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INTRODUCTION ‘a

-

o -

I.have been concerned with the issue of educational change and the

*

problems of implementing educ&tiqnal innov;tions for some*timé‘now.
Why I“ha#e:gsnsigned myself to this particular purgatory is,oftgn
beyond me. éhe‘subfect is an incredibly messy one which sooner or o g*“
‘;mter touches on almost all aspect; of schooling. The literéture is

voluminous-and confusing. The educaticnal reform euphoria of the
N ’ [}

sixties and sevgntie§/ﬁ§§‘now passed and nearly everyone in the

community is aware that it is not as easy as it locked. . Nevertheless

. P ~

the concept of change lies at the heart of the educational process;
. i ¢

it is what education is all about. Reduction in‘educéfional budgets

will not make the problem of educational change go away; on,ﬁge contfary

- . - : .U ’ "
%> it makes the problem even more crlthal, Rather than regard the situa-

tion as a crisis, however, we can regard it as an opportunity. Certainly

the management of change during a period of decline is & more . challénging

problem than the management of change during a period of growth.

-
It
. B I

‘.
o

’ * }. . ) .
Having begun on this optimistic note I want now to consider several

different perspectives on_Ehe study of educational innovations. Because

(2%
)

of the complexity of educational change I have attempted to view the
change process using three different pérspectives &n Wy own work. These

-include a ccmparatiVe policy perspective, an organizational perspective

and an interactionist perspective. Within each perspective I have focused .
: - : ) - M -
. primarily on the implementation stage of the change process. Moré "specif-
e - ically, using a comparative policy perspective 1 have tried to compare

and analyzewfedéia;-proqrams supporting educational change in the United

States and Australia. Then, using an organizatiocnal perspective, I have

T -—

attempted to examine through éurvey research some of the contextual .
:‘f! - ‘ o ‘* ‘ - .
ya . : -
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factors that may hinder ‘or facilitate the implementation of change "at
\ ’ * -

the school level. I have also cbmpared these with factors identified

4

on the American scene. And finally, usinq an interactionist perspective

and case studles, I have attempted to explore the different, constructlons

. 4

of reality held by different relevant actors durinq the lmplementatlon of
an innovation at the school level. ‘ -
. *: - [ B

-

A Comparative Policy Perspective on Educati@gl Innovations

Introductory Contrasts : Homogemeity vs Heterecgeneity and

centralization vs Decentralization S

-

-In looking at federal government efforts to support, educational chanqe

T
in the United Stftes and in Australia let me make a- few background
comments that ar# obviously gross generalizations but aré’relevant to

xeep.in°‘mind when comparing the two countries. Two of the areas of the

< . » ' .
greatest difference between America and Australia axe their positions on

\
two cogtlnuums one a continuum of homoqenelty/hetereoqeneltj, and s

another a continuum of centrallzatlon/deceétral;zatzon.

'3

%emnﬁsmmsmarmuhﬂwmmhuum@mwsmmuymau

Australia, whether oneé is looking at the climate and the terrain or the

v

ethnrp and'rellglous background of its citizens. It is also a consid-

erably more decentralized one in terms of populatlon spread and colltlcal

and economic power. There are many reasons for this which are related to

- geography and historical development which I will not go into now. How-

Y . ‘
ever, these factors are clearly significant to the kinds of education

t

systeﬁs which have developed within each country, as well as the problems

faced. at various stages by those systems.
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Somsti ey 10nal Responsibil L*yfipr Educatio

.n . -

In both the United SEates'and Australia, the constitutional responsibility
~ N P - - :

! .
for education. lies with the - states by virtue of the fact that neither
1 4

4

federal const;t&tion_mentigns‘eQucation and it is consequently a power ¢

“

‘ reserved to the state governments. The difference is thaﬁuin America. the
[

state governments.delegated both the,raising of education funds and the

‘» -

operation of the schqgls, ‘to local school dlstrlcgs, while in Australla

) s
‘ ?such responslbllltles have remained with the state governments. This is

.

hardly suxprisigq when we consider that in 1789 at the time of American

’

federation it was not considersd appropriate for any government to get

~
-

_involved in education, whereas by 1900 and AuStralian'federation the -

o~

colonial goverxrnments had already establlshed systems of educatlon that
were - more or )Jless - free, compulsory and secular. .Thus the Amergcan

educational system grew organically as people spilled’acrcss the land

and wanted their own schools, while the Australian education system

developed more systematically along with other services provided by thF

centralized colonial governments in each colony.

Zgalitaricnism : Individualism vs Collevtivism

Related tJ these different patterns of the development of formal schooling
are different interpretations of the meaning of equality and hence equality

of educational opportJ;:EQ\in two democratic nations both of which pride

~—_ i

themselves on the virtues of their particulaf brand of "a free society."

o~
™ ‘ , , . .
' In qeneral the differences can be described.as a contrast in the emphasis

placed on lndlviduallsm versus collect;vxsm with Amerlcan remalnlng stubb-
ornly individualistic and Australia more collectivist. While both

countries have egalitarian value systems, this different emphasis has

-allowed Agstraliags to marry equality- of educatlonal opportunity with

° h : -




4 . . ,
strong centralized bureaucracies.. Thus the state education departments

. ) ‘ » . . .
have consolidated and grown to a large extent in the interests of provid-

o~

1

ing equality of educatianal services across vast sparsely populated areas.

- Untzl recently Americans have been more cbncerned to empha51ze the value

[

of the democ*atlc process in educatlon by keeplng;their schools under
local and ‘hefice diverse conftrol rather than stressing equallty of the
educational product. ;The monopolv on Ahstraliah educatgon held by.the
large state departments has s;qn;flcant mellcatlons for rederal go-

sermment efforts to. Lntzoduce Innovations in the. “depa:tment s schools.

=

;

<
- - .

"Also connected with these different interpretations of egalitarianism are

A

different expectations of education. Education has been a religion to

.

the idealistic American precisely because it is #he vehicle throuqh\

Il
L4

. o 1; N
which individualism can operate. Asserting indivijdualism means "getting

ahead" and that means of one's neighbors. 'The more pragmdtic Australian

z

< R ‘ : .
certainly believes in everyone "getting their fair share" and in being /
able to "have a go"” but gettiﬁqﬁahead of one's neighbor.is.another-

. . - .

the norm. In any event most pecple need only what Partridge (1968) once -

called "the basxc wage of educatlon.”” o -

~

18 "

The Increasing Fola of the Federal Govermment in Education

-7 : .
With these background observations in mind it is interesting to trace the
increasing role of'the'federal government i’ edugation in Australia and
. s ~ o
America. - In both countries the‘pattern of growth progressed very slowly

over the twentieth century and can be characterized as'incyemental and

ad hoc in nature punctuated with bursts of activity related to societal

crises. Hence in both Australia and the United States there was a

. »

-

-mattar.. One's neighbors are,one's mates and group solidarity is more vﬁé
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’ . ’ ““.’ - ’ [
, . ~
flurry of social legislation that related to youth and education duripng -

the Dépression and the Second World War. But it was the "crisis” of the

4 Iy
Soviet Sputnik that moved the respective federal governments into signif- -

-

{cant federal aid for qpe first time, in America with the National Defense
. %

L Education Act of 1958 and in Australia, following leads from o&erseas,

. &

with the Science Laboratories Scheme of 1964. By 1965 the United States
R !: ) ' . ' . ‘

" Congress had passed the Elementary and Secondary Edgcation Act, a massive

. [
'

bill encompassing five sections, called Titles, which were to provide

.

funds for the educatipn ofldisadvantaqedbch%ldfeﬁ; funds for educational

B

materials, funds for supplementary educational centers and model programs,

funds for research a%d'development and grants to state education depaft-.
ments in order to strengthen them®> Australia did not move té provide
larqe,écaig aid until t@g élection of the Whitlam Labor Govgrnment in
197;,‘ he subsequent appointment of the{Igsérﬁn Committee for the Scnools

B
e ngmission chaiyed by Professor Peter Xaxmel, and finally the establishment

* e

of the Schools Commission in 1974 to implement the recommendatipns oﬁﬁthat .

8 S repoﬁt. The programs introduced at that time were the General Recurrent

5, *

Grants, the General Buildfﬁgs Grants, Libraries, Disadvantaged Schools,
Special ?Projects (Innoyations) Program, Special Education and Teacher

Development.
v

.

In conszﬂgring the implementatien of these kinds of federal prtgrams from

.

a'policy perspective id is'useful to begin with the observation that, in

¢ .
kY

general, the people cqpncerned with creating the éolicy and enacting the -

relevant lsgislation seldom look down the track to the implementation
. . . .

. * . - - N ’ ' N .
« _stage. Politicians and pressure groups are concerned to achieve the

+
» -

policy which they want and which they can get'and this process in'itself’
Q. frequently involves scme fairly creative manéeuvers,'however, the divorce, .

t - \

- e} '




of implementation from policy typically results in difficult, poor or
even noh-impleme;tation primarily because, as Predsman and Wildavsky

(1973) have pointe& out, the events and their consequehces occur in

different organizations. Thus thewbasio framerrk for either political

or bureaucratic learning-is not present. -

/7

]

In looking at the imple.mentation’of any feqéral program one can”"'classify

the issues that are likely to be encountered in at }J€ast two ways, i.e.
. N :

as political issues or“as‘organizationai issues. It is not possible to

consxder all the polltlcal and the orqanlzatlonal issues met by both

)

govermnents in zmplementlng the:.r educat:.onal programs in this short
paper. What I would lrke to do is_to h;ghllght some of these general
concerns rather‘than to rerer at length to the specxflc programs. I will

3

consider political. Lssues fxrst.

“

Political Issues in Implementation

- Modes of Federal Govermment Influence or Schools

In highlightlng a few political issues that may emerge during im~

plementation I Should point out that national 'governments in federal

>

systems have seVeral opt;ons open to them if they wish to support or

' sponsor change in éaucatxon at the school level ' These have been welL
b

summa¥ized by M;chael Kirst (1976) for the Ame:rican ssene and they

«

) apply here as J&ll. The modes through whlch Lnfluence can be attempted

include: ' ” "

. .~
- 1. Brovide generai aid -iThis is usually aid with either ne strinqer .
‘ - - -
attached or geﬁeral support for salarles and buildings. In both
countr1es qeneral revenue sharxng reflects the first type. v In.
N, .

Australia the acti#ities Qf the commonwealth Grants Commission




2.

) grants to provide @ina.nc:;al" incentives, fund demcnstration projects

3.

4.

~ b
are also relevant here,

7.

.

The Schools Commission!s General

Recurrent and Capitol prograps, the largest of the Commission's

-

actzvmtresh fit into the latter category.

Stimilate through differential funding - This anolves earmarked

or purchase specific secvices.

All of American ESEA fits into this

category and the Schools Comdission‘s programs in: areas such as

Special Projects ~ Innovations, D;eadvantaged Schoels, Special

ﬁmerica theée are-usually called~cateqoricalepxoqxamsQAnd—in

Australia specific purpose programs.

. BEducation, and Services and Developmentlreflect this approach.

In

e

gggglate4=‘This involves legally specifying behavior, imposing

standards,. certifying and licensing and enforcing a'ccountability

procedures.

- - R ]
Proqrams in both cpuntries involve some of this’but

theré is far more regulatlon attempted from Washlngton\than from

. Canberra,

The accountabrlrty requirements of most of the ESaA

S~

compared with those ‘of the bulk of the Schools Commis3ion's

* programs are instructive in this area.

.

research performed and maklng avarlable data.f

.both countries are involved in these aotrvrtres, the two wh;ch are

most-exclusively con¢emed being the ‘National Instztute of Education

Discover and make available knowledge - This iavolves having

Maqy agenc;es in

v B

in ‘the United States and the Education Research and Development
1 : it

Comm%ttee in ?ustralia.

e

. . 5. " provide Berviées - This means to furnish technical assistance, .

"

ki\w

.consultants in specialized\subjects, and materials.

Agencies such

as the Carriculum Development Center in”Ausﬁralia and the National

'

»

»”

C A

' ~
Science Foundation in America ,are particularly significant in this

Jarea.

-

Ay

¢

4




6. » Exert myral suasion - This is defined as developing vision and

question;ng educational assumptions throqu speeches and
\publica;;cns. In Australia the 5choois Commission and the - »3
' Cn:ficﬁyum'D;velopment Center have both participated in these A
kinds of ac:ivities. ‘%; America the Office of tducation,'thé‘
.National Institute of Educatibn ané the National Science Founda-
tion are thious examples.
‘Depending uéon which mode a_federal government employs different kinds
~ of political Lssues may be encountered. It is likely that the
political sensitivity of the flrst three modes, i.e. general or
4%fferential aid and regulation, yill be* greater than that of the last
three,-i.e. discovery of knowledge, provision of services agd méral | ,
suasion. - The’issues which I want to highlight at this time are tﬁose
asscc%éted with general federpl/state relations in a federal political

e R

system, specific purpose or categorical aid versus general aid, church/

!

. state and publlc/prlvate school;ng issues, and what Ernest House has

called the "doctrlne of transferablllty." (1974)
: - . v

14

Federal/State Relations and EZducational Chance in Federal Sustems , )

A

While those of us who are used to living in federal systems of
goveznment take federalism for giantad At is still useful to

\ T~
emphasize what an enormously complex pélitical sy§tem~it J;f—;zzy ¢

is, particularly when one considers the problems of national go-,

¢

_ vernments.in imgleménting educational -change. While ope tends to
pictu;c'federaliém as a nice and fidy layer éake with powers and

‘responsibilities neatly ordered the reality is much more of a”w | ‘

Q  marble cake with layers swirled into each other seemlngly at random
N

ERIC . . L 4
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and everywhere unpredictable. Furthermore, while both the United

@

States and Australia have superficially sﬂnilar federal §;ructurés,
in fact therebare some very significant differences. In general
these differences can be ggmmaéized by noﬁing that there is a mych
highe: potentiél for federal/state conflict in Australia tbap in the
= Uniggd States and that this has affected the implementation of federal

programs in both countries. : . L

Vj

i
Thé reasons for this higher potential for conflict in Australia are
numerous and to some deq;ee they are simply related to the degree to

. which centralizgtion centralizes conflict as well as policy making.

. ;]
In Australia there are only seven (some would say two or three) real

centers of po;er wnile in Ame:ica there are dozens. However, more
fundamentally, the more difficult federal/state relations can be
attributed to three factérs. Firstly, the combination of theA
Westminster system of governﬁegt,within a federal structure cambines
forms of government which are dirgétly opposed to each other ih a

number of important ways. The Westminster system centers accountability
in the cabinet around the twin concepts of ministerial responsibility

~— '

"and”a&hinistrative responsibility through the permanent head of a

- N . < -
K ) depa;%ment. But. a federal structure is devised to dissipate responsibil-

14
-

ity §mongst several layers of government precisely because it reflects

ideclogical opposition to centralization of power. The combination of:

. these two forms of government - a situation which does not prevail in

the United States - encourages conilict among seven governments Y

A . i . .
structured as though each and each alone is responsible and accountable.

»

: (Holmes & Sharman, 1977). -4 o . .

5 4 -
Q v . R , Lomemeed
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3‘ “
melared to this is the strong party system in the Australian

Westminster tradition. The colesiveness of the legislativewparties
ensures strong party conflict which is often accentuated when the

. o
national and the state govermments are of different parties. The
United Sthtes has a weak party system and hence this kind of federal/

state party-based conflict occurs somewhat less often.

-

4

Another reason‘why federal/state relations are often more con;gntious
in Australia relates to the fact that Australia is a functionally
federal but fiscally unitary -system. In this situation the states
have a major responsibility for a variety of éunctlons and services
including education but the federal gcvernment has the pcower and
ability to collect the substantial proportion of avalla;%g tax funds.
Thi's situation is bound to create problems with tbe states feeling
that their alternatives for action are limited by the funds thag the

national government will or will not provide. The United States is

both functionally and fiscally‘faderal to a much larger extent and

- consequently when the federal government wants to introduce educational

i : :
changé, it is more clearly spending its own money and the states can

I
contihue to raise and spend theirs.

I3

!

Sreciiie Purpose or Categorical Grants vs General Aid

Ve

|
Another political issue likely to emerge in the implementation ofﬁ
federal programs supportzng educational change is that of specn@xc ¢
purpose or categorical qrants vgrsus qeneral aid. EEEI;‘::_;; extremely
compIRx 3 ield and thé?e are enormous flnanCLal mellcatlons in the

issue,’;aréicula:ly when one introduces the role of revenue sharing

in bgkh coﬁntries,"but I would simplf like to mention .some political

' 1o ©T
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concerns. Specific purpose grants' are sométimes criticised as
&
- ;
resulting in uncoordinated educational fundinq and as. having so many

- S

strings attached as to make an industry of éompliance. While we have

certainly heard criticism in Australia £; state governments of federal
strings tied to education grants, in reality both of ‘these judgements

are much more apropos of the American scene. All of the American
programs are specific purpose programs and a patchwork of largely un-
coordinated programs has indeed grown up over the years. These «

programs also have a well-desexved reputation for paperwork at every

level. The Schools Commission, for better or worse,‘reCamnends the
. distribution of most of its funds in two basic categories, that of

recurrent expenditures and capitol expenditures, and compaiied with

*

the American programs the paperwork on these is extraordinarily
minimal. Furthermore, as there is“no‘comparable body to the Schools
~ Cammission (whigh is specifically concerned with an overview of

. : education funding) within United States, there is more cocrdination

of such federal prqgrams here than on the other side of the Pacific.

} r

- It may not. be as qreat as some;woulq like but it is certainly greater

than in Americ . " - '
"

"On the American scene it has been politi:ally'difficult to pass any
general educational aid and the existence of categorical programs
reflects a polltical system where most legislation is composed of
compromises. * Given the politica} structure in Australia it was

possible for a newly elected party to pass its educational package
E , s P C

uearly intact with only a number of small if very significant changes.
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While the American government must, to some extent live wiéh compromise
.{categorical grants;;the Australian government w?uld be likely to find
.it easier to shift entirely“to some form of tétal'genegal éid iﬁ7it
' . . 83
wished. HOWever,;this cbuldvraisg problems of federal government
agcounfability. At‘the momeni<, for example, the Schools Commission»
would find it much easier to démonstrate its accountability with its

séecific purpose progfams than its general aid programs where the

money is more or less turned over to the states at least in relation

L

to qavernment'schools. Further, proponents of federal aid to education
. might worry thaf'money not tied specifically to scme kind of a program
" ¢ould be reduced more easily than eaxrmarked funds as simply paet of a
\

+

budget cutting exerciée‘ Va;ious educational pressﬁre groups who have
- fought for specifi¢ funds fér "their" problem, such as Special Education,
might also be le;s than c;nvinced that they coﬁld obtain such fundsw
§rom ﬁard pressed state départmenﬁs.f It is also the case that while
state gcvernmgnté‘might not iike their priorities preempted with

regard to education spending, state educatiqn departments éé not have

to bargain with dther state departments for their share of tied grants.
finally, there is”still’the argument that there are national concerns

in relagion to education that make some guidelines in federal speﬁding

-

desirable.

-However, it should stressed that argurents for specific purpose grants
can be taken toc far and probably have in America. The stateé égg
closer to the schools in many if nbt all w#ys and special local .
problems areyhot always evident to federal bureaucrats. Australia,

in particular,d has a leng standing habit of thinking of itself ia

h g

terms of two eastern cities and gegarding the rest of the continent

1,

B
e J
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as a somewhat exotic backdrop. I would arque‘that heavy-handed
: " -

federal government control of aid to edugation is inappropriate in

the 1980s for many reasons same of which I will explore in thetn%xt

section.

Church/State and PubZLc/Przvate Schooling Issues Towar*s the
End of the TUentzeth Century

4" A third area of poli;ical concern faced by federal governmenté in
. implementing programs aimed at educational change in both. countries
is the l;te twentieth centg;y version ©f church/state and public/
privaﬁe issues with reéérd to education. Both constitutions specify
the separation of church and state but such a principle has been
interpretéd differently in the two countries. The Un;ééE—States has, N
by and large, SSayed out of the business of thevlarge&scale fundiné

of private schools, church or'otherwise. Recent Supreme Court

in;grpretations suggest that this traditional view is becoming even
stronger. In Australia, on the otger hand* wiéh the advent of the \
Schools Cqmmission the federal government has gotten very much

involved. VWhile public opinion is by no means uniform about this and

there is a long standing case in front of the High Court on the issue,

the chances are still gocd Fhat federal aid to non-government schools

-

will remain a reality, if a contentious one.

-

It is interesting that very similar principles were advanced in both

countries to "settle” this question at the beginnings of the growth "

in federal aid. In America the formula for success was he "child
benefit theory” which emphasized that federal aid‘mas intended to

benefit children whatever kind of schpol, puplic or private that they

1” e
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~attended. In Australia it was the "needs princiéle“ which proposed

thﬁt the needs of children for adeguate schooling should be met what-

ever kind of school, public or.private that they attended;: ®
- . - t

i

However, the implementation of these principles has been considerably

different in practice. In America the prinéiple was used to provide
categorical'aid, the majority of which goes only indirectly to church
related schools. Some ;eséurces like buses, bocks and other educational

equipment’axg provideé or made accessible for pgivate school children

and under tﬁe "shared services” cohce t the facilities of public
schodls cag.be ﬁ;ed for privat? séhggi students. The Australian
government, however, has gone f;r beyond this "additfbnal resources
idea” agd bequn funding not only speciﬁzc purpose programs but capitol
works ana recurrent expens§s for the non-government sectér (és well as
the governmént sector.) The difference between the "needs principle"
and the "child benefit theory" in practice is that the‘Australian
government clearly funds schools while the American governmént more
apparently funds children.

»

. \,‘ - ‘ -
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Both countries are currently facing problems in these areas. In

Australia, primarily because state educat;on depa:tments have (un~
expectedly) increased thelr spending on educatlon, the orxg;nal (1974)
resource standards targets of the Schools Ccmmission fo; government
schools have been nearly met while, partially chaus: of decreasing

financial support in the. private -school sector, the "heeds" of non-
. ]

government schools have been increasing. Given the féder;l government's

restrictions on the Schgols Camission's budget, the "needs principle”

is emerging as the primary vehicle for funding non-government schools,
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A It is likely that this will continue to create political‘problems in
. secular Australia. In the United States on the other hand, the

sltuatlon is more complex but lt also suggests that the issue is far.
from settled. To begin with the traditional. local property tax base
for educational finance isteing threatened by-state‘SuprehefCourt
decisions declaring it to be unconstitutional on equit§ grounds. Wé '
are aiso seeing voter tax rebcllions whdch, through referendum, are
Q].imiting the amount of 'local?property taxes whicl‘! can be raised for

schools (as well as other local government services). Theseiactivities

' anrease the powers of the state governments which find themselves
attempting to develop more equitable funding arrangements for education. |
Hence the current ke-emergence of the once dead voucher idea. For

)
example, it is likely there will be a 1980 ballot measure on vouchers

in Califormia. Vouchers fund parents not public schools and the old

issue of church and state is alive once more.

Furthermmre, even without@youcher schemes as state goyernﬁents attempt
to level educational spending across local school districts american
' parents who have traditionally-avoided private schools precisely\ -
' because they could "buy” a good education by moving into the right "
lsubuzbs may feel_that if they do not haveQa "mublic choice then they
will want\a private escape” (Clinchy § Cody, 1978) . —
Ode of the reasons for the smaller degree of pressure for government
- . aid to private schools in Amerlca has been that less than ten percent
of her students attend such schools whlle the figure in Australla is
" closer to twenty-five percent. It would appear that the "old" political
problem of "state a}d” has ;ot been settled after all and will continue

to haunt‘governments at all levels when they attempt to implement

programs aimed at educational change. 1.
’ O
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The Doctrine of Transferability 9

’

I would also like to refer briefly éb one final political issue

- associated with the implementation of innovative federal educations

programs and that is what Ermest House (1974) has called the problems

of the "doctrine of transferability". )\House defines this problem as

the search for the magic'solution in government policy on educational
i 3} ’

innovationy‘characteristié‘of an industrialized technocratic society

whichk?elieves that "everything can be fixed." The assumption is made

— -

that the-solution or innovation mustwbeowidely ;cceéted and ERye high-.
ly gene;aiiza§le_:esults in different si&uations. quiifing to the
Americén experience, House points out that this is t§§i;al of wha&
we now cdll the R;Search, ;;vélqﬁmen£ and Diffusion model of education-
al change which is rightly discredited as g.panaceé for all educaticnal

ills. It is discredited for many reassns but most basically for being

overly i:agi/onal, for regarding the "consumer” as passive, and for
> . 1N

empirically not effecting much change anyway: The alterna%i&e to the

doctrine of transferability is to aid in the development of the local ’

capacity for change. This involves avoiding heavy-handed top-down

.
. . >
federal or state initiatives. It suggests programs which, while = »

LY

eaxmarked for innovation, do not clésely specify and monitor the kinds.
of innovations attempted. It al§b équests‘that the people who are -
the consumers must be iﬁ%olved in the control of the pfoceSS‘oﬁM'
implementation. J ’ ‘

o Y
At this point I would like to make the generalization that while these
kinds of issues have most certainly been problems of the American

L}

government in sponsoring educational .innovations they have been some-

what less problematic on the Australian scene primarily because the -

(] ﬁ/\ , Y




An Organizational Perspective on Education@} Innovations
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Adstralian governmeht hés‘gfpmoted school based activities of all
kin in its special pﬁrpose programs. However, the pélitiéal and ,
" - . .
\
bureaucratic pressures to find.and apply the “one best solution” are

- 5

§till very strong in Australia and need to be cjfefuliy watched.

This has been a constant strain in several of the School's Commissions

programs with many internal and external advocates é:éuinq in favor
of "magic solution policy” on cost-benefit grounds. Yet:a major part
of the reason for abandoning tHe R & D model rests with what we are

[N

disccverinqrhappens at the school level when atieméts are’'made to

implement educational innovations. I wouldﬂlike to turn now to my .

second perspective on educational innovations, the organizational

-~ . » «

perspective.

;
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It is commonplace 'now for educational théBiists to identify charactegistics
of schools as fosgal organizations and the ways in which they differ fram
other kindskof organizations. Many of these differences have important

implications for the implementation of educational innovations. They

include such factors as:

#

i. the unstable, multiple and contested goals of éducational
oréanizat}cné: ]
2. the inadequate and unclear technology of teachiﬁg; -
3. the'complex, and unstable environment of schools and the
accessibility of échools to outside pressures;

“ -

4. the monopoly nature of compulsory sghoolinq and the

consequent lack of incentives to compete.
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concentrate on what happens during the iSbleantaticn stage - rather than

. 18

Consideration of ‘these kinds of factors tends to suggest what can happen‘ : o

. + . . hd 13
when an "pure” innovation finds itself in this kind of "dirty" environment.
. R -~ o ,

It is in the nature of schools as organizations that innovations are

A,

"transformed.” Consequently, n?:'any writers have. suggested that to under-

stand the process of innovation, in educational organizations one needs to
- \ . ’c

ﬁ?e morg commonly observed initiation éthqe - of the chanée prcéess. In

e

. SOme ways this is the same observation that was made earlier about policy

-

*

" decisions but the focus now is turned to the school and organizational

-

‘level. The gbint is, agTin, that what was intended seldom occurs exactly \\

as planned} h : . - : :

" projects which had been underway for at least two years. A;" imum of two

Factors Related to Implementation at the School Level

. In trying to bet%er understand the factors which may affect the implemefita-

‘ - g . =¥ . "
tion of innovations at the school level, a survey of 95 innovative projects

funded by the Schools Commission in Western Australia was conducted by the ,
e : :

, - : P

author. At the time of'the survey, 1976-77, this was virtually all of the v

4
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~

pebgle from each project were surveyed bringing the total SAlee to 107;

This typically inclyded the Project Direchi\and one other per¥on invoived

.
-

in thé:project. Multi-variate analysis was applied to the data. ;:;f

This reseaxrch was considered exploratory)hnd-fou: categories of possible

L

-8

facﬁors affecting implementation were identified from the literéture..

These included:
-,

1. characteristics of the innovation;

2. characteristics of the implementation strategies employed; ‘

i
R

3. : characteristics of the organizational settings;
4. ch;:icterisucs of the personnel involved. 21 e 5
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1 ' As tné Innovations Program of the SChools Commission funds small projects

on a compatitive baSis and pecple submit their @wn applications for the

«

most part, it was hoped that an examination could be made of a situation

©

unlike that descrxbéd in most of the literature where change has been

imposed'from the-top down.. It was hoped to idenﬁify what factors were

" related to implementation when the old problems of overcoming initial

-~

‘resistance were, if not entirely absent, at least much reduced.

e
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It is iheeresting to compare  the results fram this Australian study with

the massive American study on federal programs supporting educational
\
change conducted by the Rand Corporation in California, between 1974 and

1978, and popularly calied the Rand Change AgentNStudies. This study

~ encompasses eight volumes,/investigated both implementation and continua~-
tion, and utilized a national survey sample of 293 projects, and 29 case
studies. (Bemman & Mclaughlin, 19Y}78). Despite their differences in.
size the two studies utilized a very similar theoretical framework and

+

investigated many- identical issues. ‘The findings are of particular

interest as they point to very similar factors operating atythe sonool
level in the implementation of educational innovations in both countries.
In this short paper a detailed description of both studies cannot be
b provided. Hence my intention will simply be to highlight some major

areas of interest. The camparative results will be discussed below

_ under the four relevant oategories.

3

A)

Characteristics of the Innovation

In general both the Australian apd American studies found that the -

characteristics of the innovations in terms of their educational

. methods, subject areas dealt with, or project values were not

2o
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‘ / highly related to implementation. Rand locked at educational
. . - .
methods and found only a: small relationship to implementation
effects, Porter look.ed &at subject areas and, found or:ly one area,
language proq;:a.ms, reF.;ted to implementation. Porter also looked
at the project values as expressed ux‘ terms of the Schools

- "Cmunission’s priorities (such as. prbjects that promote cultural .
¢ pluralism, etc.) arnd foun‘d that there were oniy a few valye as

related to vimpleﬁént’:q(’i.‘::nt these beug 'prejécts intending to’ cpen
[ . * ‘/y

up the school to the community, aboriginal®education and projects“

! trying to cope with the isolation of students. With these possible ..

©

exceptions, it is likely that ‘the actual kind of Project is less

I
important to its imglementation than how it is i.mp}emented.

-

B
) -
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With regard to the level of resources, the Rand stud? found no V
relationship between the level of funding and mple.mentatlon wtu.le
Porter did find a pos:Ltive relationship meaning that the more -
expensive‘projects reported better and easier unplementatzon.
-Howevex.l, this ls one area where the comparison is difficult as the
projects fv:xnded und’etr the Innovetions program are very much sxnaller

. , - .
in terms of financ¢ial resources than many of those funded under the

American federal programs that Rand examined.

Charactepistics of the Implementation Strategies

1 :
Both studies found that factors associated with the way in which a

project was i.mfalement'ed at the scheol level were very,i{npprtant to

the ease and success of the implemen:ca"tion. Porter found that the
L . *‘ ]

oo following factors hindered implementation effectiveness: not being
Q ~ the original applicant (a situation fhat usually occurs through high

.,Ly '

- .
zd L




melementlnq a. project wi
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frates of teacher mobllity). not ‘having the deczslon making power

- 4‘ . ‘.

with reqerd to the pro]ect; melement;ng a project where the

[ TR 4 - . . »
I R ‘ )

objectives were difficult for othersg in the school to understand;-

» ’

or uhere there wes a complex mekementatlon strateqy that was.

=

difficult for others in the school“to understand "and melementzng
‘e

- a project which anreased the worlead of tyose involved. Porter

‘also found the following facf.,ors faciljizated mplementatlon
L2 L1 1o

effectiveness: prior observation of an innovation; prior trial

of an innovation; iqxplvement in khe implementation process;
Vi ’
implementinq a Qroject wh ?

the' results were easy .to obsérve,

-

student anolvement

-

3 i
. . - ! e o “ ) /
Rand furthgr identified a number of specific implementation

strategies which were effective in implementation and which

v )
- “

" generally included on-srte well-conducted teacher training that

das“direttly relevant to the project and teacher participation in

progect deczszons. Rand aiso coined the phrase "mutual adaptation)

{

I 5

to descrzbe the process by whlch the project is adapted to the

;real;ty of its instztut;onal setting through implementation strategles

which allow teachers’ time to get feedback, correct errors and build

commi tment.,

Charactertstics of "the Ogﬁggizational Settings

When looking ‘at the formal structure ofmschools, Porfer found tpetr
t &
compatxbility with the Organ;zatlonal structure was posztlvely

related to melementation, as was one element of a bureautratac
structure, the,existence of rules. However, other&?ndications of

. i ’ ‘
" bureaucracy such as a h;erarchy of autﬁgrity and impersonality were

- < e ) 12~1 | ‘ .
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‘ot related to implementation. Looking at the informal' ‘structure .

of schools Forter found that cooperation f:om”tho\school administra-
tion, cooperatidn from the siaff not directl§ involved in the project,
cooporation from the students and ooopefation from the system |
authority were all related posltlvely to melemeotation as was a
previous school history of innovation. Job satlsfact;on and percelved
rewards" recelved for the innovative projects were neqatlvely related
‘f lmplementatxon which may suggest that innovators are not the most
content teachers in the schools. .Rand also found that_the,quallty
of "the workinq relatlonshxps in the schools, the active support of
prznczpals Ln particular, and the percelved effectiveness of project

.

directors were jimportant freuors under the general category of
- : g

oréanizationalvglimate.~

2l

In addition both Rand and Porter found that secondary schools séémed

. to”have more implementation problems than primary schools. Further,

Porter's study found that smaller schopls had more melementatlon
ptoblems than larger schools.. Porter also found compatibility with
the physical structure of the host school to be positively related
to implementation. .

-

In considering the relationship/ofwthe school to its envir?nment

b

Porter found that there wére implementation problems when the

-~

‘objectives of the project were difficult for the community to

understand or when the implementation process itself was perceived
as complex by the community. Cooperation from the Schools Commission

was positively related to implementation.

’

.
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Characteristics af chool Persommc
-Not boding well for the possibilities:of a stable teacher populaticn

L]

~ : in the future, Porter found "age”vand Rand found "years of experience”

to be neéétively related to implementation effectiveness. Porter

o

also found that the degree of initial enthusiasm and commitment to
the project as well as the initial understanding of the both the

Lnnovative idea and implementation process to be negatively related(

] -
"

to implementation effectiveness which suggests that over~confidance

o and grandiose expectat;ons .may be groblematlc. However, Porter also

that the percelved ablllty to change in the directions required

w

by the innovaticn was highly related to successful implementation.

found

In a somewhat eimila; vein Rand found the greater the scope of change
required of the teacher by the project the higher the implementation
effectiveness. Rand also found that a teacher's sense of efficacy .

in relation to students was related to successful implementation.

.

It is'notaapproériate at this time to discuss all the possible implications

rd

of these comparetive findings.y However, it would seem abundantly apparent

5 that much more attention needs to be given to contextual factors at the

school level Clearly policy makgig need to focus more on~fac111tat1ng
L t.he mplementat:.on stage of mnovat:.ve projects. This has been said

< ?\
s vefore but it needs to be said aga;n Gene Hall, in his compan;onﬁpaper f

prr .
. ~,

to this one, has stressed that “change is a process and not an event” and
+ha* American policy makers still seem to wish to ignore this fact.
(Hall, 1979). The same comment must also~be made regarding Australian

- educatlonal policy makers. Yet the research discussed here plus an

accumilation of many other studies mgnlfestly{zndicates the need to

after all,

concentrate on implementation at the school level. This is,
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where the actior is, and developing a capacity for change at this level

o 4 v
{is probably the most important thing that government, federal or state

5

can do. _

An Interactionist Perspective on Educational Innovations

.. ~I want t9 briefly mention the cther perspect;ve I have b;;n using to
examihg»the "mutual adaptation process" of the implementation of |
aducational innovations. Th.s is whatVI have called aﬁ interactionist

.perspective. This approach was developed with the use of tw;lve case
studiés which I,condﬁctgd in 1977-78 -partially in order to flesh out the
findings of the ;arlier survey study. In this capacity the case studies
were invaluable in e;plaininq and exploring many of the points made
earlier in this paper, particularly those‘regﬁrdinq the impd}tance oL

A
the implementation strategies and of the organizational settings in

which educational innovations must live.

However, I was alsc interested in placing theoretical perspectives on
e&ﬁcational change in abey#nce and in getting a better sense of what
those involved in the implementation prncess experienced and perceived.
In the case studies under discussion-the format used was to interview
‘lO’to l2 peoéle associated with an inﬁOVative educaticnal project about
the diffe;ent perceptions they had of the implementation of the project.
All interviews were doneuby the author and one research assistant?yﬁfhe
\#;tyelve projects were,spgcifically sélected tecause they fepresented

different kinds of ideas, strategies and institutional settings.
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. oerceptlcns of the implementation of an innovation that if there are ten

combined is "right”.

ito see the dynamic €lements for themselves rather than simply summar12e

. 25.

At this time, I want to make just a few additional observations on this
<

topic from this poiné7of Jzew. Firstly, none of the work I have done has
given me personally as good an intuiriée understanding of the érocess of
change as the“case studies, particularly because of_their“comparative
nature, i.e, several done at the some time looking at similar features

and also because I was personally involved in the on-site interviewing.

These comnents should simply be regarded as a plug for more comparat;ve

cage studzes on Lngovatron and- for personel involvement in the-dlrty work
, . .
of research.

\
secondly, it is quite apparent when considering different people's

5

people involved there are ten dlfferent deflnrzlons of the situation.
Furthermore, it is%not obvious that any on: of them nor all ‘of them

In this situation, to genuinely understand the
innovation it really must be eeen as a ayﬁ?mic process rather than a

pnoducﬁ. What more researchers should try to do is to document the

different interpretations for their audzences allowing those audlences
1 3
?v

and report one "correct” Lnterpretation or description.
\'w

= -

I .

Thirdly, the perceptions of those inyolved*in innovative projects vary

-

~ -

leéss on whether the innovation is considered to be effectively implemented
or a success and more on the reasons for the effective implementation or

success: Since it is prec;sely the. reasons for success or the lack of

it that obsess some external observers like myself then one mMust expect
'

to end up with a list of determining factors, all of whlch are relevant

on the

to .some actor but$some of which are not relevant to all actors.

20
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other hand, if one is interested only in effective implementation or

<success in an evaluative sense, then it may be that that is not as

s
- .

difficult a dimension to measgré as many have suqqesﬁéd. My experience
indicates that self perceptions of success by "innovators" are an accurate

index of the state of the project.

Fourthly, with regard to the innqvative project itself, : 2 mosﬁ cases it
%s quite impossihle to separcte the inncvation from the rest of a school's
activities. The more complex and larger the projecﬁ the more difficult
this becomes. }et this realiwy is still ignored. Politicians, planners

and evaluators want to conceptualize projects as though they are distinct o
4

TN

entities. This reflects the "rational approach" discussed earlier:
: - : ) .

wanting éo simply identify the problem; propose the one bést solution an?ﬁ
\ moniéor the obvious outcomes. Yet conceiving of an educational innova-
gion as a &isﬁinct project (even when funded as such) is just not an
appropriate description of most innovative ideas as implemented in most
) schqols.' In fact the more distinct they are the m;re likely the implem;nta?
tion is to be pfobl;matic. while the ;eality is certainly messy, surely

" ¢his "mess" needs to be taken into account in studies of educational

innovations. More reséarch on how innovatigns are assimilated into the

\ . . -
rest of a school's activitiesﬁto b; done. g -

g [}
P

f, closeiy.related to this point is the observation that, in general, a new
idea béiag,implemented in a school does not really look much at all like
the ocutsider's conception. This is not because teachers are shifty

people wﬁa resist innovations andeho persist in not impLgmen;}ng them v

the way the ofiginator intended. The ccmhent is equallyltrue when the

innovator thought up the idea him or herself (alkeit accordin€ to
2.
P
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‘govexnment or bureaucratic guidelines.) The suggestion is that we badly
#3 =

need more sgniies which view the innovation in its context during
-

\ ‘ implementation from the bottom up. There is at present a reality gap

which is bound to leadwto inappropriate policies in this area. Gene Hall
called this the "practitioner-policy-maker discrepancy” in his research

and also pointed out the grave consequences of inapplicable models.

-

PhER .

(Hall, 1979).

The final poinE I want to make here is simply a plea for more Australian
- studies of educational innovations. If we are moving into a period of
educational decline in terms of enrolments and expenditure then more
than ever we are going to need to know how to support and encourage

. capacity building for chaﬁée particularly at the school level.

; o

In conclusion’{/gj?t stregs that there are many different perspectives
one can take in the studf of educational innovations. 1In this paper I
~ have referred very briefly to three approaches thaé interest me: the
political perspective, the organizational perspective and the inteé—
. actionist,pe;;pective. What is needed most in the area at this point
in_timeﬂis the linking of these and other approaches frcm the broad

policy level right down to the school and individuyal teacher level.

Cross cultural perspectives are also essential. There has been much
work already done on the}dynaﬁics of the change process and it is

o~ L)
.¢clearly time to.put the va;ious pieces gf the puzzle together and see

. just what we have got. .
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