection. "Impact" was defined for this study as: change in institu-

tional characteristics, either internally or inter-institutionally; in

training or curriculm; in recruitment, selection or admission; in place-

ment of trainees; or in community response.

A Theoretical Framework

It is not possible to undertake an effort such as the present one
without foundations. There is a framework underlying this study, both in
terms of its theoretical orientation and its focus on the problems facing
the Office of Education. First of all, it should be streésed that this
study is not typical field research in orgénizational dynamics. We hope
to address issues of direct relevance to OE planners and program managers
rather than to make general contributions to organizational theory. This
is not to say that we do not see this effort as being relevant to theo-
retical issues. Rather, we have directed our efforts primarily towards
investigating the effects of variables that can be manipulated by OE through
their program gquidelines or through other mechanisms such as their grant award

procedures. In short, our task may be characterized as policy research.

The difference between policy research and other forms of social

science research is the level and type of decision making which may be guided
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by the findings. This study is designed to provide information to policy

makers, at the national, state, and local level. It is not designed to pro-~

~vide a new model of educational change, nor suggest widely . 1i~-77~

rules or laws.

Because this study is intended to guide policy making, there is but a
limited utility in updating existing change theory and suggesting revisions to
that theory. 1In the course of our research, a wide range of theory was review-
ed and there were regular attempts to check theory with the data from the case
studies. To complete the prelude to a research design, it was necessary to
specify the processes by which institutional impact was expected, in order
to develop general hypotheses about the projects and the institutional changes
intended by the Bureau. Early in our familiarization meetings and interviews,

two terms emerged: innovation and strategy. In our literature review, a

third was highlighted: organizational response to change.

Tnnovation

Defined as a process, innovation became similar to Everett Rogers'
definition of the process of adoption: inducing new institutional and
organizational behavior through the identification of adopters, and pro-
moting the new behavior through an institution or organization until
that behavior becomes accepted. Such a process involves:

e The specification of the desired new
orgahizational behavior (a goal);

e Development of techniqgues for implementing
+he new behavior (strategies); and

o The actual implemen+zation of the innovational
techniques and inctitutions' responses to the
interventions. .

As with inter-institutional planning, this problem area reflected the
nature of the projects, since all applied the language of innovation_and
all were planned to implement a variety of innovations. Innovation,
reform, and new types of training and curriculum have been consistent process
goals of the Center from its beginning. Plans for new programs were being

devéloped to maintain these goals. We were concerned with the dimernsions of



=a2EREL

Sean .

el

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

change and the overall direction of change i~ equally .. much
as with the occurrence or absence o: change or innovation. In thus defiring
"innovation" or "change" as both process variables and, tentatively, as
impact variables, we had to deal witn the specific problem in the literature
and in the projects ¢* overlapping definitions of innovation and change.

For the purposes of this report, let us consider the institution as
a kind of spider-web. A 'change' may pull the spider-web in one direction
or another, but the ezsential pattern remains, and in time even the skewed
'p=ll' which resulted from the change is absorbed and the web returns
essentially to the shape it had before. An 'innovation', in our definition,
means breaking the web so that it has to be restrung differently and takes
a shape which is nou even potentially similar to the original shape. Using
the spider-web analogy, an innovation may ur-hook one of the main strands of
the web so that it must »e hooked up someplace new (i.e., another source of
funus) which will ic tu-— affect the sh=pe of the resulting web. Or the web
can :e torn so that larg« pieces are now attached at very difforent placeé,
covering either a wider area or a different one, and a different shape
suggesting different service delivery svstems. Change, however, may merely
be a strengthening of existing pathways or hooks, addition of more rounds
in the web, or maybe even joining several similar webs. Both structures
are designed to catch "flies" - students, clients, community support,

prestige. Thus, this definit:on assumes only partial qualitative difference

between change and innovation. Both are modifications of the existing

structure. Innovation can bec me "revolution" when the existing structure
is demolished and a very different structure is put together to perform
some of the old functions.

Change can be considered conservative channels which have proven use-

ful, or t= increase the number of channels where the function has been

accepted and were will be a ¢Uod thing. Althouch change may involve reallo-
catior. of scarce resources, sc tkat the strengthening of one segment may
=medn others remain wean or som=wiat vulnerablz nothing really 'new' has
~ceurred.  Lest thiz . »m a dom-zrading of hange, let us add that it

»221d be very 2xciting :Ff schools generally -tr-ngthened the delivery of

:ducation to all childre . This would nc:  .+=n new directions or new



and startling structural changes, but a determined focus of energy on what

is the accepted role of schools - to educate. In this instance, Titie I

of ESEA is within our 'change' definition. Here more resources were to be :
placed where the system was most inadequate in order to do the job the schools
are in business to do. It is a measure of the difficulty of accomplishing

even this kind of change that Title I has been shown to have been subverted

in most school systems so that poverty children did not, in fact, receive
massive educational extras. Thus one has to be extremely careful in asking

for either change or innovation. The press for innovation, as in educating

the Title I target group, may well be a function of sheer frustration in trying
tc shift even a minimum of resources within the existing structure. Innova-
tion in this sense is a way of by-passing the system (structure) by pulling
out one piece, and letting the rest of the system stay virtually untouched.

In this instance, the model would be the "encapsulated" innovation: - a
strange, weird, new process can go its merry way without any visible impact

on the surrounding system. Or the innovation may be something tacked onto

the edge of the system (Head Start), with little or no potential for making “
any structural change in the original web, but allowed a vigorous life o
outside - as long as it 'stays outside! L

A successful innovation, then, is one which eventually is absorbed;
the encapsulated process is taken into fhe system so that no visible boundaries l
exist any more, or the appended innovation merges with the parent web. The
parent web, however, imay be somewhat different as a result, but it is hardly Q
visible by those who have by now become so used to the web's new features

that they seem very familiar. There are of course isolated innovations

which remain suspended or encapsulated and eventually die.

The history of educational innovation (as distinct from educational
change) is fairly dismal. Ideas which were g:eeted as new and different in Eg
the 1940's died out, and were resurrected in the 1960's and 1970's as

new and different. Many if not most of the innovative ideas in education

have been implicit (if not explicit) in educational writing from the time of

O
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Pestalozzi, Herbart, Froebel, Rousseau, Montessori, and Dewey; and current
innova‘:ions are variations on the same themes. That the reinvention of
psngressive education has to take place every other decade is worthy of some
thought; educational institutions may in fact be available for SDEEQEJ but not
innovation.

If the above definitions of change and innovation are acceptable, then
an examination of the results of the present study can be viewed on a continum

of degrees of change. That is, innovation always implies change, but change

does not necessarily imply innovation. Also, where a project has seemed to
shift focus from what was considered an innovation to one which is

quite different, or where a project has little possibility for survival with-
out outside funds, then one can perhaps detect the sinister (sic) shadow of
an innovation.

It has been suggested that one test of an innovation is whether or
not there is resistance. However, change can also produce resistance, when
it means some shifting of funds or personnel, even though the structure is
not touched. BEven in the case of xesistance to innovatio:, one has to be
clear about the source of the resistance. If there is strong and persistent
resistance within the institution, no matter how strong outside support may
be, the innovation will either collapse or be re-focused so that it is only
a 'change.' Moderate institutional acceptance or at least no resistance to
an innovation, can not ultimately survive resistance from outside. No matter
how agreed upon the merits of a program (sex education, desegregation,
community organization) as perceived by 'experts', resistance or opposition
outside the institution (local or national) will effectively modify the
innovation if not entirely destroy it.

With this view of the role of change theory in the present study,
we should now like to explore its implications for our substantive orienta~
tion. Whenever educational leaders deliberately intervene in the educational
process intending to produce‘some ultimate change as the output of their
intervention, they open a Pandora's Box full of sociél, political, economic,
institutional, and interpersonal issues of awesome dimensions. It is too
simple to ascribe this to the open, diffused organizational systems, which
characterize American educational institutions. It is true that power is

distributed in dozens of different ways across rLocal Educational Agencies (LEAS)
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and the State Education Agencies (SEAs} of which they are a part, so tnat

each of the several yJroups interested in the educational structure may have
multiplé inputs at various points on ;he decision making hierarchy. It is

also true that, at the federal level, the Office of Education has

traditionally restricted itself to advisory and supportive roles in terms of
program planning, functioning as conduit for federal support funds. .This con-
straint is largely the result of the Consktitution historically granting the
ultimate authority for education to the states, and hasbnot been seriously
altered despite recent Congressional appropriations of targeted funds to LEAs
states, Programs such as ESEA Title I, which provide funds for special
problems and special target populations, are nevertheless administered by the
LEA or SEA accepting them. Congress and the courts have tended to avoid strict
enforcement of program guidelines, so that the role of OE in these cases remains
advisory. '

Despite the openness and plurality of the American educational systems,
it is much too simplistic to ascribe the difficulty in producing organiza-
tional change in them to this factor alone. Educational organizations differ
from other organizations in several very important respects. Although the
organizational structure of many systems appears to be hierarchical, highly
centralized or even authoritarian, an order from above (from a LEA super-
intendant, Institution of Highe¥ Education (IHE) dean or SEA official) is met with
a variety of responses. No principal can tell his teachers how to teach in
the way that a factory foreman can direct his ‘employees to operate their equip-
ment. And this perhaps is as it should be, because most teachers know how to
teach better than their administrators. Further, almost all educational
organizations are supported with public funds. Consequently, tHey are, in theory
and in perception, accountable to those who supply the funds (taxpayers, legislatures)
for their actions. '

But in one respect, educational organizations are like all other systems.
They have their own unique developmental histories, an intrinsic need to
develop and maintain some organizational identity, and adaptive mechanisms to
deal with intrusive forces. Change, whether it stems from the normal
developmental processes within the institution or from external sources, is an
event of consequence for the institution and it must be dealt with. This is.

not to say that all change meets with resistance, but that all external
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pressures to change (such as those applied by NCIES projects) must be responded

to in some fashion.

It would at this point be useful to set forth some assumptions about

ct

he nature of institutional responses to pressures for change. This will serve
as a framework within which we may set our study. Note that we are not intend-

ing to test the adequacy of these notions here. Rather, we are presenting

them as the assumptions which guided our selection of variables and our search
for significant issues. It is within this framework that we shall organize

'] our data, analyze them, and attempt to draw conclusions about the operation

of the projects under study.

Institutions establish their identity in the form of goals and
structures for acquisition of those goals. Secondary structures are quickly
developed to deal Qith the managerial, task-oriented issues. Formal and in-
formal rules emerge which facilitate either the goal of task-oriented functions

and, on occasion, both. In any case, goals (either the external goals of the

institution or the internal goal of maintenance of the system) and the
structures designed to accomplish them constitute‘the identity of the
institution. When an external force seeks to produce change in these systems,
there is a finite set of response categories.available to the institution:
1 ra@sistance, submission or adaptation.

An external force may be resisted on the grounds that it is harmful either
to goals or management of the organization. This perceived threat may be
countered in an infinite number of ways. VYet there are many times when change will

be accepted without resistance. If the new way really is better ‘than the old (and is

FRREE oo

perceived as such by the organization), or the force for change is too power-
ful to resist, the change will be incorporated into the institution.

More often, the final product of such a confrontation falls between

5 ;:;%-;»:‘

these extremes. The organization may adapt itself to render the discrepancy

% produced by the change less threatening or it may adapt the invading change, re-
* define its aims or redirect it to peripheral parts of the organization. There
% it can be isolated and kept minimally harmful.
:
] I-15
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Educational Institutions

Schools and éolleges are basically conservative. Although some
observers feel that educators are faddists, jumping on every new
band-wagon which promises to deliver something new and different, a careful
examination of the so-called fads does not reveal many of them to he either
long lasting or of major structural significance. The story of change in
educational institutions is one of slow accretion, small additions and
modifications over time with major institutional features hardly touched
at all. Although today's public school does look different from the Dame
School or Academy of the 17th and 18th centuries, modifications which have
occurred have been essentially towards performing the same functions:
literacy, social control, vocational preparation, acculturation. These goals
for a mass society have produced an organizational pattern which is
recognizable throughout the country, and influences non-public schools as
well. The schools are basically hierarchical institutions, pyramidial
in fprm, with power located at the top and directed down towards subordinates.
Defining educational limits, priofities, and other substantive questions
rests with a lay board, who also of course control finances derived from
public funds. Individual teachers, schools, or school sub-systems cannot
extricate themselves from this network. In almost every instance, new pro-
grams (changes or innovations as they may be defined) affect some classrooms,

some schools, some positions; rarely if ever is a whole system ‘'changed.' It

'is a bit like nibbling at a piece of cheese to see if it is safe to swallow

more, or if there is a trap at the other end. The story of educational change
is of programs which come and gc, leaving little if any trace ~ehind. The
ones that remain have been adopted by the system because they 'fit': facili-
tating the system in doing more of the same with some promise of increased

efficiency or ‘peace.

Both public schools and colleges are essentially conservative, but for
somewhat different reasons. The pre-college institutions are conservative
because they deal in a scarce andvhighly valued commodity - one's own children.
With only two or three bearers of one's own immortality, no parent willingly -
submits this precious cargo to be tampered with. Experiment with my children? .l

Néver! This does not simply reflect "if it was good enough for me, it is good enough
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for my children," kind of thinking. That is far too simplistic an explana-

tion for a very deeply felt and ubio’*“jous phenomenon. It is rather the
emotional burden placed by parent: .-~ children, their investment -in the
children of their hopes for the :.“ -. 1In addition, children are visible
current evidence of parental succcess (of failure). It is understandable that
schools would be conservative if they only educated children of the elite, in
which instance.they would have an important mission in supporting the status quo.
When all the children go to school, however, support for the status quo may

be dysfunctional. It is the status quo which keeps millions of individuals

‘in subsisnence level or below, and which deflects the ambition of those at the

bottom of the heap. Fortunately for those who benefit most from the status
quo, parents at whatever level have been socialized in the same way: children
are too valuable for anyone to try out new or different procedures on them.
While what exists is not too good, who can assure that something new will be
better? If the schools have not served the poor very well, mavbe a new
propecsal will serve them even less well.

The poor often are among the most conServative of the parental and
community groups which ihe school serves. Again, this can be attributed to
a social norm which identifies school failure as, something inherent in the
individual. It is not the school who has failed, it is the child (ox his
parents). Thus every parent who has been defeated by the schools wants his

children to succeed in the same school as a kind of vindication of who the

parents are - basically good (educable) people. 'If the school changes too
much, what's the glory? Perhaps the hurdles aren't really as high, or the
success really as significant as when I tried, and failed!'

The have-nots are understandably suspicious of any changes in
institutions made from on high, which is seen as the same thing as the elite.
It has never been in the interests of the poor that elites haye
supported policy changes - and this the poor know very well indeed. As
critics of programs for 'disadvantaded' children have pointed out, many
times this means not educating such children rigorously at all, but letting
them express their 'natural' style, and remain ignorant of reading, writing,

arithmetic, and other survival skills - the mastery of which might lead many



out of poverty or disadvantage. The self~defeating aspects of this view of
educational change and disadvantaged clientele are behind most of the attempts
to change schools and educational programs. Few if any such programs penetrate
~the institution, not only because they fail to deliver 'instant' learning
(most of them couldn't anyway because they are too shallow in design or under-
standing of the dynamics of learnirng) but because general community support
cannot be mobilized. Furthermore, school functionaries who have most to do
with impoverished communities typically do not believe that they can be fully
educated (and some believe they do not deserve to be). The believers and
the missionaries among educators are not welcomed in front-line or signitficant
decision-making situations. Such individuals either outrage the system and
are fired, or frustrated so by the system that they leave, or give up and be-
come passive or bitter pieces of the system. These latter individuals are
often the first to say about almost any new thing: "We tried it, and it
didn't work," or "It won't work with our kids - I know."

There are, therefore, very important psychological and socioclogical
reasons for the conservative nature of the schools. We shall discuss
later where the institution may be available for change, because all is not
hopeless. But let us look at institutions of higher learning to see if they,
unlike public schools, can change.

There are many kinds of colleges and universities in the United States.
This very variety has made it possible for most IHEs to remain basically
unchanged over the decades. Since attendance is voluntary, there is little
if any need to change in order to attract clientele, particularly when there -
are more students who want to get in tharn there are spaces (especially for
public institutions). Private institutions, more sensitive tc¢ changing
demands, may appear to change in order to cater to new clients (students).
However, the interchangeability of the degree, or credits earned towards a
degree, limits the kind of institutional difference available. A college
cannot be so different that its students are kept out of other educational
institutions or prevented from obtaining certificates, licenses, etc.
Accrediting associations, extra-legal bodies which are voluntarily assigned

the poiicing function to see that institutions are in fact interchangeable,
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only limit innovation to the extent that the subscribing institutions

approve. Professional accrediting associations are also proufessional protective
associations, exacting a high institutional price for delivering a pro-
fessionally acceptable product: doctor, dentist, lawyer. Entry into
professions is guarded by this academic market exchange, and this in turn

makes institutional change difficult, and unlikely.

There are a few genuinely innovative colleges; typically they are
private, expensive, and small. Rich, old, Ivy League type colleges may rave
some innovations, but the very fact that they take place in such selective
institutions makes large open-admissions universities 'know' that such innova-
tions would not work for them. Size of institution is almost without question
a major inhibitor of change of any significant kind. Too many people, too
many pieces, both within and outside (alumni) make change improbable. The
hierarchical nature of the college and university, although similar to that of
the schools, differs in degree of close control that is possible or permissable.
Trustees can veto changes, but usually do not meddle with professional
training if propcsed changes have full professional support. The mystique of
the professional is pafticularly effective in medicine, engineering, and
dencistry. The closer the professional training comes to everyday life -
nursing, teaching - and the lower in status and prestige (which may be a result
of being close to everyday life) the more likely it is that the conservative
control of trustees will become visible.- Most college and university_trustees
are white, male, rich, and old. These characteristics relate to conservative
attitudes. Public institutions are more apt to have the most conservative
trustees; public money is at stake.

The instructional staff of colleges and universities, although apt to

be suspect as intellectuals, are conservative when institutional innovations

are proposed. The most radical psychologist or sociologist who advocates
very unconventional theories, typically adheres to the graduate school
syndrome: rigid academic standards, 'tough' screening of candidates, and
'publish or perish' for promotion within the system. When students were
agitating for change at many campuses very few staff members joined, and

these were often non-tenured and peripheral individuals. Also, few student
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di.sturbances were directed at demandir : educational reform in any
significant fashion. Pass/fail gradi , later time to drop courses, more
electives, dropping unpopular requirzments such as physica. =ducation and
foreign languages, addition of 'instart courses' in Zen or macrobiotics or
ecology which did not need to be institutionalized - these did happen - and
they made no difference whatsoever in institutional processes.

Most students would like IHEs to be more humane, teachers to be more
interesting, and dormitory food to be more palatable, but few want college
to be really different. In fact, if coilege were to undergo very
significant change students and parents might worry that the education would
not be 'useful' - that is, would not be worth much in the academic or any
other marketplace.

Two other forces operate to keep both schools and colleges conserva-
tive institutions. Schools, like churches, engage us at a close emotional
level. It takes an act of conversion to change one's religious affiliation.
There is very great resistence to any changes in religiocus ritual. Schools
are quite similar because, as was pointed out, they have our children. But
beyond this, they are one of the few general institutions which require some
portion of each of us. Other public institutions, such as courts, hospitals,
the post office and the military, impinge on us only once in a while, and then
when we are most helpless or fragmented. Or, like the post office, it
doesn't matter as long as its simple service is accomplished. Schools are
within the public's control so that they can keep their predictability.

The acculturation function of education also makes the school
peculiarly resistent to change: if there are any eternal verities then the
school is the only place where everyone can be exposed tc them - such as
spelling, grammar rules, the multiplication tables, and acceptance of adult
authority.

Critics of education can point out the many ways the schools fail.
Everyone is an expert on education, and few are satisfied with the schools.
But there is tremendous social inertia - or active opposition - when plans for
major overhaul are proposed. And maybe this resistance to change is a good
thing. It may be symbolic of an important social and psychological reality:
the more things change, the more must some things remain unchanged. Perhaps
those who advocate innovation and change in the schools need to re—examine‘

what they are really asking people (parents) to do. If this is a valid view
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>f the problem of educational change, then perhaps different strategies can
ne devised in order to se= that scheools do better the job that the public wants
ione - namelf, educate children and youth.

As mentioped earlier, a second factor which inhibits change in schools
and college is that the bureaucratic structure does not work the way such
structures work in other kinds of hierarchical organizations. Although orders
come from above to those below, and there are status differences, those below
may in fact be supériof to t° = above. A physicist can intimidate any
college president (unless the president is also a physicist and has kept
up with his field). A first grade teacher can make it quite clear to a

superintendent, supervisor or principal tlhat she knows more about beginning

reading than they do - and she may well be right. The hierarchy of professionals

does not support directed change. Although new ways of teaching and classroom
organization may be tried out in elementary and secondary schools, they may
founder {(or be sabotaged) because the teachers who 'know' do not see the new
procedures as suitable, for their subject or their pupils. A college
administrator would be considered out of his mind if he were to tell any
instructor how to teach anyﬁhing. It just is not done.

Nor can colleagues control each other. A department or group of
teachers may agree on changed procedures, but as soon as new personnel come in,
or some of the original group leave, it is very possible to revert to the
status.quo ante. Only if the group has control over who enters, and can
socialize them to a new set of norms and behaviors, can any segment of a
school hope to institutionalize a change or innbvation. This is very difficult
to do in practice because colleagueship is not built into the structure.
Teachers 'own' their classrooms; "these are my students." Tenure makes it
possible for teachers to protect their domains without fear of reprisal.

We have not mentioned all of the other constraints upon the schools
which make change or innovation improbable, but most of them are the same as
for any institution: tradition, ritual, age of participants, fear of new
things, etc. What we have tried to do is to pull out some of those elements
which make schools and colleges less amenable to modification than many other

institutions.
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Ic tifyin:z strategies would appear to be a simple task, since one

could 7 er: . read -ne program guidelines. However, words mean different
things “o Zi.:ferer= people, as is obvious in examining projects developed
under tne ne prosram.  In fact, an overall strategy cf Federal pro-
gremmir ; ... education appears to be that rather wide discretion will be

allowed in project development within any given title. In the develop-
mental phases of érograms this in undoubtedly wvaluable, since a wide
range cf experiences trying out a number of approaches should result in
identifying those with potential and those which are dead-end. However,
and our study undoubtedly reflects this view, there comes a time when one
ceases to repeat essentially similar 'experiments.' The object of this
study, therefore, is to identify some strategies which appear to bear

a greater potential for supporting change and innovation.

In the remaining sections of this chapter, we approach the issue of
strategies from several different directions. First we present a review of
the literature, identifying strategies which appear frequently in studies of
leadership and organizational change. Next we review the strategies we actually
found at work in the case study Projects. We then contrast these reviews with
the Office of Education's strategy assumptions and overall approach to stimu-
lating educational change. Finally, we use& facet analysis to synthesize and
condense these three sources - the literature, the case studies, OE policy

and practice - into a system of hypotheses represented by a mapping sertence.
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Leadership and Change: A Review of the Literature

The literature on organizational change displays a uniform assumption
of the utility of the leader-follower dichotomy. Where this hierarchic arrange-
ment is questioped at all, it is usually an effort toward a temporary necessity
for improved communication, on some level by some means, between management
and subordinates, between school administrators and teachers.- The literature
that purports to deal with organizational change tends to point to the necessity
of closing the schism between leader and follower to the degree that these roles
are apt to be in conflict.

The literature on emergent leadership demonstrates that in some instances
the demarcation between leader and follower is not always easily perceptible
when *he empirical circumstances are carefully examined. When this is the case
the central focus of literatuve treating the process of change in organizations
will be expected to be on specified organizational characteristics which exist,
or can be established, to promote‘the exchange of communication and ihteraction
between persons performing different functions in an oxganization to see who
is in fact leader or follower. Lurking among the inssumptions is the accept-
ance of the legitimacy and appropriateness of hierarchical bureaucratic struc-
tures of management. This is accompanied by the implication or assertion that
a man with power initiates change and others do the changing. Whether change
does in fact occur most effectively - or exclusively ~ as the result of
individual actions or must occur only as the result of bureaucratic decisions
is one focus of this review. Another focus is to examine the implications
hierarchical management relations may hawe for innovation adoption in schools -
specifically, are there particular strategies of change indicated by the
literature to be of surpassing effectiveness in yielding organizational
innovation adoption?

Rogers and Shoemaker* are most representative in the literature on

leadership and change of positions relying on the individual as the effective

*Communication of Innovation, New York: The Free Press, 1971.

I-23



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

adopter of innovation, whether independent of, or as a rart of, an organi-
zation. Their position may be summarized as follows:
I1f we regard a school as a social system, then the school system's
adoption of team teaching will lead to individual teacher's
decisions to change their teach