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AN ANALYSIS OF SOURCES AND PROCESSES OF INNOVATION IN EDUCATION

Roland J. Pellegrin
Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administration

University of Oregon

The present widespread interest in the study of planned change,

while unparalleled in the history of education, is fully justified.

We have learned the hard way that education is intimately bound to the

social trends and rapid changes that characterize our society.

Whether or not education must adapt to changing social conditions is

not a debatable points the alternative to planned change is to be

buffeted about by the pressures and demands of a society that clamors

for educational services of mar kinds. Planned change permits not

only, a means of coping with these demands, but makes it possible for

the field of education to participate in shaping the trends and changes

themselves rather than merely responding to than.

During the past three years several conferences similar to this

one have brought colleagues from a number of disciplines together to

examine the state of knowledge regarding social change, innovation,

adoption, and diffusion. In each case the purpose has been to discuss

the implications of these matters for educational research and practice.

While much has been learned as a result of these confaLiences, we have

by no means exhausted the pertinent dimensions of change, nor have we

discussed fully and systematically the implications of that is known

about innovation for the field of education. The topic of this paper--
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the sources of educational innovatione--is a case in point. To my

knowledge, the specific subject has not been treated in detail in pre-

vious discussions, although the literature I have surveyed contains

material relevant to the topic. Of greater significance is the fact

that looking at sources of innovations provides us with a very appro-

priate perspective from which we can examine the entire proaese of

change in education. In this paper, I shall deal with existing and

potential sources of innovation; the conditions under which innovations

le occur; and the changes that must be made in order to tie together

knowledge and practice.

SONE DISTINCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

At this point, it is well that we take note of certain problems

of distinction and definition, looking first at same of the key terms

that are of con6ern to us. To begin with, the term "innovation" is

itself defined in different ways. In his well-known book on innovation,

Barnett said "An innovation is here defined as any thought, behavior,

or thing that is new because it is qualitatively different from exist-

ing forms" (2, p. 7). This definition emphasises discovery, or the

ccubivation of existing elements into a new configuration or product.

A different conception of innovation is used by Everett Rogers, who

indicates that "innovators are the first =sabers of the social system

to adopt new jolasell (25, p. 001. +.6* this Amfir4tion the discoverer iscal TgAl

not involved; the first "user" is the innovator. Both of these concep-

tions, of course, are appropriate in analyeea of innovation.
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It is importAnt to observe that we have not traditionally dis-

tinguished 'with ca bat en LatiAt or persona as sources of

innovation and organisational sources, or between innovative or creative

individuals and innovative or arlative organirations (19, p. 12). In

fact, our preoccupation with the tole of the individual may have

seriously delayed and hateglereAd osar toeetroh for insight into the innovap

tive process.

Far from being homogeneous in origin, educational innovations

have a multiplicity of sources. NaG only do educational changes vary

in origin in terms of such factors as type and level of organisation,

but they also differ in terms of the mental activity which gives them

birth. As Miles has said, "A very wide variety of strategies for

creating and controlling educational change is being employedpolemi-

cal, manipulative, technological, prestige-based, experimental,

meralistic--with varying degrees of success" (17, p. 2). Furthermore,

innovations may result from new discoveries arising out of research,

or they may originate in rational analysis, &Auction, speculation,

dogmatic assertion, or other types of processes.

We have also confused the souroes of innovation with its causes.

There are many "causes" of innovations, both external and internal,

which lead to educational innovations. For example, current struggles

for power among nations, developments in the American labor force, and

the tremendous cotaplexcity of educational goals can all be cited as

"causes" of innovative responses in the field of education. While the
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analysis of these "causes" is of merit in its own right, in this paper

I shall focus my attention an the sources of innovation.

Innovation involves many persons, organizations, events, and

"sources." It is a series of proceseei. Innovation depends not only

upon discovery and adoption, but upon translation, implementation,

experimentation, evaluliOns diffus ion, institutionalization, and other

processes. Innovation occurs at many levels--international, national,

regional, state, and local--and in each locus there are complex:pro-

cesses that accompany it and a variety of "sources" that stimulate it.

Let me conclude these introductory comments with one final point.

We should recognize the fact that the term "innovation" does not repre-

sent the entire range of matters that are our proper concern of study.

Rather, the term "change" denatce the wide variety of subjects that

we must investigate if we are to understand the problems with which we

are dealing. "Change" refers to the whole spectrum of processes from,

discovery to institutionalization. Innovation, on the other hand,

deals with a more limited number of factors in the total change process.

Other terms, such as adoption and diffusion, refer to even more

restricted phenomena. While this paper deals primarily with innovation,

I shall make certain remarks which extend into other areas of the total

change process.

CURRENT SCURCES OF EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS

While keeping in mind the above distinctions, let us now ask

where the sources of innovation lie in Amerioan education today. First,
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we shall establish a conceptual perspective for looking at this ques-

tion, and then we shall look at some current sources of innovations.

IV conceptual perspective consists of a simplified version of

role theory, a mode of behavioral science analysis which focuses on

the positions and roles of actors in organizational settings. Role

theory assumes that for every position or status in an organization or

other group setting, there are accompanying role behaviors and norma-

tive expectations. The norms or rules indicate to incumbents of

positions what behavior is appropriates for them and expected of them.

Normative expectatioho may be formal or official, or they may be a

product of the informal groups to which an individual belongs. Further

implied in role theory is that certain kinds of behavior--for example,

innovation --are expected of incumbents of certain kinds of positions,

but not expected of others. Indeed, it is quite possible that the

normative expectations associated with any particular positions may

encourage stability of behavior rather than creativity or other kinds

of innovative activities. Given the situation in which the incumbent

of a position may find himself, it may be completely unrealistic and

impractical--even absurd --to expect certain kinds of behavior from him.

This very brief summary of the perspectives provided by role

theory points us in the direction of "sources" of educational innova-

tions. What I shall do in the following pages is to examine the

positions of certain individuals, groups, and organizations in order

to identify their relationships to the sources of innovation. In

4
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choosing subjects of discussion, I must restrict my attention to a few

that play key roles or are often said to do so.

(1) The Classroom Teacher.

Thera is a great deal of myth and sentiment surrounding

the teacher's role in innovation, with much being neither true nor

realistic. There is a general role expectation that the teacher will

be innovative, but there is little agreement or evidence as to haw

this innovativeness is expressed. It seems probable that normative

expectations limit teachers mainly to their own classrooms when

innovation is involved (16, p. 410). Role expectations permit the

teacher to be involved in the selection of curriculum content to a

limited extent, but in the main the teacher is expected to have

autonomy primarily with regard to the mode of presentation of materi-

als, the expectations being that sho will present them in such a way

that learning is facilitated and that a high level of Interest among

the students will be maintained.

There is, indeed, evidence to indicate that the teacher's job

conception does not range far beyond the borders of the classroom.

In a study which Robert Carson, Keith Goldhammer, and I are presently

completing (8), we examined the roles of teacherd in community affairs,

with special emphasis on educational activities. The teachers were

questioned concerning their roles in 16 facets of educational decision-

making in the school and community. They were further asked about

their opinions concerning what roles teachers should play in educational
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decision-making, about the roles the teacher perceived that other

teachers had actually played in decision - making, and the roles that

the individual respondent had actually played in decision- making

activities. It is very clear that the teacher participates almost

exclusively in activities pertaining to her own classroom, mainly

determining her own schedule and the methods of instruction she will

use. Furthermore--and this may be surprising to some--the teacher

believes that these are the only activities in which other teachers

establish policy, and that these are the only ones in which teachers

should establish policy. These findings are further supported by

evidence from a larger study (23), of which the one I have just men-

tioned is a part.

Studies dealing directly with innovation at the classroom level

find consistently that teachers are not major innovators. For example,

"Teachers are not change-agents for innovations of major scope. Even

when free to guide their own activities, teachers seldom suggest

distinctly new types of working.patterns for themselves" (4, p. 503).

Even if teacher innovativeness were widespread, it would present

imliortant problems. For one thing, such innovation would be difficult

to control and evaluate. Another factor is that at the classroom

level there is a lack of established, institutionalized procedures

for disseminating what is gained from creative or innovative effort.

Otherwise put, the further fruits of such creativity are usually lost.

Still another problem of innovativeness at the classroom level is that

pressures fttr conformity to established practices are severe. Informal
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colleague expectationsand sometimes formal expectationsemphasize

standardization and routine rather than novelty. "There are too many

restraining forces--from himself in terms of fear and anxiety, from

students, from colleagues, and from the administrative structure for

the teacher to be an appropriate unit of effort for change all by him-

self" (15, p. 24). Furthermore, "It is a unique school indeed in

which teachers discuss their classroom problems, techniques, and

progress with one another and with their principal. In most schools,

teachers practice their own methodsrarely hearing, or even caring,

if one of their colleagues is experimenting with some new teaching

device or technique" (9, p. 269).

It is also a fact that the teacher is caught in the current

conflict between norms of professionalization and norms of bureaucrati-

zation. The norms of professionalization are often at odds with the

procedures and requirements of bureaucratic structures (See 1, pp. 46-

49).

I have dwelled at some length upon the role of the classroom

teacher in innovation, and will not be able to devote as much attention

to other actors on the educational scene. The detailed discussion of

the teacher makes it possible, however, to illustrate major facts that

are also pertinent to an analysis of the roles of incumbents of other

positions in education. For one thing, the teacher is constrained by

the environmentboth formal and informalin which she works. This

is generally true of other positions and their incumbents. Second,
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existing role expectations both encourage and impede change, but in

the main they mid tate against the teacher's serving as a source of

innovation. Third, it is quite evident that there is a lack of

institutionalized procedures through which the teacher can play an

important role in the innovative process. Given the existing situa-

tion, it is unrealistic to expect basic changes to occur as a result

of innovativenese by teachers.

(2) The Administrator*

Among the positions in this category I shall discuss

specifically those of the principal and the superintendent. As in the

case of the classroom teacher, the principal is faced with the general

expectation that he will encourage innovation in his school. The

principal is expected to be a curriculum expert and to spend a great

deal of his time and effort in innovative activity in consultation

with his staff. The problem here is, however, that he is burdened

with such a multitude of managerial activities that it is extremely

difficult for him to devote the time and effort required for innovation

on a substantial scale. In those instances in which innovations do

occur, the principal plays an important role as a link between the

classroom teacher and the superintendent and his assistants. He is

also significant because he has an important voice in allocating

resources at the school building level.

The superintendent, on the other hand, is currently viewed by

researchers as the key figure in the innovation process at the local

level (See 5, pp. 10-11; 16, p. 411). Structural adaptations which



are necessary for change to be introduced effectively depend upon the

decisions of the superintendent and his top assistants. More than any

other person at the local level, the superintendent has the authority

to make decisions with regard to the organization and allocation of

resources and personnel. The opposite side of the coin is also evi-

dent--that is, if innovations do not occur at the local level, we can

expect the superintendent to have played an-important role in main-

taining the status gua.

It is likely that research findings concerning innovation,

decision-making, and related activities will continue to build up

impressive evidence concerning the power and influence of the super-

intendent. In research we have done in Oregon, the superintendent is

by far the most powerful figure in education, actually as well as

potentially, on the local community level (21, pp. 10 -12).

(3) The School Hoard,

The power and influence of the school board member have

been vastly exaggerated in the United States. His power and influence

extend in many directions, of course, but they deal primarily with the

allocation of resources. If we look at the literature, we find that

school board members are generally considered to be effective brakes

on innovation rather than stimulators of it. Furthermore, when they

play the role of stimulator, they are viewed with suspicion because

the suggestions which they make often conflict with professional judg-

ment. In most communities the traditional role of the school board
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member is confined to scrutinizing the managerial and financial aspects

of educational operations and insuring that community values and inter-

ests are represented in the decision- making process (See 12, Ch. 2).

(4) The L Public.

The role of laymen in educational innovation is paradoxical.

On the one hand, they often encourage local educators to adopt innova-

tions that have received a great deal of publicity at the national

level. It is likely, however, that public opinion exerts a braking

force on innovation at least as frequently as it stimulates it. For

instance, in educational conflicts a prominent theme deals with alleged

departures from the traditional curriculum.

To my knowledge, all studies of participation in educational

activities at the community level show that but a very small propor-

tion of the population is actively engaged in educational affairs. in

Oregon communities we have studied, the most influential people in the

community are rartly represented in educational activities of arq sort

(23). The active laymen who do get involved in educational activities

are usually those of middle class status who are 'pro- education." They

represent the highly educated, high income, managerial, and professional

segments of the community (20, pp. 132-135).

(5) State Departments of Education.

While the role of the state department of education varies

considerably from one state to the other, it is likely that its sig-

nificance lies primarily in its ability to administer regulations and

MEMMOMMINIIMMIMMMUWAIMMUMMIL



set standards, provide financial support, and encourage the improvement

of standards and quality of performance. Brickell tells us, however,

that even in New York, where presumably the state education department

is more influential than in most states, its role in innovation is

very modest (4, pp. 506 -507).

(6) Education Faculties in Colleges and Universities.

The role of the faculty member of the school or college of

education gives primary importance to the training of new generations

of teachers and administrators. Most of all, perhaps, this training

emphasizes what is considered to be the best of current practice. The

lack of sound research upon which practice can be based limits this

role from the point of view of innovativeness but it should never be

forgotten that faculty members play a very significant role in socializ-

ing each generation of teachers. In this capacity they play the roles

of translator, disseminator, trainer, and indoctrinator.

Education professors also contribute to in-service training pro-

grams for educators in the field. In this capacity, it might be

anticipated that their role in encouraging innovation would be a sig-

nificant one. Limited empirical evidence makes us wonder whether or

not this is indeed the case. Brickell;, for example, found in New York

that "the colleges and universities have little influence on instruc-

tional innovation in elementary and secondary schools" (4, p. 507).

(7) Professional Associations.

Because these organizations operate on the national as well
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as the state and local levels, they are able to bring together very

large professional groups and to publish materials which reach an

extremely large number audience. The question has been raised, how-

ever, as to how effective these, organizations are in changing educa-

tional practices. One student of the subject has suggested that the

main influence the associations have is an informal ane--that is,

friends and acquaintances get together at meetings and the individual

is influenced by the opinions and judgments of those colleagues whose

judgment he trusts. The same writer indicated that "most administra-

tors and teachers believe that the full truth about programs in other

schools is unavailable through professional articles, formal, speeches

at conventions, research reports, and other information sources which

are far removed from the classroom' (4, p. 509).

(8) The United States Office of Education and Other Fedqral
Government Agencies.

Traditionally, none of these federal agencies played a

substantial role in the innovative process. During recent years, how-

every their roles have been transformed and are now becoming among

the most influential of all. The USOE has assumed a vital role as a

source of innovation. Its activities involve not only the provision

of resources that permit innovation and experimentation to an extent

hitherto unknown, but the Office is itself a source of ideas and

practices. This role is currently increasjAg, owing to the excellence

of the professional staff now employed in the USOE.

Other federal agencies, such as the National. Science Foundation,



have had enormous influence upon the content of innovations in edam-

tion during rem& years. Maw of Um new programs in the natural

sciences and mathematics developed under the sponsorship of the NSF.

(9) Altbook Mkt In,
"The schools depend heavily on instructional materials and

can scarcely operate without them. The single fact that ca mnercial

companies develop materials to ca mnand the widest possible market is a

great decisive factor in shaping initructional innovations" (4, p. 511).

On the other hand, innovations are fiCOWAX403 not welcomed by those

publishers who already have a substantial stake in a program, *doh they

have underwritten.

(10) Scientisti, ecl ni.cal 3neci.aliata. and Other Exoerts.

As noted above, the recent role of scientists and mathe-

maticians in the innovation process has been extremely significant.

In even more recent developments, some of the specialists in other

academic fields are beginning to play similar roles in curriculum devel-

opment. Furthermore, various engineers, psychologists, and others are

applying computer technology to the field of education. Mile such

roles are either recently developed or presently just emerging, 'they

will in all probability have an important impact on innovations in the

future.

In concluding this all-too-brief analysis of existing sources of

innovations, I should like to make a few interpretive onto. First

of all, I have tried to summarise what is known or believed about the

roles of these individuals, groups, and agencies in the innovative
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process. I have not, of cowrie, expressed any judgment about what

roles any of these Aggai play as sources of innovation. In other

words, I have tried to take stock of what is, not what. should be. MY

second major point - --and this is by far the Most important one--is that

if ma looks over the statements made in this section, he cannot fail

to be impressed by the fact that the greatest stimuli to changes in

educatim originate in sources to to the field. What I have

- .shown is that trm sources of Inmvatioa lie largely outside the local

wiunity and in moot lt13tancel outside the educational profession.

IrIncriation.:, ars nhameled .:.:'to the local community from the outside,

and their im.rcductiml on the local community level depends primarily

upon the superintendent. It is very difficult to find parallels to

this remarkable situation in other professional fields.

CONDITIONS FOSTERING AND DISCOURAGING INNOVATION

There are several bodies of literature that deal with the condi-

tions under which innovations are accepted and rejected. On the one

hand, we can draw generalizations about change from studies of innova-

tion and resistance to innovation on the societal level. Then there are

studies of individuals as sources or creators of innovations. It is

interesting to note that there has been a near fixation on studying

individuals in the change process. This is certainly the case in

studies of adoption and diffusion; it is also true for studies of cre-

ativity and leadership. The third body of literature--the most recent

and smallest--deals with the organizational conditions that are related
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to the introduction, acceptance, and rejection of change. Let me sum

marize a few generalizations from each of these bodies of literature.

generalizations Fran The Stud Of ague At The Societal Level

In the behavioral sciences, notably sociology and anthropology,

scholars have dealt with the problem of change for a considerable

period of time. Out of this work has come a number of generalizations

about change and resistance to change. It is not presently known

exactly how these generalizations pertain to smaller social systems.

Interestingly, however, most of these generalizations are quite com-

patible with those found in the literature pertaining to individuals

and organizations. Following is a list of generalizations drawn fran

a recent summary of findings (3, pp. 614-610:

(1) When social changes are introduced that are desired by the

people involved, they can be assimilated with relatively little dia-

ruption; but undesired innovations, even small ones, are difficult to

put into effect.

(2) Changes imposed upon a society from outside are very likely

to be rejected; forced changes from external sources may result in

overt compliance but covert resistance.

(3) khan a social change threatens or appears to threaten the

values of the people affected, the greater the resist .Ice to change

and the greater the social costs involved in introducing the change.

(4) Social changes are mote likely to be accepted if they are

introduced slowly through existing institutions, with the people affected
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being involved in discussion of the changes and with much attention

being given to persuasion.

(5) In heterogeneous societies change is accepted more rapidly

and easily than in homogeneous ones.

(6) Change occurs most frequently, readily, and easily when it

involves the material aspects of the llture, when it deals with

aspects of the culture close to the society's "cultural focus," and

when it deals with "the less basic, less emotionally charged, less

sacred, more instrumental or technical aspects than in the opposite."

(7) Changes are more likely to occur in form rather than in

substance.

(8) The leaders of major social changes are unlikely to cane

from those traditionally in control; rather, innovations originate

most frequently among deviant, marginal, and disaffected groups.

Generalizations Concerning Change gg: Individuals

The characteristics of innovative individuals, those who serve

as sources of change, are difficult if not impossible to ssparate from

the characteristics of the societies or the organizational settings in

which they find themselves. For discussions of innovative individuals,

I shall rely on two kinds of literature: that which deals with the

adoption of innovations, and that dealing with individual creativity.

With regard to the characteristics of innovators (adopters), it is

helpful to lock at the work of Rogers. With regard to innovators,

Rogers says that "research studies of farmers, school administrators,
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industrial firms, and aborigines indicate that they are not always the

most respected members of their social system" (25, p. 55). Rather,

these individuals are "adventuresome," "starry-eyed," "experimenters,"

or "individuals with their heads in the clouds." They deal with ideas

and activities that are Algakerk hazardous, rash, or risky. They

are usually able to understand complex technical ideas and products,

and they are not disturbed by repeated failure. They are usually

young, have high social status (including education, prestige, and

income), rely on impersonal and cosmopolitan sources of information,

exert opinion leadership, and are regarded by their peers as being

deviant and unusual individuals (25, pp. 57-59) .

A summary of findings dealing with creative individuals has

recently been prepared by Steiner. The attributes of such persons are

very similar to those identified by Rogers. In addition to charact-

eristics that mark the creative individual as deviant, Steiner also

lists such factors as the following: the creative individual has con-

ceptual fluency, being able to produce a large number of ideas quiek4;

he has originality and generates unusual ideas; he is able to separate

source from content in evaluating information; he is motivated by an

interest in the problem he- faces and follows the problem, wherever it

leads; he suspends judgment and avoids earky commitment, spending

considerable time in anAysis and exploration; he is less authoritarian

than most people, and has a relativistic view of life; he accepts his

awn impulses, and is playful and undisciplined in his explorations; he
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exercises independence of judgment and is not prole to conformity; and,

while he has a rich and even "bizarre" fantasy life, he has a superior

reality orientation (26, pp. 16-18).

It follows that such a person is the antithesis of the so-called

"organization man." It is obvious that such a person would have a

great deal of difficulty in adjusting to the demands for conformity

which are characteristic of many existing educational settings.

Generalizations Concerning Change In Csganizati2ns

Generally speaking, the literature emphasizes that innovative

organizations are those that create conditions that allow innovative

individuals to operate in a facilitating setting. The innovative

organization not only tolerates its deviants and other forms of orig-

inality, but encourages and rewards them. Organizations may encourage

or stifle originality; those that tail to establish institutionalized

procedures for rewarding originality have a low rate of innovativeness.

Steiner has summarized the literature with regard to creative

organizations. He finds that such organizations encourage "idea men;"

have open channels of communication; encourage contact with outside

sources; employ heterogeneous types of personnel; assign non-special-

ists as well as experts to problems; use an objective, fact-founded

approach; encourage the evaluation of ideas on their merits, rather

than according to the status of the persons originating them; make

syi,tematic efforts to select personnel and to reward them solely on the

basis of merit; invest in basic research and are flexible with regard
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to lone-range planning; expe with new ideas rather than pre

judging things on "rational" grounds--i.e., everything "gets a chance ;"

are more decentralised and diversified than less innovative organize,-

time; have "administrative sladk," permitting time and resources to

be used to absorb errors; have a "rick- taking ethos," tolerating and

expecting that chances will be taken; are not run as a "tight ship,"

but permit employees to have fun, to have freedan in choosing and

pursuing problems, and to discuss ideas; are organisationally autono-

mous, arid do not try to pattern their interests and activities on

other organisations that serve as models; have "separate units or

occasions for generating vs. evaluating ideas;" and separate creative

from productive functions (26, pp. 16-18).

PREVAILING CCNDITICNS IN EDUCATIONAL SETTINGS

Given the above generalisations, how conducive are existing

educational settings to innovativeness? Ronald Lippitt (15, pp. 12-

14) has ana4sed acme "special features of the problem of change in

the educational establishment." In comparing educational settings

with those in agriculture, medicine, industry, and public health,

Lippitt suggests several ways in which change in education is somewhat

different from and more complex than it is in these other fields.

(1) To a greater extent than in most other fields of endeavor,

significant changes in educational practice imply and require changes

in the attitudes, Wails, and values of the practitioner in order for



change to be successfully adopted and adapted.

(2) In education, "a great proportion of the significant new

inventions in our field remain quite invisible, undocumented, inaca

ceesible for consideration by potential adopters." There io a high

level of "inhibition to communicating." There is "a lack of articu-

lateness about what has been invented and a lack of documentation."

In contrast to such fields as medicine or engineering, in which we

find a great search for new ideas and products as well as established

procedures for discovering them, teachers are characterised by a

resistance or an inhibition to adopting another teacher's inventions.

(3) The educator apparently feels that he is supposed to be

his own inventor and will be looked down upon by his colleagues and

superiors if he adopt, or adapts practices from another source.

(4) "There is in education a significant lack of a professional

network of communicators and agents of change." This situation is in

contrast to those existing in the other fields in which Lippitt has

conducted investigations.

(5) "Frequently colleague relations are felt 10 inhibitions to

the trying out and adopting of new innovations." Teachers put pressure

on one another not to act as "rate busters" with regard to innovation.

(6) Lippitt finds a lack of creative working relations between

educational specialists and those in such related fields as psychology,

socia psychology, sociology, anthropology, economics, and political

science.



(7) There is "a lack of clear feedback to reinforce the change

efforts, to tell the educator whether his tryouts are being successful

in directions that he had hoped for."

(8) There is a feeling, particularly among administrators and

curriculum coordinators, that there will be "reactions against expert

mentation in the larger socialisation community of parents, agencies,

organisations, board of education."

To these coaments and criticisms I would add others that I re-

gard as at least as fundamental. Indeed, it is my opinion that the

following conditions pose major impediments to the achievement of

effective changes in education:

(1) There is serious contusion in the field of education con-

cerning the sources of reliable and valid knowledge. In another paper

in which I pointed out that there is no alternative to empirical

research conducted according to the canons of scientific method (22,

p. 71), I voiced the baits: that the culture of American education is

not oriented toward a systematic search for knowledge; nor does it

view either theory or research as necessary bases for reliable and

valid knowledge. Consequently, to use Carlsrnts phrase (6, p. 5),

education has a "weak knowledge base." A vicious circle exists:

"(a) Mary educators do not conceive of the scientific method and re-

search as being of primary significance to their work; (b) This state

of mind creates an atmosphere in which low priority is given to the

conduct or utilisation of research; (o) Because of low evaluation and
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neglect, research continues to be a dubious enterprise; and (d) Because

condition (o) exists, condition (a) is perpetuated" (22, pp. 7172).

(2) In view of the tremendous complexity, size, and scope of the

educational enterprise in the United States, the division of labor

that exists is rudimentary and wholly°inadequate for the specialized

roles that must be performed if we are to make the right kinds of

innovations effectively. I shall return to this matter later.

(3) Training programs for students of education reflect points

(1) and (2) above. Most training programs do not prepare students for

a wide variety of specialized roles, but attempt to give them a con-

ception of the field of education which minimizes specializations. A

major consequence is that relatively few specialists are prepared,

especially in research, development, and dissemination; thus the teacher

or administrator may feel that he is as much of a specialist or expert

on a given subject as anyone else.

(4) There is a lack of opportunity, resources, and settings

for introducing innovations ou an experimental basis and for evalua-

ting them objectively through research.

(5) persons who play different roles in education -teadhers, ad-

ministrators, and researchers, for example--do not have their work

linked, together by any institutionalized means or procedures. Thus

each cam--and often doesconduct his work in isolation from and ignor

ance of the knowledge and specialised oappetenoies of the other.

(6) There are grave weaknesses'of channels and procedures for

dissemination. Unlike oany academic disciplines, education cannot
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rely almost exclusively on the printed media for disseminating informa-

tion. As was indicated above, there is a great deal of suspicion of

sources of knowledge which are not known personally to the practitioner.

(7) As Matthew Miles has indicated (17, p. 634), the profes-

sional culture in education contains certain ideological beliefs that

"serve to block effective innovation by effectively insulating educa-

tional practitioners from reality. For example, beliefs that American

schools are locally controlled, that the school teacher is an indepen-

dent autonomous professional, and that teaching can never be effec-

tivelymeasured or 'specified in other than intuitive terms, all appear

to serve the function of protective myths." Miles also indicates that

"local innovative efforts are restricted by the fact that the teacher's

role is actually that of a bureaucratic functiceary who has little

power to initiate system-wide change, butbecause of the ideology con-

cerning professionalism alluded to above--tends to mkt innovative

demands, like most professionals in bureaucratic organizations."

(8) How educational practices can be related accurately to the

goals and ambitions of the public is a question that is Shrouded in

doubt and uncertainty. A paradox, in fact, exists: while most change

in education is externally induced, educators have but limited and

highly unreliable means of identifying the scope and intensity of

public demands for educational programs. Research has demonstrated

repeatedly that educators interact with but a small fraction of the

total population of the community. They respond to the demands of
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artioulew and vocal minorities and to the impressions which they re

ceive from local mass media of communication. How extensive or

intensive the public demands are to which they are exposed remains

unknown in nearly all communities* It is very likely that both admin

istrators and teachers feel far more restricted by public opinion

than they actually are.

FRCH DISCOVER! TO INSTITUTIONALIZATION:
IDEAS FOR TRANSLATING KNOWLEDGE INTO PRACTICE

So far in this discussion we have noted numerous factors that

471114:ate against change and inhibit potential "sources" of innovation.

In a period when, for the first time in history, resources are becoming

available for extensive innovative activity under sponsorship of the

federal government and other agencies, it is appropriate that we make

drastic revisions in our traditional approaches to planned educational

Change.

In the past we have not seen clearly the relationships among tir..J

various sources, agencies, and processes of innovation. Happily, we

are beginning to gain insight into the problem of relating knowledge

to educational practice. The professional staff of the USOE is giving

a great deal of attention to these problems, and personnel in the

Research and Development Centers are dealing with problems of change

ranging from discovery to implementation and ineitutionalisation.

Furthermore, certain individuals in the field of education and the

behavioral sciences have been doing excellent work during the past few
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years on the processes of innovation. While it is not possible to

review all of this work in the context of this paper, I should like to

call your attention particularly to the writings of certain scholars.

In the field of education, the work of Egon Quba has been especi-

ally extensive and impressive. He has worked on the relationships

between research and practice (14), on the processes involved in edu-

cational change (13), and, together with David Clark (10), on the

identification and analysis of potential Change roles in education.

Richard Carlson (7) has analyzed needed strategies for research on the

diffusion of innovations. Jack Culbertson (11) has proposed the

creation of special organisational settings for stimulating and con-

ducting programs of planned change. The sociologist, Everett Rogers

(24), has developed a model for educational change that calls attention

to the consequences of innovation and to the diffusion of ideas within

and between schools. In the field of social .psychology, Ronald Lippitt

and his colleagues at the University of Michigan have done considerable

work on the initiation and maintenance of innovations in educational

settings (15,, pp. 15-23). Matthew Miles, on the other hand, has given

much effort to the identification of organisational climates that are

productive of innovations (18, pp. 5442).

In the remainder of this paper, I should like to present some of

my own ideas on change processes. In so doing, I will be reacting to

my experiences in the Center for the Advanced Study of Educational.

Administration at the University of Oregon, where we have been concerned
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with the relationship of research to practice during the last 20 months.

In my opinim4 we have tremendously oversimplified the processes,

stages, and role behaviors that are necessary in order to bridge the

gap between research and practice. Discussion has been largely limited

to a few activities and processes--basic research, applied research,

dissemination, training, and profeesional practice. It is a delusion

to believe that these processes are simpleso, that they are closely tied

to one another, or that they can be linked together in sequential

fashion. The fact of the matter is that the findings of basic research

are of vague relevance for applied research as things now stand, and

the products of both of these kinds of research are but tenuously

linked to the dissemination and training processes. The expectation- -

rather, the dream -that the dissemination of findings to what is hope-

fully a receptive audience of practitioners who will change their

practices accordingly has also resulted in great disappointment. Even

if basic research, applied research, training, and dissemination had

been done effectively, the results would not have produced the desired

Changes in the existing situation. In my judgment, we need same revo-

lutions in thinking and practice along the following lines:

(1) FUndamental changes are necessary in the culture of education.

The new orientation must give priority to the institutionalisation of

innovative activities as a fundamental part of the entire educational

system. A scientific, analytical attitude toward the solution of

educational problems is an absolute necessity. We need to establish

research as the basis for educational practice. Doing so, of course,
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will be a long-term task, In the meantime, it is probable that sig-

nificant innovations in education during the next few years will. ,t

rest to any substantial extent upon new basic research findings.

Rather, they will result from efforts on the part of developmental

researchers, translators, change agents, trainers, and disseminators

to discover the best empirical evidence available in existing research

and other sources, to analyse this evidence, to brainstorm about its

relevance to education and its applicability to practice, to introduce

changes and evaluate their impact upon educational processes through

sophisticated research, andwhen innovations that work well are found- -

to shout about them from the rooftops.

(2) In order to relate knowledge to practice effectively, we

need to create and establish a substantial number of role special

The lack of new positions and roles for carrying out the complex

tasks to be performed is one of the most serious impediments in our

attempts to translate knowledge into practice. A comparable situation

to that in education would occur if we tried to operate the American

economic system today with the occupational classifications and special-

ties that existed in Europe during the sixteenth century. These roles

must be systematically identified and interlocked with one another.

Some of these new roles are modifications of existing ones;.others

must be created virtually from scratch. These new roles, of course,

will serve as important sources of innovation. Let me discuss some of

these new roles and the types of processes involved in carrying them

out.
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(a) The attegrz =sm. The process of discovery involves

several types or kinds of research. In lieu of axiality classifies,.

time, I would categorize research as basic, managerial, and inatitum-

tional. Basic research would deal with the discovery of new facts and

principles on a wide range of subjects. It would be conducted by

institutions of higher education, by research and development centers,

by regional laboratories, and possibly other organizations. Manager-

ial research, which I view as "action" research for the purpose of

solving problems faced by educational agencies and institutions,

would be conducted by the same agencies, plus state departments of

education and local school districts. Institutional research --data

collection and analysis, including "social bookkeeping"--should be

conducted by many agencies ranging from the USOE to state departments

of education and local school districts.

(b) The Translation Process. This process is a part of all

others. It involves summarizing what is known about appropriate

topics in all areas of education. It also involves attempts to relate

knowledge to practice by setting forth hypothetical formulations,

speculations, and deductions relevant to education]. problems. This

process can be performed at all levels from the national to the local.

(0) The E ealgELItatiss Process. Experimentation embodies de-

velopmental research on a limited scale, evaluation research, and

various activities that I would tern revision, translation, and adapta-

tion. Developmental research consists of systematic, planned Inter-

ventions to institute change in educational settings. Evaluation
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research measures objectively and systematically the consequences of

these interventions. Following evaluation, the interventions are dis-

carded, revised, adapted, or otherwise adjusted. The experimentation

process involves mutual efforts by numerous specialists and adminis-

trators and teachers at the local level. It is anticipated that much

of this work will be conducted through the new regional laboratories

now being established. It is noteworthy that this process brings

together new specialists and practitioners, with the practitioners

playing important roles in the experimentation processnot as

specialists in experimental design or evaluation, but as partners in

the experiments and evaluations conducted.

(d) The Diffusion Pro, cess. Dissemination is one of the basic

aspects of the diffusion process. It involves demonstrations in

various settings, the use of mass media of communication, and all

sorts of meetings and conferences at various levels in which inter-

personal interchanges can be conducted. The diffusion process also

involves continuous translation and re-translation so that adoption

and adaptation can be related to the local situation.

(e) The Institutionalisation Process. This process involves

the relatively permanent establishment and maintenance of worthwhile

innovations. It consists of continuous evaluation, revision of innova-

tions to fit given situations, and the integration of innovations into

the total educational program. The process will occur at various

levels, but mainly at the state and local ones.

(3) Training programs must be developed to prepare people for
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the new specialized roles as well as traditional ones. New graduate

programs of instruction must be developed to train specialists of the

sort that I have discussed above.

(4) A great deal of effort will have to be given to the develop-

ment of linkages or connections between and among specialists who play

different roles. The establishment of innovations requires that the

specialists work together in an organized and systematic fashion, with

knowledge of and respect for the contributions each can make to the

total process of innovation.

(5) In order to bring these fundamental changes about, we will

have to reorganize the status system that exists in the field of edu-

cation. We need to re . legitimize old statuses and to legitimate new

ones. Above all, we must develop reward systems that are compatible

with the functional importance of the roles that will be played.

Currently, many invidious distinctions in terms of prestige and rewards

exist in the profession. These must be modified, removed, or re-

arranged as is appropriate to the new world in which we will be living.

(6) Hitch of our success in innovative efforts in the future will

depend upon the professionalization of all actors in the educational

establishment. It is clear from the literature on organizations that

foster innovativeness that colleague relationships must prevail in

order for peo e to work cooperatively and effectively with one another.

We must modify the bureaucratic mode of operation which is prevalent,

and reconcile the conflicting demands of professionalization and

bureaucratization. If we can do these things, we will encourage --not

441,4 1..4.



merely toleratethoee persons who are our beet sources of innovation.

No one will dour that 1 am calling for extensiveeven revolu

tionarptranaformatione in the social organisation and culture of

American education. 1 am quite conscious of the problems and barriers

we face in attempting to overcome the &allows that face us. In my

judgment, however, we can effect fundamental immements in existing

situations if we rise to this challengo.
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