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PREFACE

The Change Agent programs*bresent an implicit challenge to the
nation's education system: the status quo is inadequate -- change in
local practices is required. But these federal change agent policies
are constrained to some (ummknown) degree in that they are temporary
systems designed to work reform from within or through the existing
educational system. In other words, the education system has been piven
an assignment of self-renewal -- of translating the intent and spirit of

these ambitious federal initiati{ves into substantive and effective new

]
practices,

The relatively small amounts of money expended by change agent
programs seem to have positively affected the rate of adoption of new
projects, but to have had disappointingly little impact on student
achievewent. Yet, it is not clear that adoption is a reliahle forecast
of actual usc, or that the sorts of changes which are being implemented
with federal dollars are those which would be expected, a priori, to
lead to significant differences in student achievement. If local school-
men tend to view federal funds as contributing "slack resources,” for
example, it is to be expected that these monies will be directed at
ancillary services, not at the mainline educational activities which
could significantly affect student outcomes. !t may be that schools
are being held accountable for something they cannot do given the present
arrangement of policies, incentives, and institutional structures.

In addition, it is possible that ''change" of the tvpe desired bv federal
policy makers 78 taking place -- but at a different pace than expected.
It may be that change in local practice im both ocrurring at an 71opeeoeis
rate and is accwndating alowly actoss the system, and s Lhus overlooked
because our present concepts of '"chanpe' are not sufficiently dineriminatine,
The Rand study, sponsored by the U,8, Office of Kducation, of Chanre Arent
Programs is directed towards acquiring a more hasic wderstanding of the procee.,
of innovation in local educational ayatems and, thevehy, providing
guidance for policymakers. The purpose of thir paper s to provide a
thecoretical perspective for the Rand study hv (a) analveing the state of

"ESEA Title 111, Vocational Education, FSFA Title Vit (hilingual),

Right to Read.
24




g‘_7 T EEITE AT T AT e o T ememey oy e o mamee e e S e i e wermare - S s _:_:ff:
iv
knowledge of planned chanpe in education and (b) proposing a conceptual
model of factors affecting processes of chanpe within school districts.
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I. TINTRODUCTION

This study addresses a problem identified by educators, policymakers,
and critics of federal education policy alike: self-conscious federal
efforts to promote innovation in local educational practices have resulted
in disappointingly little consistent or identifable improvement in student
outcomes.

A number of alternative (but not entirely exclusive) possibilities may
explain the apparent failure of innovative practices:*

o Schools are already having the maximum possible impact;

new practices, then, cannot be expected to make a difference.

o Innovative ideas and technologies tried thus far are inadequate

or underdeveloped.

o Change in student outcomes has occurred, but the measurement

instruments are inappropriate or insensitive.

o Innovative practices have not been properly implemented.

The weight of the first explanation, that schools are already deing
the most they can, rests on the goals assumed for education. For exarmple,
those who posit social equity as a major goal of education view the
outcomes of the past decade's innovative efforts as persuasive evidence
that new educational practices cannot reduce inequalities in rates of
learning and achievement which accompany unequal background factors. ‘tan-
holding this view hi:se thus concluded that education is an ineffective and
fnefficient focus for federal intervention efforts and that the povernr nt
should turm to alternative social policies to remedy social 1nequitivn.+;

Others who also assume that a primary goal for education is reduction
of soclal inequities contend that the present system is structurcd so
as to preserve and perpetuate these social class differences, and thus tht

schools are working very efficiently. In this view, social equity cin he

*
The term "innovation" has been used by different authors -- and nften

by the same author -- to refer to a goal and a means, an object, and a proce::
an input and an output. In this paper, and in the Rand study, we deline
"{nnovation" as a practice or plamn which is new to a partfcular scheol or
local educational agency (LEA) and which, because it is new, requirces (o
assumes) some degree of modification (or chanpe) in the hehavior of principal

actors.

1.2 T : :

This view is often called "Colemanism” in that the disappointing ont-
comes of imnovative projects were seen as confirmation of the conclusion manv
drew from the 1966 Coleman Report.

]
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achieved through schooling mly if large scale changes revolutionize the

present educational system.

The second explanation assumes that schooling can be made more
effective and interprets the apparent failure of new practices in terms
of inadequate technology or underdeveloped practice. Some believe that
present strategies are on the right course but that innovations have not
produced the hoped-for-results because they have not been adequately
financed, developed, not given sufficient time to mature. Others subscribing
to this general explanation believe that present innovative practices are
not succeeding because "best practices' have yet to be invented, and
theories of learning or instruction are underdeveloped. The establishment
of the National Institute of Education can be viewed as testimony to the
belief that the present shortcomings in educational practice can be remedied
by concentrating more money and energy on basic research and theory develop-
ment. Underlying the technological view is an assumption of a rational
educational system eager to (and capable of) change. Thus, promoting
improvements would require increased R&D investment, increased financing
of local experimental projects, increased flow of information, and increased
patience.

The third explanation focuses on the inadequacy or inappropriatencss
of pessimistic evaluations of innovative programs. Many people,
especially educators, having direct involvement with innovative proprams,
argue that significant change in student outcomes /73 occurred but that
cvaluations fail to identify these changes because they suffer from sore

form of measurement error. Others holding this view make a somewhat

different argument: that "change" of the type desired by federal policy

makers 7s taking place -- but at a different pace than expected. Thev
contend change is occuring in Zocal practices at an 7wn~rementnl rate and
is accrnlating elowl; across the svsatem, and irx thus bheinpg overlooked.
Both variants of this explanation contend that evaluations done this far
are unsound or premature and cannot lepitimatcly serve as a basis for
the formulation of federal policies. In this viee, accurate assessment
of the impact of innovative programs awaits the development of more

sophisticated and sensitive measurement instruments .nd research stratepfes.
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A fourth explanation suggests that while the outcomes may be disappointing,
they do not accurately reflect the potential of innovative ideas because
many innovations are not implemented according to plan. This interpretation
stresses the complexity of the implementation process and locates the essence
of the problem not in inadequacies of innovative plans but in the burecau-
cratic nature of the educational system itself. This view sees the educa-
tional system as highly resistant to innovations, as likely to transform
innovative projects into "new ways of doing the same thing," as generating
much apparent movement but little effective change in local educational
practices and, hence, little improvement in student outcomes. Therefcre,
improving educational results would require policies that promote chanre
in the educational system and in the way it implements innovations.

It is not possible to further structure the problem of the
effectiveness of innovation on the basis of the empirical evidence gathercd
thus far. As the third view maintains, evaluations of innovative practices
are beset with conceptual and methodological problems: much of the
evidence 18 contradictory; evaluations have been found to be incomplete
or in error; important variables have been misspecified; dependent and
independent variables are ambiguous; the relationship of treatment to
educational goals is uncertain; measurement or method is not comparable
across studies, However, these empirical difficulties confound the
fundamental problem: the absence of systematic theory of planned changne.

Without such a theoretical perspective, federal policy has few
reliable guidelines. Thus, the broad objective of the Rand study of
Change Agent programs is to acquire a more systematic understanding of
the process of innovation, generally, and specifically to idevtify the
impact of these fed-ral programs on local educational systems. As a
requisite to Rand's research, this paper analyzes the state of knowledpe
of educational innovations and proposes a conceptual framework for directine
research.

Section II first assesses the literature comprised of program and
poticy studies and, then, critically examines the analytical 1iteratre
on planned change in education to select and formulatc ﬁnjor theoretical

issues. Section III suggests an approach to investipating these research




concerns and proposes a conceptual model of factors affectingy

processes in a local school district.

<

changpe




11. LITERATURE ON EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS

The literature on educational innovations is vast and may be
increasing at a faster rate than the innovations themselves. Rather
than attempting a thorough and comprehensive review of this immense
and highly redundant literature, this section assesses the state-cf-
the-art of knowledge about innovations in education. We wish to
identify the main findings, the main issues, and the most promising
conjectures. The educational innovation literature may be divided
into two broad categories: project or policy studies, and analvtic.l

treatments of the problems and process of planned change in educati--—.

A. PROJECT AND POLICY STUDIES

Most of the literature on change in education consists of «incl
case studies which evidence little methodological sophisticaticn -
research characterized by Giacquinta as the "show and tell literatur.
(in Kerlinger, ed., 1973). This large and widely dispersed literat-a.
chiefly comprises local education agency (LFA) project reports (i
of which can be found in ERIC); articles in education journale (<uch
as Teachor, Elcmentary Sencol Journal, Waticonal Flewmewtar. e’o o0 0y
State Education Agency (SEA) and U.S. Office of Education (USCE) pubti-
cations containing descriptions of "exemplary" projects (such as
American Education, the "It Works" series; SEA annual reports of I5i%
projects); and compendia of "exemplarv" or "innovative" programs (suo-
as MacAdam and Fuller, eds. 6 1970).

The case study literature abounds with claims of "success', hut
data areseldom presented to document or support these conclusions
Indeed, the great majority of these reports more nearly resemble pui ii.
relations documents rather than objective evaluatfons of preject

*
outcomes.

*An advocacy mode of reporting is not surprising, however, in
light of the fact that this avalanche of project evaluations was prooi-
pitated by federal requirements to report, rather than by Toacalls ini-
tiated inquiries into project accomplishments.

i~
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Although there appears to be some consensus about broad strategies
which have been “successful'---i.e., individualized instruction; open
classrooms; team teaching---on balance, this anecodotal literature is
intriguing but it is neither convincing nor helpful to our study.

Because the case studies attempt to Joserile  or aldrnreafs change---not

to test theories of change or identify components of success or failure---
neither success or failure can be understood in a way which enables
educators or policy makers to learn from past cxperience. Further,
because these evaluations implicitly adopt a "project model", which lecks
at innovative practice apart from its institutional context, it is
difficult to generalize project outcomes to other settings. In short,
the case study literature paints innovative project accomplisiments in
glowing broad-brush terms, but it provides little information about
specific successful innovative strategies, about the comronents necessary
to success, or even abcit what comprises success.

The credibility of these evaluations is further diminished by the
fact that more detailed and sophisticated reviews and analyses fajl! to
confirm these very encouraging conclusions. There is unsettling cvi-
dence that where “success" is claimed, closer inspection reveals that
proaiect cutcomes are not significant or lack stability over time. For
example, The American institute of Rescarclhy (Havkridge, et al, 19635,
Warpo 1972) reviewed over 1000 supposcdly exemplary proprams in order
to identify 100 candidates tor further study. The subsequent in-depth
investigations tound that cognitive gains, where they could be certi-
fied, were not impressive and that the majorityv of the programs which
A.T.R. judged “successful" in one year did not demonstrate the same
success upon re-investigation in following vears, cven though the i
specified independent variables remained constant,

Nor does the high level of success rcported for new strategis .
(bv the case study literature) find support in those complilations or
syntheses which assess the findings of research reports meeting more
rigorous methodological standards, Gage (1961%), for example, marshals
an impressive amount of evidence from eartier yecars which supgests that
innovative strategies to enhance student learning seldom produce impres-

sive results. J.M. Stephens (1967) also concludes on the basis of o

]
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review of the outcomes of innovative projects (instituted as long ago
as 1897) that the lack of variation in the impact of "new" cducational
practices on student learaing is a matter of common knowledge. Me

remarks:

It is part of the folklore that, in educational investi-
gations, one method turns out to be as good as another and
that promising innovations produce about as much growth as
the procedures they supplant, but no more. (p. 10)

Travers (1973) and Averch et a1, (1972), reviewing post-Elementarwv
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA 1965) practices and innovations, fail
to provide exception to these conclusions about the lack of differential

effectiveness. Averch states:

Research has not identified a variant of the existing
system that is consistently related to student's educa-
tional outcomes. (p. 154)

The widespread opinions about the disappointing lack of effcetive-
ness of new educational strategies are not based primarily on these
reviews, however. These judgments came about in response to the dis-
hesirtening results of federally initiated inquiries into the impact of
{ederal education policies. Conclusions that "schools don't work'" (to

overcome background differences) and that "schoolmen don't know what t.

do" (with new federal resources) reflect in largest measure discouraying

evidence compiled by large-scale federal evaluations of the impact of

project Head Start and ESEA Title 1 (Westinghouse Learning Corp., 190:

Mosbaek, et al.;USOE, 1970; Glass, 1970; Wargo, 1972). These federall:

sponsored analyses were unable to identify consistent or significant
fmpact on student outcomes which could be attributed to participation
in special programs funded with federal dollars.

As a result of the general lack of confidence in the anecdotal
literature, and the disturbing evidence compiled by more rigorous cr

quantitative evaluations, two negative conclusions predominate a4 review

of the program and policy studies, and the general commentaries on this

literature:
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o Variations in student outcomes have not been consistently
related to variations in treatments, once nonschool

factors are held constant.

o "Successful®™ projects lack stability and exportability.

These pessimistic assessments arce subject to challenge on at least
two grounds. First of all, it is perhaps unrealistic to expect cither
the absolute level of (mean) improvement or the rate of (mean) improve-
ment to be high, particularly in the rather short time span of most
innovat ive programs. Indecd (as we shall argue in more detafl subse-
quent lv), given the highly stable nature of the cducat fonal system, one
would expect to find only Jeposw it cfipnse at the loading od e, and

that such changes would cieme/ o o7 2/ 0 The incorporation or institun-
tionatization of the changes anticipated by federal policvmakers, then,
would be expected to occur gradually and over time, not in the tetebo
to Mav time frame emploved by most cvaluatious.

Secondly, most of these studies suffer from serfous methodologic o
and conceptual ditticulties that render peasimistic conclusious promatur. .
Critical questions about their empivical validite have been vaisod o
have not satistactorily been answered.  Stuce fssues relating to th
measurement  instruments themselves and to the units of analvsis he
boeen widelv treated, they will not be dealt with in this paper oo
c.op. Loving 1971, Cronbach and Furby, 1970).  But the jwportant poee il ok
of a specification problem that would cause these findings to be i
has received Teas attention than it deserves. That is, {t an cualuaty
ot a mogram vields results of "no significant difference", it mi-
that the innovation project did not work, or it may be that atl the
important variablos were not included in the ovaluatfon medel, 1
b tween the stated propgram inputs (which are specified) and the -
ivpact (which is measared), something important may be effecting the
1o Iationship between theoretical inpnt and actual ontput, but et
cpreeitteds Insofor as unspeciffod variables have {mportant tirer o ton
ettocts, thelr ommission can produce a findlag of "no sty lcant vl 1

ship" between success and the varfables that are specitied,
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l.ack of stability and exportability of project outcomes may mean
that the evaluation was in error, or that the project was a random success.
Lack of a significant relationship between treatment and student outcomes
may mean that the treatment was ineffective. Or, the absence of measurable
impact and the lack of project stability may be the result of uffs @70
oaucal vartalles that change over time within an! across sites.

Indeed, we shall argue subsequently that /nat{tutional vari:’ /. o are
not identified in policy or preject evaluations and that these variables
change within sites as the institution adapts to the project, and these
variables certainly vary across sitvs.* Further, the project itself, i«
we will discuss later, can be expected Lo change over time, as the insti-
tution modiffes the innovative strategv to accommodate the institutionl
structure and constraints. Thus the simple m-del implicit to
most impact studies of innovative strategies---0 = f(x) where 0 = onteone,
< = treatment---could be expected to underestimate the effect of tiwe
treatment to an unknown degree. That is, if both treatment and institn-

tion adapt to each other over time, and also varv across sftes, thon

0= f(x,.,v)
< = f(y)
y = f(x)

where v represents institutional variables.
This model posits that simultaneous effects occur in the procoess of
implementing an innovation and that endogenecs retationships are imper -
Ltant te an accurate asscssment of project impact. Where treatment ond
institutional variables are considered together in a series of simnl-
taneous equations, institutional variables mav be found to have a siyvni-
ficant relatlonship to project outcomes - and mere important - treatment
mav then be significant,

In sum, the findings presented by the program and policy studice
little more than suggest the overall problen of the Rand study---that of
the apparent ineffectiveness and fpstability of fnnovative efforts, '
this literature provides Little help in our efforts to cast the probles

. e e e Y ———

“A rolated statistical problem arises from the need of policy malcrs
for data to be presented in units of analvsis susceptible to potice doci-
aions and the aubsequent aggregation of data to-such I als as the ucheel
district which, in effect, average awav---and thus omitue—=possible hiobt:
sipgnificant institutional variables. , _

Ry
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{n comprehensive and operational terms. On the basis of thin Itterature,
we are unable to dectde to what extent the problem ts an artifact ol
measurement error; is evidence of inmberent limitations in production
possibilities; is the result of implementation problems; fs the result

of slippane between treatment and goals; or is the product of premata.
assessment. In short, the evaluation literature marshals voluminou:
data to testifv to the existence of serious difficulties fn past effert:
to bring about change in educational practices, but because of dt=
project orientation and atheorctical character, this Literatare doe:

not enable us to generalize from past experience or even to specify the

nature of the problem in theoretically fruitful terms.

B, Analyses of Planned Change

The program and policy studies concentrate on the relationship
between treatment variables and student outcomes; the analvticod Titera
ture on planned change in education focuses instead on the Sueelo
el e of educational innovntion.* This literature asserts that thers
are fnstitutional factors which iufluence the success or fatlure of

inmovat tve effort-——quite apart from the "quality' of the innovati-

stratepy {tself,  Although there is general consensus on this point,
there is disapreement about which aspects of institutional behavim
should be emphasized, and about how the problem of effecting plannd i

change should be stated:  one analvtical approach emphasizes TR

a second tocuses on e Soonelalloe

The dominant school of thought concencrates on information deet
ment and uefliz tion, and deats primarily with the formulation ant spe i
fication ol minigement principles wvhich are expected to facilitate the '

adoption of innovations by educational institutions,

- ————— -

Theoretiecal literature {rom oatside the area of education, netahl -
organfzation theory and the diffusion literature, has of ten been uaed e
individuals concerned with educational innovation and with the formulation
of theories of chanpe.(e.g., Bennis, Benne and Chin, 19693 Bennis, [
cvert and March, 19633 Rowers, 1962; Ropers and Shoenak..r, 19713 are ideld
cited,) We are not sporifically treating tiis theoretical literature iun
this discussion. TInstead, we are concerned here with that literatare Jealn
gpecifically (and practically) with the problems of planned change in el
tion implicd for the Rand study, ) - o C :

q .
Q 10
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Ronald G. Havelock synthesizes the somewhat diverse notions compris-
ing this perspective intc four alternative models. Each model focuses tc
some extent on pre-adoptive behavior, or the behavior of schools before a
decision to adopt is made, and on the "insufficient rationality" thought
to attend planned change efforts. (Havelock, n.d.)

The first model, the Problem-Solving model, assumes that user needs
are paramount in the selection and adoption of an innovative strategy.
This model of planned change casts innovation in a "diagnostic" frame,
and emphasizes search and selection processes. Demonstration of con-
gruence between an innovative strategy and diagnosed need is presumed
to result in adoption.

The second model, Social Interation model, focuses on patterns of
diffusion,and assumes information in itself is an important (if wnot major)
source of motivation to innovate. Exposure to information about a "better”
practice, then, is expected to lead to adoption or trial.

The third model, the Research and Development model, is an explicitlv
rational model which assumes a rational sequence of goal setting, planning,
implementation and evaluation. As in the preceding two models, needs
assessment 2nd the motivational aspects of information are stressed. This
model assumes that the "consumer" is a more or ler - passive (but raticonal)
receiver and implementer of ideas that seem tc him to meet his needs.

A fourth model, the Linkage model, has been developed by Haveloclk to
remedy the deficiencies he perceived in the preceding models, It draws
from the preceding three but, in addition, deals with the incentives,
behiaviors, and geals of individual actors in the educational institution,
esnpeclally as these participants respond to proposals for plamned chanse.
Havelock¥s "l{nkage model” begins to introduce notions of more realistic
administrative behavior (e.g., Simon, 1957), but this model, like the
other models, focuses almost exclusively on the behavior of principal
actors and characteristics of the fasitutien pricr to the implementation
of an innovative stravegy. Thus in this model too, the problem of effucting
change {s framed primarily in terms of bringing about the adoptlion of an
funovation, ' F

Underlving these four alternative notions of effecting educational

innovation is a rational model of bureaucratic behavior which assumes

AruiToxt provided by enic [IECESEEIRE
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that members of the s-lhipol organization constantlv seek better practices,
have reliable means of identifying superior proc-~dures, and are eager and
able to adopt proven innovations. Thus, given the existence of promising

strategies, the major barriers to change are seen as deficiencies in:

o planning, communicatfon and dissemination

0 the quantity and quality of available information,

In our opinion, this essentially rationalistic view of educational
innovation is unsatisfying for a number of reasons. For one, this
formulation of the problem fails to provide an adequate understanding of
the modal process of change in educational institutions., It is top-
heavy on questions of adoption, planning and dissemination, and teads to
slide over or ignore the issue of implementation or institutional adapticn
of an innovative strategy. But without understanding this latter process,
we cannot learn from the success or failure of attempts to innovate, nor
do we have a baseline notion to use in deciding when change has really
occurred,

Second, it is not clear that the educational system possesses the
type of selection mechanism posited by the rationalistic perspective.

That is, the cducational system does not have a market-type selection
mechanism, or "profit maximizing" incentives; the "survival" of the insti-
tution is guaranteed by society. Within a LEA, there is no clear incen-
tive to Innovate, since it i{s not clear that these LEA's which do not
innovate "fail". Conversely, actors within the LEA have disincentijve«

to fnnovate insofar as outcomes of innovation are uncertain, and insci:r
as changing bureaucratic patterns Involves personal risk. Tndeed, &

hroad consensus agrees that the tollewlng characteristics of the educa-
tional change process hold, even though they are not consistent with the

rational view:

0 Decistions to adopt or reject an innovatlon are scldem
made on the primi faeic merits of the innovation (Miles,
1964; Coleman, 19723 Rein, 1970).

o The usual process of change 1s top-down; pressure for

‘ERiC;M“W"MfwffTH7f7ff?ffffffﬁffTffffff*ifff e
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change {8 typically initiated outside the local school,
rather than by school needs assessments., (Fullan, 1972;

Sarason, 1971; Bennis, Benne and Chin, 1969; Wirt and
Kirst, 1972),

Thus the special instance of the educational innovation suggests
that many of the rationalistic assumptions about the role of information
and the impetus to adopt are not consistent with the reality of decision-
making in the local school setting.

Third, this conceptualization, which locates the essence of the
problem of change in adoption, does not square with experience or with
the conclusions of more theoretical treatments of educational innovatiocn.
There is persuasive empirical and theoretical evidence which suggests
that adoption is only one, and in most instances not the most importimt,
hurdle to overcome in successfully bringing about change in educational
practices.

In contrast to the rationalistic perspective, a second school of
thought on planned change defines the problem of successful innovation
in terms of Implementation. This variant of an institutional approach
is represented by a small number of theorists who have examined the
reality of educational innovation from the perspective of an opn '
model of insituticnal behavior. This research has begun to explore the
dynamics within the institution and the characteristics of innovative
strategies which affect the possibility of effecting planned chnngv.ﬂ

These analytical case studies of educational innovations find on
inspection that the most difficult and complex part of the problem of
jnnovation has to do not with pre-adeptioy behavior, but with prsf-
adoption behavior, or with the process of {mpi-mcntation. 1n almost il
the instances studied, adoption was not at {ssue; problems of implement .-
tion dominated the outcome and the success of the innovative projects,
The innovations typically were initiated with a high level of enthus ianm
and support by faculty and staff, but these innovative plans faitled to
achliove thelr objecfives beeaune of difficulties and obstacles (most

often prosaic and unanticipated) encountered during the course of project

-

- ——

. -
N.b., Miles (1964); Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971); Sarazen
(1971); Smith and Keitha (1971); Carlson, et al. (1971); Charters, et al, 197y,
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implementation.
In addition, the organizational perspective on planmed change
contends that "resistance'" to change does not cease to be an issue once
a decision to adopt is made, but continues to exert influence throughout
the process of adaptation and Implementation. This medel stresses the
"dynamic conservativism"* of the school system. Thus, the regressive
tendency of the system to fall back into pre-existing, or only marpinally
different, patterns of behavior---after the adoption of innovative «trate-
gies---is seen in this view simply as symptomatic of the fundamental
character of the institution.** (Ginsburg, et al., n.d.; Coleman, 1972;
Charters, et al., 1973; Wirt and Kirst, 1972; Kirst, 19725 Hiles, 1964),
This somewhat different formulation of the essential problem of
planned change---i.e., implementation as opposed to adoption---has lead
to the identification of a different set of dimensions which are thought
to be important to an understanding and promotion of successful change
in educational practices. Although the role of information is not dis-
missed, in the organizctional perspective the role of "knowledge" and

communication in the outcome of an innovation is seen as secondary to:

0 ihe role of principal actors
O the institutional structure of incentives and censtraints
o  the institutional policy setting

o characteristics of the innovation,

The lack of congruence between rationalistic models of change (such
as those synthesized by Havelock) and what other researchers and theori«t«
(n.b,, Miles, 1964) describe to be the dominant problem of innovation, can
be attributed in large measure to their somewhat disparate intellectual
traditions. Whereas researchers such as Sarason, Smith and Feith, Charters,

and Gross, et al., have attempted to structure the problem ot educational

“This term has been popularized by Schon (1972).

i .

This institutional attribute can provide one explanation for the |
of stability of "successful" profects found by Wargo (1972), as well ae in-
sight into the phenomenon of "pro forma" change. (Goodlad, 1970).
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innovation inductively, the rationalistic perspective has for the most

part deductively formulated management principles to guide innovation.

The principles of knowledge utilization and production so developed rely
heavily on the traditions and assumptions of the diffusion literature---

a conceptual framework which has only very general and limited applica-
bility to innovation in education (n.b., Rogers, 1962; Rogers and Shoemaker,
1971; Havelock, 1969).

Drawing primarily from the fields of medicine and rural sociology,
the diffusion literature frames the central problem of innovation in terms
of adoption, and the central issue for analysis as the identification of
differential rates of aloption. Underlying this view is the assumption
that an "innovation" is a relatively stable "technology" or "product”,
and that once adopted, an innovation will generate its own momentum :nd
proceed (more or less mechanically) through predictable stages of imple-
mentation, which will end with a decision to continue or terminatc.
Innovative strategies, then, are presumed by the diffusion literature
to be essentially "self-winding"; an innovatiou's pnima facic merits
are assumed to be their own brief.

on inspection, however, there are important practical difference.
between a "technology'" and an educational innovation. These dissimi-
larities raise questions about the relevance of the diffusion literatmn
(and {ts assumpttons) for innovation in education.

A "technolopy” or a "product” can be thought of as possessing the

following general attributes:

o clarity and specificity of goals

o speciflcity of treatment

o a clear relation between treatment and outcome
o passive (on the whole) user involvement

o a high level of certainty of outcome

o an individual adopter.

Because of these characteristics, a technology or a product is usually
fepaptale in its Implementation and in its outcome from one ~rutext to

another. (See Gruber and Marquis, 1969,)
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In contrast, innovative strategies in education (unlike technologies-——
a new pill, a new airplane, or a new hybrid sced) tend nnf ro o Dpovgplal. |

Theorist Matthew B. Miles (1964) argues, [for example, that educational

innovation should be thought ot as evolutlonarv:

The installation of an innovation in a svstem is not a
mechanical process, but a developmental one in which both the
innovation and the accepting svstem 1re altered., (p. 647)

Indeed, in comparison to "technelogies', educational innovations may be .

said to possess the following general attributes:

o treatments are incompletely specifiod

o outcomes are uncertain

o target groups vary

o active user involvement is required

o] the adopter is not an individual, but a policy system or
policy units

0 relationship of project trcatment to overall institutional

goals is unclear or unspecified.

Although one can point to "technologies' which have been caltled vd-

ucational "{innovations" (e.g., some kinds of audio-visual equipment, or

computerized accounting procedures), unless the adoption of such educa-

tional hardware anticipates a concomitant change in patterns of behaviar,

then we will argue that these products are not innovations. Even innovaticn:
which are primarily technological in nature are subject to the host of
fmplementat{on pfoblcms (albeit to a lesser extent) which attend innoyvative
strategies focusing on explicit behavior changes or require extensive e
learning on the part of the user (e.g., differentiated staffing projectai,
Because of the nature of an educational innovation, the decision to
adopt does not resolve the prablem o innovation; this decision i= onlv the

”
beginning of a process which exhibits a high degree of instabilit~ and variatility,

*
Indeed, the sheer volume of the anecdotal case sludy Hiteratin:
provides evidence that adoption is not a problem,

Q :3r
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Experience has shown that innovative strategies not only change over timc

within sitem, but that they also display an enormous amount of variability
"
from one institutional setting to another.

The variability in institutional response to an innovation---the
result of different sets of actors and different institutional patterns of
routinized behavior---creates what we will call a "mutation phenomcnc:'.
That is, innovation A! may become innovation AZ when it is implemented in
another setting, and it may be again mutated to become A3 as it is carried
out at yet another site. Or, innovation A! may become innovation A® or
A3 over time within the same site. Further, a panel of independent observers
(or even the participants themselves) would be unlikely to reach consensus
as to whether or not---in operation-—-A1 = A? = A3.**

In sum, the nominal adoption of an innovation cannot be assumed to
provide an accurate forecast of its actual implementation or use. The
process of implementation in the instance of educational imnovation is
essentially a (two-way) process of adaptiion in which the innovative
strategy is modified to suit the institution, and the institution chanpres
to some degree to accommodate the innovation. Therefore, the implementa-
tion of educational innovation can be thought of as an organizafi.: :'
rrosegs whose end product, in the case of a successful fnnovation, would
be an altered institutional arrangement and an innovative strategy modi-
fied to suit that arrangement.

The existence of this mutation phenomenon underscores the extrencl:

limited utility of program and policy impact studies that look only at

*For example, in an analysis of the Head Start/Follow. throngh
Planned Variation Experiment, which was designed to test the differen-
tial effectivencss of explicicly different models of education practic«,
lluron Institute staff (Cambridge, Massachusetts) found that model-to-
model comparisons were extremely difficult to make because of the hieh
degrees of variability which occurred witficn each specific model as 0t
was implemented in multiple sites.

*
We note that the educational svstem does not possess---at [eat
in the short run---a "survival of the fittest" mechanism that would
select out undesirable mutations.
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the relationship between treatment and student outcomes. As Levin

(1971) argues:

...the lack of similarities among the production
techniques used by different schools may mean that neither
average nor frontier findings can be applied to any particu-
lar school. Indeed, in the extreme case, cach individual
school is on its own production function, and evaluation
results for any group of schools will not be applicable to
individual schools in the sample. (p. 23)

The highly variable and unstable nature of educational ifnnovations
implies that it is misleading, unfruitful, and a "serious error” to
evaluate the effectiveness of an innovative stratepy apart from its
institutional setting; that both the nature and the ontcome of an
innovative plan arc determined by the complex and little understood
process of implementation or institutional adaptation,

If it is true that innovations are not invariant but adapt to the
institution, as well as lcad to modifications in the institution, then
it is possible that educational innovation may take place in a nominal-
istic world, In which comparisons and gencratizations are risky at best.
or, on the other hand, it may be that what are substantively different
"mutations'" of innovative plans can be seen as the product of common
institutional structures and processes. 1f this is the case, then
questions of implementation and patterns of institutional response to
innovations become central to an identification of policy levers which
can effect the incidence and outcome of innovation as well as to 2
svstematic understanding of the process and outcome of planned change in

education.
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I11. AN INSTITUTIONAL APPROACH

Our analysis of the findings and failings of the state of the art
of educational literature on innovations leads to the following assessment:
(1) research on the general effectiveness of schooling provides little
guidance on how to change educational practices; (2) impact oriented studies
of innovative projects have not produced gneralizable findings because
they fail to deal with the interaction of the project with its instituticnal
setting; and (3) implementation problems dominate the outcomes of chanpe
processes in the educational system. Therefore, we believe research should
be directed towards understanding the implementation of inmnovative proieccts
within school districts, and how policy might affect implementation.

Unfortunately, no theory or analytical understanding of implement-
tation exists in the educational literature or in other literatures
(Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973). At best, educational experts have accumulated
wisdom in the form of principles, guidelines, and advice for change apeonts
(Havelock, 1973). Without denying the validity of any particular comroen-
sense procedure, such advice usually suffers from both inconsistency and
incompleteness: implementers are often faced, on crucial matters, with
principles leading to divergent alternatives, and inadequate fnformation
(and und=rstanding) to choose among them (Simon, 1957). Though the noed
for a more systematic understanding of implementation is, thus, evidint,
the only clues available as to how to develop such an understandinp e
those suggested by the institutional literature reviewed at the close of the
preceding section. Drawing upon our preceding analysis of this literatur
and upon the more general literature on organization theory and on ditfucion
of innovations, this section first treats preliminary {issues that mu.t t.
raised prior to research on a relatively unexplored area -- namely, wh.
should the focus of research be? What approach should be taken? Uhow
questions need to be asked? Secondly, a conceptual model of factors

influencing change processes in the LEA is proposed as a gufde to rovcardl,

A. RESEARCH FOCI

The sheer complexity of the educational syvstem causes the issue of

how research should be focused to be a major concern. At one end, wo are
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intereated in the ways in which Federal palicy can affect « Wweation;
at the other end, we need to 1investigate how specific {nnovative projects
affect students. In the ideal, one wunld like to trace (or predict) how
Federal policy inputs work thetr way throuph the various levels and
jurisdictions of the educational system down t-~ the teacher in the class-
room. Accomplishing this fidecal is 'mlikely. Honetheless, some sense of
the interdependencies throughout the system is necessary if wmore effective
and efficient policy is to be designed. Accordinply, this section sugppests
what aspects of the overall system should be researched and what simplifying
assumptions about the nature of the interdependencies can be made.

The eclementary and secondary educational system is an organi:zation
of organizations -- and, for convenience, will be called a rmul/ti-

oraanization  -- in the sense that it is composed of:

o a variety of suborganizations each having its jurisdictions
and responsihilities, bowh vertically and laterally
o these suborganizations are tied together by a common institutional

framework.

Even excluding such ancillary groupines and orpanizations as commmit
proups, graduate and professional schools, technical schools and college:,
professional assoclations and teachers’ munfons, the list of snborganizaticns

is impressive in numbers and variety of functions:

o the classroom
o the school

o the LEA

o the SEA

v Federal level

A majer characteristic of the Amerfcan educational svstem, as compared to
cducation in other countries, is the high depree of antonomy of each of
these "evels" of organization (Mavland, 1964), For ¢xample, in some
crucial wavs, the teacher is "alone" in his (lassvoom and the delivery of

iis services rests on how he teaches, At thie schonl level, the principal

lv\)




fundamentally affecta, and has responsihility for, such symtem probhlems

as social control, the sequential organization of programs and activities,
aliocation of staff and resources, and the attainment of goals set largely
by other levels of organization. At the LEA level, the school districts
(as operated by superintendents who are responsible to school hoards)
handle finances, establish curricula, and allocate personnel including

most particularly the hirinpg, firing, promoting, and transferring of
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administrators and teachers. Few formal links exist betwecn echool districts.

At the SEA level, states are legally vested with autherity to provide for
education, state educational agencles exercise their responsibility in very
different ways across the different states.

We can reduce some complexity of this organization of organizations
by dealing with the system in a block-recuratve fashion rather than
considering all possible interactions and interdependencies. That is, for
the sake of simplification, we can ignore many feedback ioops and assume
that (a) lateral suborganizations affect each other only exogenously
in cases of lateral dissemination, (b) vertical suborganizations above the
LEA affect the LEA only exogenously, and (c) within the LEA (excepting such
mega-districts as New York and Los Angeles) the interdependencies seem too
preat 1 priopl to be able to ifgnore feedbacks among the various vertical

levels. The following schematic diagram indicates the nature of the

linkares.

FEDERAL POLICY .
' N
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In ghort, within suborganizations analysis can ifnore some of the complex

links hetween systems and focus on cndopenous jroeosses with excion. " Do,

More specifically, it is important and relevant to ananlvze how state

apencies operate in order to design Federal policy that cam affect SEA




practices (or prevent SEAs from subverting Federal policy). And it is
important to determine the effect of SFAs on local practicc. However,

we assume the two questions can he analvzed independentily. Moreover, one

can assume, in the short run, that LFAs do not affect the operation

of the state agencies. Similar assumptions can be made for the relationshipe
hetween Federal and SEA's and between Federal and LEAs. Thus, it makes

sense for research to have several foci narely, analvses of aperation

within Federal policy making, w7{i17n State apencies, and - thin LEAs

and analvses of the links (or "inputs") from one crpanization to another.

Since the revised Rand Study Design for the Change Agent Propram,

November 1973, outlines Rand's approach to the analysis of Federal policy
making (Section LII) and of the SEAs, this paper will discuss only the
analysis of LEAs.

B. CUMMON LEA STRUCTURE AND PROCESTES

Despite all the autonomy of LFAs, an identifiable institutional
framework links the various parts of the elementary and secoadary school
system together into a highly stable educational system. That is, comparing
organizations laterally (from classroom to classrom, from school to school,
from distrirc to district, from state to state), constderahle cormonaltity
exists at comparable levels: (a) the formal authority relattonships a

classrooms, schools, school districts, and states are quite simftar; (h) th

rormal anthority links Fofaoen the levels are quite similary () at covn

ponding lateral levels, the roles played by individual actors (teacher

princtpals, superintendents, etc.), tbeir incentive structures, and th,
oryanizational constraints on their behavior are similar; (D) the orvanica

tional ideology (the goals of educators, and basic beliefs about how '

~chooling vut to vork) is similar throuehont the svstem; and  (e) tin

prossures from the varfous public interests are similar. '
The existence of this institutional framework suppests that regardl o«

of the considerable differences between school district: in such cructal

arcas as their student needs and characteristics, their political and cnltmal

envivonment, their cconomic and social context, and their arcanizational and
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human reésources, innovative projects will be exposed to similar structures
and processes within LEAs. We aze not arguing that differences between
schools (as well as differencer. within school) do not affect the outcomes
of innovative projects. On the contrary, thev do. We are arguing that a
i generalizable understanding of project effects -- and, indeed, of schooling
itself -- should include an analysis of common LEA structure and processes.
Thus, a task for research is to identify the common organizational
elements characteristic of LEAs and to analyze how they affect the
innovative project. The literature on organizations and on diffusion of
innovations suggests some abstract elements to be examined by research.
In particular, many organizational theorists point to the followinyg

elements as being essential to understanding the operation of an organjization:

1. The informal organiaation that coexists with the formally
defined bureaucracy represented by organization charts and that
consists of individual goals and beliefs and of patterns of
power, prestige, interaction, and friendships.

2.  The mnanticipated conscquences that seem inevitably to
attend the commands of leadership and would be expected to
follow deliterate change no matter hay well planned.

3. The etructure of pereonal ineenti e and conatpaint: that
motivate individual behavior and limit individual action.

4, The routinfzed behiavior that establishes the basic patteirns of
authority and communications within arnv stable organization.

5. The deceredon - :king apparatus that {dentifies who decldes what,
when, and how.

6. The Zcadershi) that enables principle actors to pet things
*
done.
Through describing the substance of these elements for a school district

might be essential to a full understanding of an LEA's operation, such

h e e e —

:Fur reviews of organization literature, sce March and Simon, 105H:
Katz and Kahn, 1966; March, ed., 1965; Argvris, 1970; Etzioni, 1961.
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description is probably not feasible in peneral nor quite to the point
of the study of change processes. We are essentially concerned with
what happens when an innovative project impiuges upon a school district,
Innovative projects may be directed at an individual, group or socfal
system, but whether "change' actually occurs as 2t result of the introduc-
tion of a new program depends on whether ov nct the program actually
results in modification or restructuring of the routinirzed patterns
or organizational behavior leading to the incorporation of new patteras.
From this view, the problem of "movement without change" can be diagnosed
as the absence of new patterns of organizational behavior. That is, the
adoption of a program can be pro forma, leaving the central structurc of
the relationship between administrator and principal, principal and teacher,
teacher and teacher, and/or teacher and pupil unaffected, Therefore,
a central task of research is to Fdniig olemodfe o dhe oy aatiop
cusceptible to being changed by iiovative reoeeda,
Usually projects are evaluated in terms of thcir outputs rather

than in terms of what they reveal about the nature of change processes
in education., By adopting the view that the wide variety of change agent
projects attempted at the local level during the past decades can be
analyzed as a range of stimulii to which LEAs responded, research
be able to identify the susceptibility to change of various LEA components.

We previouslv argued that the innovative projeet ftself "mutates' 2=
it becomes implemented,  An innovative project is a plan stating goals and
mems desipned to change educational practices or procedures. During it~
implementat fon, the "plan’ becomes developed, operatioralized, and often
revised according to the nature of its fnstitutional wetting.

us, another central research task is #- deteyerlye whi oh oy et
foe oyl nat for oot the feplere s tat Soo - 00 D erative preteat,
St oty and Lol cater!s o This task directs the research towards
cxamining the deciston-making structure and processes of the LEA.

The organization literature suggests that inderstanding wvho decides
what, when, and how is fundamental for ucovering the polifev levers in an

-
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organization (Simon, 1957, Cyert and March, 1963). The bureaucratic
roles displayed by organization charts strongly condition the way authority
is distributed. However, they do not fully determine the actual exerclsc

of influence for several reasons:

i, an organizational "decision'" is usually comprised not of
a single step, but of many decisions made by many actors.
ii. the influence any particular actor has on an organizational

decision varies according to the nature of the decision.

Therefore, research must go beyond the formal organization and attempt to
describe the reality of decisionmaking. The organizational literature

argues that the loci of decisionmaking become regularized in stable

svstems such as an LEA; we shall refer to these loci as deecision pointr
nlative to a erecifie type of decision. For example, the superintendent —-
or, at least, the superintendent's office -- usually makes choices about
allocation of resources, budget, curriculum, managerial structure, and selcc-
tion of special programs. The teacher is enpaged in a very different but
nonetheless significant set of chofces,

Insofar as research can determine the decision points relative to the
process of implementation, a more differentiated change policy might be
developed that deals with incentives and constraints appropriate to the
actual influence of different actors. As a guide to such research, it is
useful to formulate a model of the implementation process in terms of
critical decisions. In particular, drawing upon the 1literature on
the diffusion of innovation (Rogers, 1962, Ropers and Shoemaker, 1971),

we posit that the process of implementation consists of diasrete cfapcs in

the sense that (a) at distinct phases in the process, decisions have to be

reached and (b) the beginning of a new stage is continpent upon the decision
at the end of the preceding stage. In short, in addition to the structural
decisfion points discussed earlier, innovation evokes dynamic decision
points,

Before offering a simple model of the stages of innovation appropriate

to change agent projects, several obvious implications frem the above

N
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conceptualizations can be drawn. First of all, the decision points

at the beginning and end of each stage represent levers at which policy
can intervene. The question for research is to determine what policy
instruments can be effectively brought to bear on the actors involved at
different decision points. Secondly, because decision points occur over
time as well as over the structure, the combinations of institutional
response to a given change agent increase rapidly, thereby compounding
the problem of identifying where, and understanding why, efforts to
innovate break down. That is, different components of the educational
institution will interact with different stages of the innovative process
in different ways, and with different welghts at different times., ‘This
multiplicity of decision points prodices the mutation phenomenon and renders
cach case of implementation unique. Yet, since i{mplementation within

an LEA Involves common processes in similar organizational structures, we
suspect that systemic regularities can be discovered. The challenge to
research lies precisely in discovering thesc regularities underlying the
funovat ive process,

Nany models of stages of innovation formulated in the literature
assume a reality in which "pifional” choices can be made, in which
technological innovations can be transferred *pocviomily from adopter
tn adopter, and in which change is nteral i desired and generated.
llowever, cxperlience suggests that the reality of the institutional nature
ot school districts is quite different: rather than rational choice,

bureavcratic incentives and constraints, and political opportunities and

confliets are the norm; rather than Invariant transfer, innovative project:
wsually are mutated; rather than intermally generated desires for chanse,
cducational cystems tvplcally react bhecause of exogenous pressures,
Aecordingly, instead of the usual five-stage model of planned chanve
developed by Ropers (1062),* we propose a three-stage process of changee:

o support

o adaptation

o incorporatiom

ﬁkugvré' five-stape model consists of: (1) awareness; (2) interest:
(3) evaluation; (4) trial; (5) adoption. (. RK1,)
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Support: This notion includes the concepts of "gearch," "needs
assessment” and "selection." The introduction of a change program
into a school or district requires a series of decisions by individual
actors within the local policy system to support the program. This
notion of support rejects the assumption implicit in many Research
and Development models of innovation -~ that information in and of itself
is a motivating force to change. The concept of support posits that
information on new practices is a necessary but not a sufficient antecedent
to innovation. A more important consideration is whether the “time is
right" from the perspective of the actors in the education system.
Without a high level of support within the : .stem for an innovative idea,
it 18 unlikely that the process of innovation will get mnder way, despitc
the prima facie merits of the proposed change.

Adaptation: Adaptation denotes the stape of the chanpe process
in which the proposed innovative plan confronts the reality of the
system it is designed to chanpe. The term adaptation 1is used because
it underscores the simultaneous effects of introducing chanpe into an
educational system: that is, the chanpe project undergoes transformat ion
by being adapted by the existing system and, for successful change proiccts,
the existing system adapts to the demands of the project. Many actors
have inputs at different points throughout the process of adaptation:
district administrators, principals, teachers, students, parents, visitor:,
community members, press, protessionals, members of other educational
policy units, and so on, As a result of these varving fnputs, a proces:
of formative evaluation poes on continually. As a result of this oneoing
ovaluation of a proposed change, any number of decisions concerningy the
{nnovative project may be made. For example:

o principal actors may do nothing about the feedback they

have received

o actors may modify project goals

o actors may modify project practices

o additional resources may be sought

o actors may seek new or different resonurces
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o there may be & return to pre-project hahgvior
o statfing patterus may be modified

o the project may be prematurely discontinued.,

Incorporation: The term incorporation is used to denote the final
stage in implementation. The literature refers to this stage in a number
of ways: '"continuation," "adoption," or "achieving a terminal relation-
ship." (Lippitt, Watson and Westly, 1958, use this latter term.) TFor the
purposes of change dgents, the term incorporation more accurately represents

the last stage of innovation -- the point at which an innovative practice

ceases to be "new,"

and becomes part of the routinized behavior of the
institutional system.

The stage of incorporation (or failure to incorporate) is similar
to the initial stage of the innovative process in the sense that support
must be generated. However, incorporation differs from the initial

stage In geveral major ways:

I. due to adaptation, the project as realized in the
final stage i8 likely to be different from its initial
conceptions
i1, because actors make d-cisions during the life of the
project, a set of constituencies is created by suhtle
psychological processes of cognitive dissonance and
less subtle political calculations of who gets what and
who loses what
iii. as the project moves from an experimental status to a
legitimate permanent status, it gathers an orpanizational
momentum on the oﬁe hand, and detractlors Lﬂfcatened by-
dislocations, on the other hand
iv. new decision points relative to reallocation of personnel,
redistribution of resources, and redesign of curriculum

becomes activated

To summarize, the Rand research on Change Apint programs should

deal wiih two central inquiries: (1) to determine the impact of {fnnovative
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projects on the structure and processes of LEAs in order to identify

those aspects of the educational system susceptible to being changed, and
(2) to determine which aspects of the LEA's structure and processes affect
the implementation of the innovative project, in what ways, and to what
extent. Because the organizational nature of the LEA plays such an
important role in these inquiries, the following features should be
examined in the research: the informal organization, unanticipated
consequences of innovative projects, individual incentives and constraints,
routinized behaviors, leadership, and the decision-making structures. And,
in particular, these organizational features should be examined as they
impinge upon the implementation process. We propose that this process

can be conceptualized as consisting of three stages: (1) support,

(2) adaptation, and (3) incorporation.

C. A CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The preceding section outlined major concerns of research directed
towards understanding implementation of innovative projects and the
ways policy might affect this process. This section recasts these
broad research questions into more operational concerns by (a) proposing
a conceptual model that identifies major factors involved In change
processes in an LEA and (b) suggesting potential measures of these factors.
Many impact studies reviewed in Section 1I implicitly assume a naively
simple view of change processes. In effect, the innovative project im-
pinges on the black box of the educational system and produces an output
of changed student outcome. Based upon the discussion of the preceding
scctions, Figures 1 and 2 propose a conceptual "model" that unpacks the

black box. The equations in Figure 1 should be viewed as schematic for
it s umlikely that the Rand study could specify the functions, identifx

the system of equations, or make sufficiently precise measurements of

the variables to render this "model”™ fully operational. Each "variablc"
is symbolic of a category of concern that would be composed of a vector
(or a more complex configuration) of attributes. The model's purpose fy

to identify the critical research questions and suggest concretely how
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we view the relationships between the project, its settinpg, and the
impacts of the project.

The model consists of three sets of equations corresrponding to the
three stages of the chanpe process -~ support, adaptation, and Incorpora-
tion -- evoked by an innovative project. We shall discuss each stape in
turn,

We assume that the support for a particular immovative plan will be
a function of the initial characteristics of the plan, of the instftutional
characteristics of the LEA, of the characteristics of the community in which
the LEA is embedded, and of Federal and State policv. Support, as a
vector of dependent variables, might be operationalized in terms of various
measures of (a) the reaoupor comm tment of the LEA to the innovative project
(e.g., local funding allocated to the project and the quantity and quality
ot staft development) and (b) the perscnal basling of individual actors
(c.g., superintendent's and principal's expressed support and teachers'
voluntary willingmess to participate).

Federal and State policles provide various incentives to the local
school district to support innovative projects. A broad goal of the overall
Rand study f8 to sugpest how Federal policy -* o effect chanpe and with what
policy instraments, We deal with this question in two wavs. Tirst of
all, we can examlne directly how Federal policy hi affected LEAs, In
particular, for the analysis of support sugpested by equatlon (1), Federal
policy inaputs can be operationalized (a) in broad tcrms by comparing ¥l
Title 111 (State and Federal), Vocational Fducation, ESEA Title VII (hiflin-
pual), and Right To Read and (b) in specific terms of variabies cutting
across and within programs (e.g., levels of funding, guidelines, and
restrictions).  Stwflar remarks apply to comparative SEA analyslis.

However useful the above analysis might be, they are wmlikely to
proide a definltive guide to the broad questicn of devising appropriate
change policy. Such direct empirical analysis deals with what §¢ or has heen,
But since the ranpe of policy lustrumnts represented in present program:
is retlatively narrov, wvhat is may be different from what coutd be.  In -hort

it is possihle that, in the relatively brief pericd of Federal attempls
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Support (1) s = F(P°, 1°, C°, Fed, State)
Adaptation
- o t .t
Student Qutcome 2) Oit g(Oi, Bi’ Fi’ Gi’ Ci’ P, 1)
Ingtitutional t t
Out come (3) Ij = k(r°, Ioa P, C, S)
Project L ¢
lmplementation (4) P = h(p°, I;—j’ ]j’ S)
Incorporation (5) It+1 = l(Ij, T; -3 t, Ot, C, Fed State)
where S is a (column) vector of support measurements
p* is a (row) vector of initial project characteristics as
indicated by 1its plan
1° is a vector of initial LEA characteristics
¢ is a vector of initial commuity characteristics
Fed 1is a vector of Federal inputs
State is a vector of SEA characteristics
Olr is a vector of educational outputs of the {th student at time t

is a
of

vector of initial educational outputs (before the initiation

thhie innovative project) of the ith student at time t
is a vector of innate endowments of the 1th student

is a vector of family influence on the ith
time t

student cumulat ive to

is a vector of commumity influences on the project that includes
both initial commmity characteristics and those that dhnu(
exoponously during the life of the project

fs a vector of community influences on the ith student cumulstive
to time t

{s a vector of project characteristics cumulative to tire t

is a vector of j institutional characteristics changed hy project
cumulative to time t (i.e., endogenous changes)

is a vector of j-j institutional characteristics not changed b
project (i.e., exogenous)

is a vector of incorporated institutional characteristics

Fig. 1 -- Conceptual Model of Factors Affectinp Chanpe
tan7




I

Federal and
State Policy

Initial
institutional
Characteristics

Initial
Pioject
Characteistics

1

}-——
W

Sup;-"tl

#

#

. Chonged and | _gul Implemented
Community g Unchanged Project
Institutional Choracteristics
Chenacteristics
Student
Ot nmes
I——— trcorpon ated
foatitotional
Change

Fig.

Irnnete
A“l”ltltt'-
Famil.

Peer

(_v[ IS lp

2 .. Schematic Diamqar of Factar Affcting Chanae in LEA




33

to foster innovation in elementary and secondary education, the "best"
policy has not yet been devised. In terms of our model, we propose that
Federal policy enters exogenously into the support equation (and the
incorporation equation) but not iuto the adaptation ejuations; this
jdentification reflects the finding of the Ford Foundation, and others,
that funding agencies have impact primarily at the initial stage (The
Ford Foundation, 1972), Yet, policy could conceivably affect adaptatiocn
if appropriate policy instruments were applied to those aspects of the
institution susceptible to change. Of course, an object of research

is to locate these policy levers by pursuing the lines of inquiry
suggested by Figure 1 and the preceding sections.

The political and demographic characteristics of the community in
which the LEA and its constituent schools are embedded affect support bv
producing pressure for change, by eonstrainina the possibilitfies of change,
and by presenting the need to change in the characteristics of the
student population. Urban-ruralness, ethnic and racial composition,
community size, median age of residents, and tax base represent relevant
demographic characteristics whose effects need to be explored; the
level of unrest in the community, the level of community involvement
in school affairs, and the type of school board arec relevant politic .l
characteristics.

Institutional characteristics can affect support in a wide varict !
ways and, of course, determining the extent to which candidate chiaracror it
have significant effect is an objective of research. For convenienc: .
institutional characteristics can be divided into ~rgmfmatfora o0
atipibutes of principal actors, and crgavisalion:i cerasiin fo S

*
Among organizational status measures might be

o Wealth

o Level of per pupil expenditure
o Amount of budgetary slack

o Pattern of resource use

%
During research, these measures need to he different fated accordine to

the institutional level pertinent to the innovate project. Thus, some variat b
might be measured for the school district or individual rRehiools or individuatl
classrooms or grade levels or a combinat{pf of these levela,
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a

Size

Age and condition of facilities
Racial and SES composition
Pupil/teacher ratio

Staff mobility patterns

Staff age patterns

Number of graduates entering college

Drop-out rate

Among the attributes of such principal actors as the superintendent,

principal, and project directors might bhe

Level of education

Age

Length of tenure in present position

Location and nature of previous positien

Salary level

Experience with innovative projects

Amowmt and type of interaction with local,state and national
groups

Membership in professional groups

Among the measurements of the organizational capacity to innovate mipht

innovativeness propensity (an index of (a) the number and rate

of widely diffused educational practices in the district and

(b) the nature and number of simultaneous new educational practices
in the district)

locus of decisionmaking (for budget decistons, curriculum, snd
allocation of resources and personnel)

research and development capacity

leadership styles (authoritarian, democratic, etc.)

The P° in equation (1) symbollzes the view that fnitially an innovative

project fs an input new to the district though not necessarily a unique idea

invented by the LEA. The project itsclf is a plan conaiating of a statement of
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goala and means usually justified in terms of the needs of its target
group. In addition, the innovative project implies personal consequences
for individual actors that affect their willingness to support the project.
Developing adequate conceptualizations of these project characteristics
presents a major challenge to the Rand study. Our current, tentative
thinking suggests that project characteristics can be usefully divided
into perceived educational objectives, perccivad rersonal consequence:,
prercelved institutional effects, and rroject techniques and strategy.

0f these broad categories, the perceived institutional effects requires

especially careful conceptualization since operational measurements that
are too fine-grained may lead to each project being classified uniquely.
Higher level concepts of the following type may provide groupings which
Allow generalizability:

o centrality (the degree of displacement of central and routinized
behavior which might accompany incorporation of an innovative
project)*

o consonance (the degree of consequence, fit, or compatibility between
the perceived goals and practices of an innovative project and pre-

existing Institutional characteristics).

However, since these variables are difficult to operationalir-, a tvpoloecical
approach to classifying the perceived institutional effects of a project

migsht be more useful. For example, a scheme sugpested bv Pincus (1973)

*1he education literature talks about the notion of centrality in
terms of "mainline” vs. "ancillary" innovative strategies. The addition
of an art appreciation project, or the introduction of a zco education
program, wight be examples of ancillary change. Incorporation of these
programs In a district's menu of educational services, despite the effective-
ness of the project in meetiny its own goals, will result in little change
in the core instltutional practices or patterns of behavior. Because
these projects have little centrality, thev represent only marginal chanae
in district routine. The new math curriculum or dif ferentiated staffinp
strategies, on the other hand, are "mainline" {mnovation efforts. They
are concerned with the core of a district's instructional program and
require -- if they are to be successful ~- substantial reorientation and
new learning on the part of teachers and district personnel. 0Of course,
schood districts of teu employ "anctilarv® projects for strateeic purposes,
For example, an "ancillary” project may be adopted to pave the way for

more basie change,
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catepgorizes projects Into the tvpe of change beinp attempted:

o change that increases the level of resource use only

o change that affects the resource mix

o change that affects instructional processes or methods
without altering resource level or mix

o change that affects administrative management without
significant alterations on organizational powver structure

o change that affects either the organizational structure

of the school or the school's relation to external authority,

Turning to the middle set of equations representing the adaptation
phase in Figure 1, the three simultaneous equations are based upon the
view that three endogenous changes can take place when an innovative

project impinges on an LEA -- student cutcomes, institutional changes,

and project changes.

Equation (2) assumes that the project (and the changes it causcs
in the institution) is only one of the inputs affecting student outcomes.
Indeed, it may be a relatively marzinal input, Student cutcomes (however
measured) are the result of the student's funate endowments, influence

from the family, peer group and community, and the characteristics of

school experience not affected by the project (Levin, 1971). Most

agree that estimating the effects of schooling on student outcomes is an
extremely difficult task. If such estimates, and the underlying theory,
were available, then a fuller understanding of long-run implications of an
innovative project would be possible. Yet, developing a satisfactory
uderstanding of the effects of schooling is bevond the scope of the Rand
inquiry., Nonetheless, some measures of student outcome are necessary for
they reflect the short-run "success" of innovative projects and they provide
an input to the incerporation decision. A standardized measure, such as .
achijevement levels on cognitive tests, would not he desirable (or feasible)

for all projects since the educational objectives of change agent projects

differ widely. Instecad, operational procedures nced to be devised that

measure the degree to which objectives, whether stated or implied, arc -t

v fiTioe to the mitlal lew 1 of the 1ot pv o on these objectives.,
L2
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Such measures will probably be aggregate measures of the target group
performance (rather than either individual measures or overall school
district measures). Moreover, they may necesarily rely on the perceptions
and judgments of local participants in the project. To reduce some of
the obvious bias involved in these indicators, composite measures that
average or weight the various perceptions of actors at the same and at
different levels might be useful.

Equation (3) represents changes in the institution that occur as
the result of the innovative project. These changes may be those antici-
pated by the initial project plans or unanticipated consequences of
implemeatation. In any event, unless significant institutional changes
occur (and are incorporated), improvement in student outcomes will not be
ltlblc.* Significant changes may occur if there are alterations in
routinised procedures, in the loci of decigion-making, in the rolee of
individual aotors, and in the creation of specialised and differentiated
staff. Direct, or proxy, measures cf these institutional affects nay
be useful. In addition, given the need for comparability, the operationali-
sation of more abstract concepts such as the degree of cantrelity may
prove fruitful,

Equation (3) also identifies community characteristics as a factor
that influences institutional outcomes. These commmity characteristicy
would include attributes that change exogenously during the 1life of the
innovative project as wall as those that do nct.** For some types of
projects requiring high levels of commumity involvement, it may be
necessary to consider the simultaneous effect of the project on the community.

*In the ideal equation (2) would be used to estimate the significance
of various altsrations in the LEA for student outcomes.

“Por example, since local educational systems are accountable to
the local and national commmity, the weights and priorities assigned
to various goals and objectives at any given tims can be expected to
change as values and prefersnces shift in the broader policy setting.
Even 1f a clearly defined set of educational objectives could be specified,
then, it would be risky (and an insurance of obsolsscencs) to take them
as a "given" or a single stendard to employ in the comstruction of theory
or in the development of msasurement instruments. )
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As previously arpued, the initial plans of a project become deve Toped
opcrationalized, and altered during its implementation. Equaticen (4)
proposes that the implemented project is a function of the characteristics
of initial plans, those aspects of the institution changed by the project,
those aspects of the institution nnfi changed by the project includiny
¢lements that resisted change as well as those features exogenous to the
implementation, and the support for the project.

Among those initial characteristies of the project expected to aftect
implementation (in addition factors previously cited) are such elements
of teclnique and strategy as

o prior planning and testing

o specificity of goals and means

o flexibility

o complexity

o allocation of resources

o staff development

Among the Institutional characteristics (in addition to those previocuslv
cited) that might affect implementation are
o degree of principal and/or superintendent Junolivrenly o
and gocanibhi
o degree of reciprocity within schools
o degree of staff participation in decision-making

o teachers' perception of autonomy or activitv control

Unlike the support stage, the incorporation of a project by a LEA
can draw upon the project's actual perforimance, effects, and history and
can reflect an evaluation of the costs and benefits of the project relative
to other alternatives. Uquation (5) conceitually expresses these
considerations. One indicator of incorporation might be the decision of
the LEA to confinw an innovative project after foderal funds have bheen
exhausted., However, in using this fndicator, care has to be taken to
differentiate which aspects are befng cont fnued and to wvhat extent. S5t

a more abstract level, incorporation mipht he v nred by the degsree to
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which it involves (a) 7Tneremental chanpes to established routines,
(b) capansions of the existing repertoire by new elements, or (c)
replacement of previous institutional patterns of behavior.

To summarize, we proposed a conceptual model of factors affecting
change processes in an LEA and various potential measures of these
factors. Though this model undoubtedly will be revised as the research
proceeds, the critical concepts, propositions, and system of relation-
ships suggested by the model and by the discussion of preceding sections
should help formulation of operational procedures for understanding how

the educational system implements innovations.
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