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The state of lmowledge about planned: change bas advanced markedly in the
past decade, Years of trial and arror plus t.hat increased federal, state and
s Private funding o reé/earch and, programatic efforts in the area/of innovation
»  have provided a malth of experiemce and data tbat is mpreaaivo. Yet those
" of us eitting at the stato level see local districts still struggling in
.somatimes painfully contorted ways to develop iccnse We see exclting: programs
fall when we thought théy had every chance of 8ucceea: And we see other
prograns succeed when we thought they were cert.nin to fail. In response, vwe
) eatab;.ish new pxjoposal ftmd.i.ng' criteria; we provlde technical asaiatance
énd 01‘;h9r kinds o\f programmatic support; we try to create statewide modela
for others to emulate; and thep we cross our ﬁ.ng?ra and hope. But that
has sianLv not been em;ugh. ‘
> We need more sound strategiea--"ﬂrmly rooted in practice," as
: Matthew mlee described at last year's AERA meeting-that state and local
systens can realistically «rploy. The i.mpreaaive abundance of research
litarature on .planned change is often lacking in 'what's really happening
at the implementation level" and more concemed with "what .ought to be
going on." #(Miles, 197%) Gene Hall expressed similar sentiments in his
paper, "Me Concerns Based Adoption Model": :
Suffice to say-pwe need much more knowledge about
variables that facilitate or imreds the adoption
 of educational innovations, and we need many more

practical tools that change agents crn employ to
sfacilitate adoption. " Pe 2o

Reaearch havi.ng an "action purpose" was also one of the m;.jor
prand.soe of Kenneth Ieithwod'a "Revised Model of School Change" {AERA, 197h)e
Quotdng Chin :nd Downey (1973), he poinlted out how underdeveloped the

;




literature was in "Type A Klowledge...(that is)

esgbasic lcnowledge fooused boward intervention :
and delibverate intentional and planned change.
It is a set of selectively retained tentatives
- based on theory and research on hoy to bring about.
change, and it has an action purpose."

. ‘P 2, Lelthwood, 197h

Net only do we need to lmow more about which change strategles work
and uh;.ch do not, but we need to attend more to. the "uﬁique characteristlcs
‘of the school eye’bem in contrast to other kinds of systems." ~ (Leithwood,
197L) Many change models are conc ed with other environments, (i.e.
agricultural jnnovationa: Wilkening, 1953, 1963; Rogers, 1962, 1969) ‘or
organizations (Lewin, 19149; Lippitt, Watson, and Wesley, 1958; Mann and
Wlliams, 1960; Havelock and Benne, 1967), ch are difficult to adapt ’
1¢ not downright irrelevant to school systems. (See Pincus, 1971;) Soma

' ehange models (‘Social Interaction of Havelock, for example)don't Zocus
on t.he organization at all but ratb,er at the individnal as the user or

adopter of an innovation. - -
. k »

Nature of this étugx‘ -

The purpose of this tudy, "What Makes fnnovacion Work in Massachusetts?"#
4s to address some of these concems and £111 in same of these gaps. It
seeka to obtain "more knowledge about variables that facilitate or impede
't.he adoption of educational innovations;" (Hall) and in.so daing arrive

at some realistic strat.eglea that local and state change agents can use to

i
-
+The comi)le ,study is em.it.lsl"What Makea Innovation Work in Massachusetts 4
W1l be published in April, 1975, ©
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fa%ilit.ate {nnovation. It aims to 4est established diffusion theories
(Havelock, Chin, Rogers et al) through the Massachusetts experience,
and thereby either validate established models or ;uggest a new model
of chaxpe. It also tests the personal theories of individual state and

local diffusion leaders (some of which have become'widely practiced),

. 3 . .
to discover how applicable they are. And it compares innovation in 1974

with earlier strategles to determine whether the changing economic and .

soclal picture makes some previous theorie.s less relevant,

a ¢ .(
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The Sample

A}

The subjects in this study were 12 ESEA Title III innovative programs
reprqsentipg a 31.5% sample of the total 38 ESEA Tijle III projects tunded
in Massachusetts for the three year perioé i971-The# This population éas
chosen because it was the first group of projects to be selected and fundéd
completely by the Massachusetts Department of Education contrary to the
prior funding process administered directly from Washington. Hence, the
rrojects ‘represented the state's first efforts to influence directly the
degree of diffusion that would take place at the end of three years. }n \
addition, all 38 ;eople were in their third year of funding at the time of

the/study making it possible to determine the degree of adoption that

: wod;d take-place in 1974-75. (See APFENDIX I for a comparison of sample

and pooulatior. ) _ y

Projects were grouéed into three strata representing range of
adoption/local support from O% - 100%. Preliminary data was collected
on (1) the amount of in-kind and dollar support each project had received
over the three years from the local district, and (2) projections of local
take;ver in 1974~75. Group I--Not adopted included all programs that had
either been entirely discontinhed'or vere continuing with absolutely no

local cash aupport. Group II--Sem -Adopted-encompassed programs that

.vnre,continuing on a smaller scale w1?h local funds. (Or at the same’

rate with supplementary assistance from other state, federal, or foundation

gources. ) Grbup I1I--Adopted--included progfams which the local districts
’ |

were supporting at ‘the same level or greater than was initially backed by

federal funding.

o

#Te 12 progecté covered a total of 87 school districts which is 22% of.
all Lie districts in Massachusetts.

\ -h- . -
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A atratified.random selection was then made of the 12 programs to be
used in this stday. The number of projects was proportional to the number

in each cell.#
VYarlable Areas . .

The dependent variab.e for the study, the level of adoption, was
chosen for two reasons: (i) from a financial point of view ad0ption.
was rquily quantifiable (the 30--60% local support required by state
regulations coﬁld be easily calculated); and (2) local adoption is the
main criterién used by the state and federal education agehciee to judge

the success of an ESEA Title III project.
\

A list of 23 dependent variables was determined from preliminary
interviews and a review of the literature. _These m:-Gc up the 29

hypotheses which can be found in Appendix II. Variables were grouped

—~

in six main areas as, follows:

1. The Environment--Some Characterisitics of the Schotol and.
Commnity: ,
Socio/economic information-median' income, major profession;
school budget information-amount spent per student, number
_~ of specialists in the system, Professional days for personnel,
etc.; whether district had a Tit}e III project before dnd if
so whether it was adopted.

2., Installation of the Innovation--Origin and Development :

‘Who hegan the program, whether or not, diffusion leader was
jnvolved in the early states, amount of dstrict support,
. whether there was a need for the program, assessment?

#Later the numbers shifted somewhat because of the changing commitments
of the school districts, making an even distribution of 3 in Group I; 3
in Group II; and 6 in Group III. Group III was originally divided into

. two groups--continuation at the same level and continuation at a greater
level. For purposes of data analysis, the two were later collapsed.
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Trial Period--The Operation of the Program

Extent to which the program achieved its objectives,
evaluation findings, vieibility and tangibility of program,
prograrmatic design.

Trial Period=--School System Support

Extent of support--financial, moral, time and resources;
dissemination; involvement of decision makers; diffusion
of activities throughout districts. '

Trial Period-~State Department of Education Support
Nature and kind of support; assistance in diffusion.

Trial Period--leadership Style of the Diffusion Leader

[ 4
From inside or outside the district; experience in program
area, management ability, leadership ability, flexibility,
etc.

A list of these areas and the data sources can be found in Appendix III.

Data Collection and Analysis °

Data were collected in a variety: of ways.

1.

2e

.

Program Interviews: Five individuals connected with the
project were interviewed--a diffusion leader, aproject staff
member, the Superintendent of Schools, a user, (a2 participating
teacher, administrater, parent, or student ), and the appointed
state liaison working with the program. -

ggestionnaires: Diffusion leaders and superintendents of
achools campleted a fact sheet on financial and demographic
eharacteristice of their respective programs or districts;
questions on the role of the state were completed by the
diffusion leaders.

Checklists: Each of the five individuals mentioned in #1 above
described the program by selecting from a list of 30 ERIC
deseriptors. '



L. Evaluation Reports: All evaluation reporis connected with
the programs »-.v read and rated by a team of researchers to
guage how well the program achieved its objectives.

S. Proposals and .:-hi:uuticn (= tns

The origiﬁal proposals and continuation grants were read and -
analyzgd for range and scope of objectives.

6. Historical Data: DMonthly program progress reprts completed
by the diffusion leacers and state reports completed by the
ljaison were read and analy:ed for progress and problems.

7. Cenpus Tract Data: Median incore, occupations, et¢c. were
collected on the individual communities. (In the case of
collaboratives, it was collected on the LEAs#the district
acting as conduit for funding).

8. Adoption Data Shée@g: In June, 1974, the superintendents of
achools completed data sheet on the extent of financial
takeover of the programs for 197u-T5- : , '
) \

Instruments were piloted in two programs--one single and one milti-districts--
and revised over a three-month period. Interviews were conducted in
the spring of 197k and the remainderof the data was collectéd and

gnalyzed in the summer and fall. -

;

Frequencies were obtgined for all interview items. lTests of
association (Chi Séuare) and comparisons between means‘(t~tests) were
. performed on appropriate data. The Contingency Coefficient (C) was
used on statistically significant Chi Square data to provide a measure

of the degree of correlation.

yindings

The study found that the variablesfmost strongly related to the

adoption of innovations clustered in three main areas.
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I. Systematic Flannirg, Implementation anc Evelvation of Cbjectives

The-first ma jor aré& is that of crutenavic ravirg, i~plementation and
evaluation of objectives. Accorcing to all ¢raluation veports and to the
opinions of users and decision makers alike. acopted prog.;ams het their
objectives to a significantly greater extent than did non adopted programs.
They tended to have spent longer in careful planning of the programkt
(Clark & Guba, 1965 ) and to have ! ad some pilot experience and expertise
in the program areas of the project than did non adopted leaders. And
the objectives of adopted programs werc more realistic/dcnievable, more
compatible (Rogers, 1971) more tangible (easy-to widerstand and to explain),
and more visible (effecting observable chances in the user) than were the
objectives in the non adepted progrags. As a result, users felt more
satisfaction from their participation in the adopted -rograms than did
users in the non adopted programs. Fuitherrorc, non users and decision
makers alike could see and understand more clearly the achievements in

the adopted programs.

Changeabilitx

Systematic planning and implemnntation ircre also demonstrated in
the variable of changeability. Acopted prog:rars recded to change their
objectives less frequently in order ‘o operate succcssfully +haa did
the non adopﬂed progfams And viiile the latter group found they were
frequently ¢'1.? .5 entire dirensions soretimes because of negatlve
feedback from school and cormnity, “he progrum changes in the adopted

group were frequently =~€s to expand an activity because 1% was so

%as did non adopted leaders to a significant exvent. »

-8~
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positively received. (1ike woridng with an additional school or more
teachers etce) In fact, by the third year of operation, most of the
adopted programs had expanded by far to the greatest number of szhools

and districts.

Evaluation

An important part of this syate:!tatic planning and 1nipiemantat.10n
process was the use of periodic avaluation to measure prog::ese. Adopted
programs relied significantly more on syétematic evaluation to achieve
their objectives--both the sponsored annual on-site visits and internal
project evaluators--than did the non adopted programs. Staffs and
diffusion leaders alike were more positive in their endorsement of
evaluation as a useful tool in their progr.ams' operations. In fact.

. Jeaders of the adopted programs were found t6 be somewhat more open
"to suggestion/evaluation and significantly more flexible t were

pon &dopted ddrections.

)

II. Network Building--FEarly and W despread Dissemination and Invdlvement.

“ »

The second main area of findings is “that of systematic dissemination
and involvement of decision makers and opinion leaders begun in the
planning stages and continued throughout the program's operation.

| Havelock calls it "Network Building" and in his recent study of UdJS. '
Schooi Districts (11) showed the significance of participation and
#The importance of evaluation is supported in the literature by Rogers
and Shoemaker (1971), Miles (1969), Clark and Guba (1965), and Havelock
(1973). In his recent study, however, Havelock found systematic evaluation

tywas Slightly but significantly related to (innovation) in a negative
direction." (p. 15)




involvement by school and community leaders. (AERA, 1974) Kenneth

Lei thwood pointed out in his "Revised YNodel of School Change" (23)

how important effective commugication was to the innovations he studied.

~ And Rogers (1971), Miles (196L, 1969)‘and Leppett (1958) among others

have repeatedly stressed the key nature of dissemination. So these

findings are no exception. . : ». .

Adopted programs in this study were found to employ many of the

usual means of dissemination to thelr district--articles, newsletters,

. reports. But- what differentiated. their approach from the non adopted

and from some of the research findings eg. (h.D. & D. Model Approaches)
wag-the ffequent and early use of person-to-person contacts,.: Diffusion
leaders and gtaffs had far more informal contact with district

declaiqn makers than did those of non adopted progfams from the early

‘stages on. They tended to make more personal presentations .to school

committees and supportive and non supportive and schoql groups alike,
In the adopted progygms,‘opposition was &ilutcd‘through involvement;
In the non adcpted, it was frequently polérized through avoidance.
Hence, there was a significsant difference between adoptea and non=-
adopted programs in the part this total dissemination effort played

in moving them towards their objectives.

Building a Self-Renewing Capacity

The purpose of dissemnation is to win support in order that
the program will eventually become part of the distrist routine. The

study found that efforts towards institutionalization or routinization

(3
1.
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of the adopted hmovaﬁona (MLlles, 1969) began as early as the planning
stages. They obta.;med more financial, as well as tin;e and resource

support from the schooJ: ditrict: even prior to 'fund:i.ng than did the non
i adopted programs. Memore, mintain;mg and increasing this support
throughcut the opgrat.ion of the program was true to a. significant extent

for the adopted programs.

RElatod to this finding was another _variable--;hat diffusion
1;adars of adopted programs were significantly more empathetic &han
those of mon adopted. Rogers (1971) points out how this quality
\1's important in order that ?&e leader can empathize with cli.erft.a.

It i': also probably true that the ability to empathize with the A ffi-
culties change .causes individuals was 94 quality which facilitated
leader contact with decision makers. |

TYI. Diagnostic Inventory--Need ve. Support

The third main area of variable findi:ngs £all into the general
area of the diagnostic inventory that constitutes the early planning
of an i‘\ovation. In ESEA Title III funded programs, this early
diagnosis takes t:he form of a need; agsessment survey, whereby a need '
for the program 1is ascertained in that particular district. The
necesglty of establishing a need for an innovation is also payt of
the Problem Solving Models (lippitt, Watson and Wesley, 1958; lewin,

1961) and of the recent Havelock and Leithwood findings (AERA, 1974).
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This study found, however, that very few of the adopted pgpograms
actually began from a felt need in the school system. Furthermore,
there was no correlation between doing a noeds assess.ent at the beginning
atages and later adoption of a program. Most of the innovative programs
including the non adopted were seen to come into being because a few

individuals thought the idea had merit.

In truth, the study found few hard and fast rules about the
origin stages of the innovations. Findings showed that early diffuser
leader involvement was not related to later adoption (contrary to Miles,
1969; Rosenau, Hutchins, and Hemphill, 1973). _Nor was the involvement
of large groups of school individuals, Data did not show it key that
the superintendent be the initiator (Carlsom, 196§3, nor that the '
jnitiator be either from within the school.gystem.or conc from outside.‘
(The outside change agent is held by Rogers, 1971; Havelock, 1973;
MacKenzie, 196L) Fufthermore, neither the socio economic makeup of
the community (high median income, professionalism) nor a high per
pupil expenditure were related to later adoption. (In disagreement

with Mort (196L) and Rogers, 1971)

|
Rerly Diagnosis - -

———— — > -

4

The data indicated a few géneralizations can be made sbout the
early disgoosis of an innovation. It showed that while not weélthier,
adopting school districts tended to be more open and flexible in their
attitudes towards their personnel. Almost all of the adopting districts

had adopted an ESEA Title 111 program prmor to the current program and

) ’ R4
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none of the non adopting systems had. It showed that more impoxgant
* than the role of the initiator (diffusion leader, superintendent ete. )
was the credibility tbe individual posdessed in that school district.
Data showed that early support is more important than early need for
a progranme And, perhaps most importantly, the compatibility of the
y innovation itself with the values of the school system affected {i.e.
how radical the proposed change was) not only the beginning but all

phases of its development. (Rogers, 1971) Radical innovations were

not adopted.




I@g Massachuaetts Model

Phase‘I_T-.Instal}ation-TOrig}q and Planning Period /

1., Diagnostic Inventory

2, Systems Analysis -

3. Diagnostic Inventory. =-

L. Dissemination -
S. Network Building -
6 ° Staffing - -

7. Diagnostic Inventory --

L3

Phase I.I.-- Trial Per}_o}d_--'ll‘he

e

8. Temporary System -
¢
\\
9. Disseminatiomst h -
10. Evaluation# -
11. Routinization -

Assess climate for change and decide on
overall program goals.

Formulate program objectives
Test reaction to program in school cormunity.

] .

Spread idea to key decision makers/
opinion leaders. ) -

Procure needed support from school
sys}em decision makers. Early diffusion

Select diffusion leader/staff.

Obtain needed state/federal financial
support if neceseary.

Operatiop‘of_thg Ippoyation‘
Pilot/experiment with.activities.

Involvement of key decision makers/
opinion leaders/users/non users.

Evaluation/revision/adaptation.

Institutionalization--movement from temporary
to permanent system

(Note: This oycle (8,9, and 10) may be repeated until trial is successful)

- —



The ‘Hassachu‘aatta Model (con*f.)

' _P_h_age IIT -- Adoption Pericd ) .

. h e - — At e ey -

\

12. Routinization® ' e~ Final institutionalization/incorporation
of program activities into system

. operation.
\ .

Note: This phase mair’éive rise to another installation phase as program -
activities point out unsolved problems and new areas for investigation.
7/ ) .

-

-
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Recapitulatlon--The Massachusetts Model

The model of school change that is suggested from these findings,
then is an amalgam of many. It contains the lengthy pre-operatlon
diagnosis (of sdpport if not actually need) of the Problem=Solver Models,
the systeﬁﬁ%ié-planning, implementation, and evaiuation of objectiyes
of the RD & D models, and the attention to role'relationships of the
Social Interaotion be paid to the change environment as to the ’
innovation itself. In looking at the model we will examine some of
the organizatimmal realities which underline each construct. We will
theripresenﬁ the strategies that are suggested from this discussion.

Fnally, we will examine the role of the state - that part it played

and the yart it could play in supporting planned c]'fange today.

Diagnostic Inventory v

o

The study found tﬁat establish;ng early support is more related
to later adoption than'ascertaining a need.for the innOVatioh itselfy
This does not mean to imply that all innovations are pnrelated to need. ,
Rathef it says that given the relatively short-term néture of feder§l
funding process which has been the basis of ‘this study) the probability
of there being a deeply felt need for %n innovation is slim indeed.
It seems more realistic to }ook for some early support or consensus'
about the workability of the planned change within the realities’ of the
particular school district. Purthermore, as John Pincus points out
in his article on "Incentives for Innovation in the Public Sgpools,"

(32) it is widely accepted that school districts characteristically see

federal aid money as unreliable--"soft money"~=...and hence "refuse to

«lbe &

23



usess. (it)es.as the basis for any substantial long-run changes in ways
of doing quiness."* (p.li27) This fact, coupled with an organizational
bchai'acterisitic of school syséems which Miles and Schmuck (37) point

out as ?ambiguity and diversity Af é%als," would seem to imply that

the reality of there being a need for one particﬁlar federally funded

program over another is slim indeed.

t
L4

Data also showed that "radical innovations" weren+#t adopted (see
. Appendix II), and that those chanées which were absorbed came frog.’
school cistricts which tended to be more f1é§ib1e and professional
with its personhel, hence, it would be importaﬁt to match the lesel -
‘ of planned change (modest to more radical) with the ability of the
school district to respond. For example, it may be tempting to introduce
drastic changes in a very ritualistic and conservative community,
but the possibility of the change ever taking hold would be slinp indeed.

Furthermore;~given the poor performance data available on innovations,

as John Pincus points out:

why shehild the public endorse orythe schools adopt,
at condiderable travail, new methods that will create
politfcal and institutional prﬁblems, when the
resylting prospects for school improvement are 80
. uncértain? (p. 138) ' //j '
Given these organizational fac?ors the following strategies are suggested

.for a diagnostic inventory.

#ote: This might be a reason why many adopted programs come fronm
di stricts having already adopted a Title III program in the past.




1. Assess the-school district climate for change (openness)

look-at openness to change ifi the past (did it have a previous

Bitle III project for example?); how much it encourages teachers

and other school personnel to try new things, attend conventions,
conferences, visit other classrooms etc.; flexibility in bureaucratic
value structure.

2. Weigh the credibility of the initiators within the school district.

How well received; ether or not szen as "elite" or one end
of a polarity; abilit}y to bring people together in a spirit of
harmony; flexibility and openness to new ideas; expertise in
area of innovation.

3, Ascertain support for innovation within the school community.

[}
Survey willingness to participate (on part of teachers, principals
etc.), interest and involvement of opinion leaders and decision
makers; identlfy forces against planned change and weigh influence
in the community; test willingness to support innovation with

time and money etc.; Assess political climate; economic values.

Systematic Planning, Implementation, and Evaluation of Objectives.

The study also fourd that the objectives of the innovation,
besideg'being compatible with the school system, should be systematically
planned, implemented and evaluated. They should be realistic in light
of time and numbers served,;ﬁﬁfgible in being easy to explain and be
understood, and visible in thai\;he chénges can be seen and not just
déscribed. - Furthermore, the objectives should be periodicaly{ evaluated.
As Watson and Glager point out whak this study found:

Part of any program of change should be a procednfe for
periodic review and revision. Again, the role of the
members of the organization is vital. By inviting them
to. participate in the review, we deépen their commitment <
to the enterprise. If they know that the experiment has
been inaugurated with the intention of re-evaluating it
after a reasonable period of trial, they will accept some
initial inconvenience, aware that they will have a chance
to air their complaints and to modify their programssee
- (p. 36) (38) .

<18~ 'f)/\)
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It is not so much that decision makers and opinion leaders will be
rapionally persuaded to support the program by positive evaluation
figgings. Researchers repeatedly show to their dismay how totally
unaffected school administrators_are'in making decisions

by data findings. And furthermore, as this study shows, the most

A

* gupport for the planned change effort ffequently comes from other

strategies like dissemination.

Rather, it appears that school systems have grown weary of ‘projects'--
innovative and ctherwise, federally or locally funded. The changing
economic picture has made financing too many progfﬁﬁa in one di;trict
untenable. And the shifting social values have brougﬁ% suspicion of

educational frills.
-

»
hYd

Hence, districts want programs that "make sense", that they can
gee the results of,\and. that they trust are being qeld accountable
by state and local evaluation pro edures. There is little patience )/
to floundér with programs that cannot clarify their goals and di.rections
in a relatively short period of time. The following strategies are
suggested for this construct:

§trateéies for Systematic Planning, Implementation
and Evaluation of Objectives |

1. Formulate program objectives early in the planning that are
realistic, visible, tangible,and compatible.

Clarify numbers of users; realistic time line for achieving
objectives, reasonable activities that can be carried opt
given the time, facilities and resources available; balance
skill training with attitude change; develop objectives that
are reasonably simple and easy to understand; tie in with
system values and priorities wherever possible; construct
realistic budget.

~ . N

-19-
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3.

Identify staff with expertise to carry out objectives.

Obtain diffusion leader with expertise in area of program-
may be from inside or outside the sy&tem-ghould have
interest in evaluation; identify statf with supportive skills-
utilize district personnel wherever possible.

Establish plan of evaluation.

Identify/obtain evaluator for internal evaluation of program;
someone informed but not persondly invested in the program.
Identify goals of evaluation dgaign ; confer with staff, state,
system decision makers, opinion leaders, users for input into
this; establish time lirle for feedback; balance quantitative
and qualitative evaluation; establish state evaluations time
line and work into fecdack schedule.

Pilot/experinent with activities.
Try out activities on a amall scale with built-in evaluation;

alter objectives on the basis of feedback before trying on a
full operational basis: (This may be done more than once)

«20= ¢rry
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Network Building--Early and Widespread Dissemination and Support

The other key area of findings of this study was that of network
building~--obtaining the early involvement and support of opinion leaders
and decisioﬂ makers in the district. The purpose of such efforts was
to move the innovation towards institutionalization/adoption by the
school district. Ronald Havelock summarizes this overall.goal of all
innovative efforts:

It should become a routine part of everyday life for

the client... dded in its everyday behavior. For
this to happen,@the innovation must also be integrated
within the exi structure; there must be room for it.
Provision must De made for people to have time to use it.
The willingness of the leaders to make room for an
innovation is probably the best index to their real
attitudes toward it regardless of the lip service that
is paid toward accepting it. (13) p. 135.

A

' In this day of paring school budgets to ¢ ssentials, it is not «
easy or reasonable to speak of adopting costly innovations. Hence,
it is absolutelx essential for the leaders of an innovative-program
to begin disseminating their efforts and obtaining necessary
financial suppoft even in the planning stages. "Lip service" is indeed
not enough, since it was the non adopted programs that received the

most verbal support in this study.

‘

Analyzing the decision-making structure of ‘the school system,
identifying the opinion leaders, establishing early person to person
contact with these individuals as well as with possible opponents of
the idea’are all essemtial steps in ﬁeginning planned change. Most

of all, the extent of the early financial commitments and institutional

adjustments (changes in schedule etc.) that a system is willing to mgke

~2]-
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clarify early its level of commitment to the innovation,

-

e The following strategies are suggested for this construct:

1. Network Building*
Identify early in process, opinion leaders and decision
makers critical to the innovation; establish early person -
to person contact; explain objectives of program- just
keeping the persm informed etc.) Invite to participate.
(¥

2. Dissemination to opinion leaders/decision makers/users/
non users.# T

- Employ all means--newsletter, pamphlet, radio, word of
mouth, newspaper, formal and informal presentations,
visits, calls etc.

3. Procure needed support from decision makers. Increased
Institutionalization¥ '

Cotain financial support; time and resources of scheol
personnel; changes in scheduling; released time for
teacher or other users; commitments of administrators to
allow for program activities; inservice time devoted to
program activities; keys to buildings; buses; inservice
credit; certificates; visits from decision makers;
encouragement of participation (at Lcetiros etc.) by
decision makers.

*Noté: (Each of these should be begun at fhe outset and continged
throughout the duration of the program.)

4

I\\
~ v
v, A




State Educational Agency
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wWhile the study found that adopted progranms -felt more positivel&
about the state's involvement in their innovations than did the non
adopted, it did not find the state variable key to the actual adopticn
process. The state agent working with the programs was most frequently
described as "helpful in listening to problems.” ng facilitator of the
bureaucracy," and "a demonstration of atate support.” Seldop, did
the state liaison actively assist with those aspects of program
development seen as key to adoption--dissemination, systematic program

development and evaluation, and diffusion institutionalization.
Administrative Procedures

e state's main contribution to the diffusion of its ESEA Title
. II1 programs was in same of its.administrative procedures. For one, 3
project budget guidelines required a minimum of 10% set aside for
eValuationrand dissemination. Frequently, ﬁrogr did not see the
value of this expenditure until half-way through thei operation.
ind as the study showed attentiom~to these variables was frequently

- tied to later adoption.

Secondly, the state provide annual on-site evaluations of all
projects which both staff and state -saw as very helpful in moving

them towards their objectives. Sométimes the spin off benefits

#Fach ESEA Title IIT project was assigned a state liaison for the
three years of its operatian., The purpose of this individual was to
give assistance and support as well as to monitor and evaluate the
project.

23~
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loi‘ such two day efforts exceeded its evaluative functions as-on 8site

team members frequently followed up their visits with various

dissemination and diffusion activities of their own.#

?erhaps of greatest long range benefit to the programs, howeveé,
was,ﬁée Massachuset®s Pitle III policy of providing declining fedpral
support to.programs--loo% the first year, 705 the second, and LOZ the
third--and requiring local districts to provide the difference. The
stud; found that the variable of local financial support ﬁaé one of ¢

the strongest indicators of eventual adoption.

>

why

s

.

There may be many reasons by why the state did not play a more
centrall;ole in promoting the adoption of innovations. It might have
been that some administrative procedures besides being helpful, could
prove to be burdensoﬁe in other instances. The time it takes to establish
pfocedures-;reportiﬁg forms, budgeting proposals, on site, and the like--

is valuable time that ccudd be perhaps better speg} with the programs *

themselves.

Another reason might have been that the state agent might not
have developed the professional expertise.in progranm development,
evaluation, or dissemination in order to provide kind of assistance

to the programs they needed, Occasionally too, state liaisons had to

' work both with innovations in whiq&\their education and experience was

#For example, an on site team member® of ' a university faculty helped
egtablish a liaison between the two: using the program as a field
study and providing graduate credit to users. Another on gite team
member, a Superintendent of Schools, saw the program as helpful to
hig district after an evaluation experience.

-2)=
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more limited and with dpPusion leaders in which there were rapport
& fficulties, Limited state staff and the bureaucratic pressures

that characterize such agencies made inservice training or a careful

/
matching of personality, expertise, and program area concentration

a lower priority. Perhaps most importantly, however, was the fact

that th~ state Title III office did not see its role as being sc

<

central to ghe adoption of its projects. It saw fiself instead as
being a linker between the federal government and the local districts,
a facilitator of the means for encquraging cﬁange--providing‘financial
suppett, seed money, funds for experimentation as well as emotional

supporte.

.-

A More Active Role? . I

— ——— e a——— o PPN

. ¢ '
. It would seem that in préér for a state or federal education
o ..

agency to make a real difference in planned change efforts, it %ould
have to piay a much more active role in promoting and supporting

educational innovations throughout the state than it did with these

programs.% It would have to develop clear and consistent policies

toward innovatioq.in which, as John Pincus points out, (32) there
. i

would be "a clear long-term benefit or penalty to a district if ity

adopts or fails to adopt one set of innovations in preference to
another." (p. 127) The pﬁésent ineonsistency on both levels (state

and federal), Pincus goes on to say breeds "a certain synicism as

¢

sUnder the present Commissioner, Gregory Anrig, there have been
more active-efforts to promote change in identified areas. eéjp
occupational competency for one. Directing funds to state needs is
a priority of Commissioner Anrig's. Without some of the supportive
strategies suggested in this paper, however, such policy may fall
short of its goal. g .

a2- '
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to'ths merits of serious efforts at innovation" and encourages "a

strategy of grantsmanship" in school systems.

¢ -

e Districts knov that both federal and state agencies are.reluctant

\\::i:uppO{t hard alternatives in education. (32) (See Pincus) In fact,

pclicy of "isolated and safe innCVatioﬁsf is consistent with

\\ their own bureaucratic value system s well. And since there is no
penalty one wa.y or Q’Ehe other regarding adoption, what exists ’

}/[ frequently is'a series of "pet projecfs," "fads" or the like which

" fail to move either the-district or the state in any consistent way

forward in a program of planned change. ‘

-~ - State-wide Diagnostic Inventory

-

' \
The state educational agency should be doing what i% requires
of the local districts--taking a diagnostic inventory, developing
gystematic program objectives, and obtaining the legisiative support
necessary to institutionalize the planned change into the educational
system.# Only then can the state begin offering incentives to districts
who attempt more widespread change efforts- for example, swpporting
the efforts beyond the three years or using as a demonstration model
for the rest of the state. It would mean making some hard decisions
L
about district capabiiiéy for change. It would mean readjusting some
7 ’
! ~
A\\ #A recent Rand study (3&6 supported this point. It found that in those
states where there\was ho established ESEA Titlzs III program g551G,

there the state role~was primarily administrative, there was no concomi tant
state legislative commitment to innovation.

rd
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priorities and values in the b\ig'eaucraf;;é hierarchy of the égency. It
would mean working with state as well as district personnel and

provide rigorous inservice.necessary fco garry out such objectives. But .
in the long run, it may mean the difference between real innovation

and faddism in the school systems throughout that state.
{ .
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What are “Suggésted on the basis of these data and observations then,
are the following state strategies.
1. Establish program goals--state priorities for innovation.

Ranging from the more radical to the less; look for goals
that are realistic, tangible, visible, and compatible.

*

2.} Assess the climate for change in school districts

looik for degree of openness and professionalism; how .
. encouraging of innovations, history of change, ccmnitn’xenté L
v cor.tinuation of innovations ip the past.

. )

3., Assist schogl districts with campatible innovations in the
’ ) lplanning ages. ' \
Provide technical expertise in program development, disseminati on,

, network building, evaluation eic. \

L. Begin Network Building and Disgemination of Innovations an
state wide level. ﬂ)
Identify network of opinion leaders and decision makers;
keep in informal and formsal contact through various means
of dissemination. :

5, Obtain nec¢ssary suppori froix\state opinion leaders and

decision ers. .

-

Financial support for innovation; time and resource support;
changes in legislation; other commitments etc.

»

+r 6. Provide inservice training for state staff where necessary.

Training in areas of proved 1mportance“},o the adoption of
jnnovations--evaluation, pragram development, dissemination,
network building, diffusion, etc. Reduce bureaucratic
encumbrances to make time for such.

. 7. Build

7. Build a self-renewing system.

Obtain state financisl and legislative support to provide

jncentives for districts attempting difficult innovations

(for longer than federal funding pericd or supporting as
¢ diffusion models ).

- «2 8=
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Summary C
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This discussion has @ummarizeﬁ. the results of a study of

that are related to the adoption of ESEA Title III projects by gchool
districts throughout the Btate. It hls tested establishe theories
against current practices in order to provide data'gbout nwhat's
really happening at the implementation level," as obfo d to what
"ouéhi; to be going ong’ (Miles)

°/ .
1t has outlined strategies based on these findiné% vwhich can

(  serve as guidelines for diffusion leaders, local districts,

and state agents interested in imp}ementing innovation. In particular,

-

it has addressed some of the unique characteristics of school systems;
b

+ gtate agencies, and federal funded programs alike in order to arrive

3
at constructs which constitute a workable model of planned change today.

. .

In summary the cqnstS;cts are the following:

~

4

[ 1. Diagnostic Inven ry--Need vs. Sypport \
¥

Assessing the climate for change, the support for the
innovation, and the credibility of the initiators.

2. Systematic Planning, Implementation, and Evaluation of

Objectives
®

Rigorous program planning, staffing, and evaluation geared
toward the successful implementation of objectives. .

I +
3. Network Building--Early'andﬂWidespread Dissemination and
*  Support

¢
Planned strategies of dissemination and diffusion.




N

The implications of the study findings and the suggested atrategia‘s

for state and local system; are ma.ny. Some of these are: )

. .

1., That innovations can no longer languish as separate
entitles in any one staege of development but mist be
systematically planning routinization at the origin
phase. ' .

_ .
. 2. Talgreater expertise in program development, dissemination,

and evaluation is necessary for an innovation to survive :
today. School systems are unwilling to tolerate loosely \/
conceived and executed change efforts.

3., That some procedures like needs assessments, monitoring
functions, etc. should reexamined for their real <
contribution to the ado?%ﬁ(n of federally funded programs/ °
and non federally funded. '~ *

L, That there are differenges between federal/state funded
innovations and gher Plapned change efforts, i.e. shorter
o start up time, limited operation period, automatic cutoff
of funds, which require somewhat different strategies.

S, That the state educational agency can play a much greater
role in promoting change but it would have sto be willing
to assume a strong}r leadership role and readjust some,
deeply held institutional valbues.

4}
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7 to; be adopted. (supported strongly)
, ' .. - !
By - A project which began with a-pilot effort before foderal funding —
“ has a better chance of belng adopted than one-which did not
. or vhich txjes to radic change a negative trend. (tends to
‘ be supportive) K
H == A school system which provided support {finoncial, time and
9 . resources, morel) to a project in the beginning stages a5
N throughout, is more apt to adopt a project than one vhich
#d not. (% eupported-financial)
B = A project which has by most evaluticn standards (on site evaluation
10—  peports, internsl project evaluati s) achieved its objectives 1s

b RO I .

HYPOTHESES USED IN THIS STUDY
M

" == A high rate of afdoption 6£ innovations 14 not necessarily.tie& )

to commnitied/schocl systems that are wealthy and of a higher
social status. (supported). . \

-- A school system which is seen by its members a8 being open to
and flexible in its role expectations (less ratic
and rigid) is more gpt to adopt an innovation thaen ane which
_ 18 not seen this way. (supported)
= A school system which has already demonstrated a willingness f
to.adopt innovations in the past is more apt to cantinue to do
a0 than cne which has not. (supported) . ;

e= If the idea for the project yas generated from within the
school system, that project is more ept to be adopted than one
vhich was generated from outside. (inconclusive)

== A project which was motivated primarily bty many people within
the school commmity has a better chance of being adopted than
one vhich was motivated mainly by the central administration

or a single party. (not supported)

w= A project which involved the director in its origin and development
has a better chance of baing adopted than cne which did not.

_ (not supported) - “
- A pnojéct .does not have .to originate from a need in the community

d

more apt to be adopted than one wilch did rot.
(eignificantly supported-internal )
(on site-tends to support) -
(evaluation data-supports) .

~33- 33
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B, — & projec;t which relies on evaluation to assis'é.ﬂth jts progress
is more apt to be adopted than one which does hot (significantly supported)

gy - A project which has adhered relatively closely to its original
' objective is morg apt to be adopted than one waich M-9 frequently
changed goals in sometimes major wayse. (supported)

change in the participa-*=< ig more apt fajke adopted than one®

whose activities result is more subtle (lesa visible) chanﬁea.
</ (tends to support) - C

B13 - A project whose activities result in some vis‘xblé 'or observable

‘ By, = A project is fairly easy to explain (and is fairly well
wnd=rstood) 1& more apt to be abpted than one which is not.
(tends to support) , .

BlS -- A project which involves tpe school system administrators as well
a® teachers in its efforts (dissemination) so that they are -
strangly identified with the Title III efforts is more apt to be
adopted than one which remé.&ns more isolated. (significantly supported)

Byg. == A school system which provides support (financial, time, resources
and moral) throughout the operation of the project is more apt to
be adopted than one which does not (supported-strangly)

Hn ‘e« A project whose activities by year 3 are already partly routine
in the system has a better chance of being adopted than one
[ whose activities are seen as tangential and peripheral to the
. gysetem, (eupport:ed)

Big == 4 project whose staff and superintendent -perceive the relationshlip
with the state Title III office as more positive than nepative or
neutral has a better chance ™ being adopted than one who.vievws

i1t in a negative way. (tends to support) .

By == If the director has worked in the communily prior to the development
of the innovation, the project has 4 better chence of being '
adopted than if he/she 1is compl etely unfamiliar <ith the commnity.

(not supported)
Bzo o= If the df.rector has the expertise in the subject area of the
. : project, that project has a betier chance of being adopted than
one in which the director has to rely on others for this expertise.
(aupported)
B - If a director is skilled in management (clear about goals, long
a range planning, able to make decisions), the project is more apt
to be adopted than if the director lacks these ekills. (not su d)

Q ' .' 3 ’
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If a project director is very persuasive (influential, a good
salesman for &he projects),that.program is more apt to be
adopted than if she/he is nct.\\(not supported) (

If a director is actively involved in a nunber of professional
organizations, that project is more apt to be adopted than if
ghe/he is not. (supported)

If a director feels a sense of autonomy and independence in
carrying out the activities of the project, that project has
a better chance of being adopted than if he/she does not.
(not supported)

If a director is open to evaluation and is flexible, the project
is more apt to be adopted than if\the director is not. (supported
in part; flexibility significant supported)

If a director is empathetic and supportive, the projeét is more
apt to be adopted than if she/he is not. (significantly supported)

If a director is able to lead effectively (able to delegate
responsibility, coordinate roles, etc.), the project 4s more apt
to bd adopted than if she/he is not. (not supported)

)
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