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This study seeks to acquaint persons in local school districts and other agencies:
with the process of adopting educational innovations. Models were obtained from the
literature and exanined for usefulness by interviewing and submitting questionnaires to

149 educators and parents in eight typical school districts. From this process came a

more general model: Innovation adoption can occur only in the presence of an initiating

mechanism and a sustaining mechanism. Implications of the study for stimulating and
supporting innovations in school districts are discussed. Appendices describe the

school districts participating in the study. the study methodology and findings, a

mathematical statement of the new model and 2 view of the individual’s role in the

adoption process. (HW)
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SUMMARY

American institutions develop and change, and our society is
attentive to those changes. The American system of education is receiv-
ing a significant share of this attention. This study is based on the
premise that achievement of American educational goals will be facili-
tated if tested educational innovations are adopted at a faster rate
throughout the school systems of our country. The study purpose was to
extend, if possible, the understanding of educational innovation adop-
tion processes in public school districts so that people in local school
districts and agencies outside local school districts may better under-
stand what they may do to facilitate innovation adoption. It was also
the purpose of this study to develop models of the innovation adoption
process, building upon past work in this field.

Models or descriptions of the innovation adoption process in
public schools (kindergarten through grade twelve) were obtained from
published literature.

These models were examined for usefulness by interviewing and
questionnairing 149 educators and school board members and parents in
eight reasonably typical school districts, ome each in Massachusetts,
New York, South Carolina, Tennessee, Illinois, Kansas, Wyoming, and
California. Interviews and questionnaires focused upon relatively
recent changes in practice in the school districts in both team teaching
and professional staff development activities, identifying what was
changed, why it was changed, when it changed, who was involved, what
problems were experienced in considering the adoption, how problems were
solved, and what the effects of the adoption have been. The visits and
interviews stimulated us to develop a new model of the innovation adop-
tion process which is more general than earlier models. Our new model
was tested by examining the questionnaire data. Implications of our
new model were developed for both local school districts and for agen-
cies outside the local school district.

A review of innovation adoption experiences in eight school
districts presented changes in practice which could often fit into one
of some half a dozen earlier descriptions of the adoption process, but
no single earlier model was gemeral enough to describe a large propor-
tion of the adoption incidents we observed.. This finding is illustrated
with descriptions of the earlier prototypical models for innovation
adoption and with illustrations of changes which are and are not de-
scribed by the protoiypical models. The models which were not suffi-
ciently general include the rational-change-process model, the response-
to-a-need model, the internal-change-agent model, the lighthouse model,
the outside-agent model, and the incentives-for-change model.
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A new model was developed. It says that innovation adoption
can occur only in the presence of an initiating mechanism and a sustain-
ing mechanism. Initizting mechanisms are the means by which ideas about
tested educational innovations are imported to the local district, and
sustaining mechanisms are characteristics of the people in the district
describing their interest in and value for education and describing the
degree to which they share information and opinions about the schools.
One initiating mechanism may be substituted for another, and sustaining
mechanisms also are interchangeable. The life and dissemination of an
innovation adoption within the district is dependent upon the amount
and type of shared information about the effects of the adeption upon
the district's performance in achieving its educational goals. An
adoption will spread through the school district, be modified, or be
discontinued depending upon information about its effects. The absence
of information about effects usually isolates an innovation, preventing
its spread whether it be useful or not. The relationship of initiating,
sustaining, and performarnce feedback mechanisms to the innovation adop-
tion rate and extent as well as to the district's achievement of its

educational objectives is discussed, as is the role of conflict in the
adoption process.

Tests of the model show that the adoption rate, extent,
conformity to best educational practice, and other indicators of the
amount and kind cf change are related to the presence and force of a
combination of initiating and sustaining mechanisms. Other tests of
the model are promising but do not have statistical support in this
study of eight school districts.

Implications of the study for stimulating and supporting
innovations in school districts are discussed. Guidelines for the local
school district emphasize the basic strategy of bringing an initiating
and a sustaining mechanism into juxtaposition in order to achieve an
innovation adoption. Overcoming barriers may be accomplished by sub-
stituting one mechanism for another. Achieving performance improvement
for the district's educational system is best supported by securing and
sharing information about the effects of an innovation adoption. These
strategies are illustrated with examples.

High priority attention for federal, state, university, and
private agencies outside the local school district is directed to:
(1) the design and development of performance measures and information
systems for local school districts and the development of the organi-
zations and technology necessary to support their use in local school
districts, (2) further examination of the innovation adoption process,
and (3) the design development and initial evaluation of innovations
in education. The characteristics of performance measures and informa-
tion systems which are likely to be useful are carefully described.
(4) Initiating mechanisms, which also can be aided by outside help, are
judged to be least in need of increases in help at this time. The role
of an agency outside the local school district in stimulating innovation
adoptions is reviewed for its opportunities and its limitationms.
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Appendices describe the school districts participating in
this study, the study methodology and findings, a mathematical state-
ment of the new mcdel of innovation adoption, and a view of the role
of the individual in the adoption process.

viii
QArethur D ULittle, Inc.

v




I. INNOVATION IN PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION

American institutions develop and change, and our society is
attentive to those changes. For a variety of reasons the American
system of education is receiving a significant share of this attention.
Interest in innovation in education stems, in part, from concerns that
the American education system is not achieving some desired goals, and
from the widely expressed desire to "do things better." There is
increasing conviction that the goals of American education are becoming
more complex and that, somehow, we must find ways to achieve these goals
with greater certainty and as quickly as possible.

This study is based on the premise that achievement of our
educational goals will be facilitated if tested educational innovations
are adopted at 2 faster rate throughout the schocls systems of our country.

This report discusses and speculates, sometimes scientifically,
about the general processes by which innovation adoption occurs in public
school districts in America. Two kinds of educational innovations were
studied in eight reasonably typical American school districts. The
variety of innovation adoption behavior observed in the school districts
was described in a statistical model of the adoption process and tested
against reports from residents in the school districts and reports from
members of the study team who visited the school districts. Implications
of the findings were developed both for use by the local school districte
and for use by agencies which serve the local school districts.

A DEFINITION OF INNOVATION IN EDUCATION

Innovation in public education includes a wide variety of
changes in practice.

"Innovation is a species of the genus 'change'. . .
Innovation (is) a deliberate, novel, specific change
which is thought to be more efficacious in accomp-
lishing the goals of a system . . . It seems help-
ful to consider innovations as being willed and
planned for, rather than as occurring haphazardly.
The element of novelty, implying recombination of
parts or a qualitative difference from existing
forms, seems quite essential . . . Innovations in
education . . . ordinarily have a defined, parti-
cular, specified character, rather than being dif-
fuse and vague. Finally, since the inhabitants

Qrethur N Wittle, Ine.




of a system . . . usually advocate or try to in-
troduce innovations deliberately, as indicated

above, the worthwhileness of an inpovation is or-
dinarily justified on the basis of its anticipated
consequences for the accomplishment of system goals.”
(Miles, 1964)

Innovations can occur in modifying the boundaries of the
school system, thereby determining who and what is "in" the system and
what is "outside" the system. Innovations can occur in size and
territoriality, physical facilities, the way in which people use their
time, the goals of the system, the methods and materials used in
instruction, and in other activities of the system. Innovations may
involve changes in the roles which people in the system are expected to
fulfill, the beliefs and sentiments which define the limits of appro-
priate behavior, the structural and organizational relationships among
people in the system, the methods by which people are introduced to the
expectations of the educational system, and linkages which the system
has with other systems, both in and outside the educational establish-
ment. The term "innovation' is applied to a very wide variety of specific
kinds of changes which can be made in an educational system. This defini-
tion follows Miles (1964).

THE FUNCTION OF INNOVATION IN EDUCATION

Innovation is of potential value, not because change per se
is a desired activity, but because introducing changes may result,
either directly or indirectly, in improved performance of the educational
system. Despite other motives attributed by some critics to those who
attempt to induce change in the educational scene, innovation in educa-
tion is, by and large, a purposeful process: it is intended to result
in some incremental benefits in the educational process and in its
outcomes. Thus, the adoption of an educational innovation may change
system performance, providing the opportunity to judge whether the
change in performance is desirable. By this process the American
education system changes its total performance as a function of the rate
at which it introduces, assesses, and continues to introduce innovationms.
It can modify its performance as a function of the rate at which it
modifies its practices and understands the effects.

Whether we consider education in America or education in a
school district, the specification of ecucational goals may describe or
imply the yardsticks by which its performance should be judged. The
purpose of innovating is to achieve more important goals or to make it
possible to reach existing goals with greater certainty, or with less
effort, or in less time, or at lower cost, or with other incremental
benefits. Changes are made in goals from time to time, and this
innovation in goals may stimulate a chain of changes in the school
system. The process of making innovations, reviewing outcomes,

Avthue D.Little, Ine.




and innovating again is a dynamic process. Studies of innovation in
education, of which this study is an example, are justified on the basis
of the critical role of innovation in the achievement of improved per-
formance of our educational system.

THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

It was the purpose of this study to extend, if possible, the
understanding of educational innovation adoption processes in public
school districts so that people in local school districts and agencies
outside local school districts may better understand what they may do
to facilitate innovation adoption. It was also the purpose of this study
to develop models of the innovation adoption process, building upon past
work in this field.

THE SCOPE AND APPROACH OF THIS STUDY

The setting

Our study considered innovations in education as they occur in
public school districts having educational responsibility for the student
from his earliest years in school through the twelfth grade. We did not
study innovation adoption in private schools, and we did not review the
processes of innovation adoption in public and private higher education.

The development of new curricula, the design of new educational
facilities, the development of new educational technologies, and the
exploration of new roles and relationships among teachers and students
have become complex undertakings in the last several decades. We have
considered the processes by which public school districts adopt innova-
tions which have been developed elsewhere. We have assumed, following
Brickell (1961), that the large efforts required to design and system-—
atically evaluate major educational innovations will occur under programs
which are predecessors to, and not part of , the adoption processes we
have studied. Using Brickell's terms, we studied the participation of
the local school district in the dissemination stage of the overall
gsequence in educational innovation which includes design, evaluation, and
dissemination.

The adopting unit

Innovations in education are adopted at several levels and
locations. During our visits to school districts, examples of innovation
adoption at various levels came to our attention.

Aethur D Little, Inc.
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State adoption. Recent changes in the state laws
of South Carolina and of Tennessee increased the
number of days which teachers spend during the
school year in orientation and in-service train-
ing activities. Local school districts simply
change their practice to conform to the state
law.

District adoption. Each school in one district,
all at the same time, undertook the identification
of a study project which the professional staff of
each school would carry out. The project could be
. anything which was related to the amelioration of
3 problems of the local school as perceived by the

2 school staff.

District adoption. State funds were made avail-
able for support of in-service teacher training

if the school district undertook certain types of
activities. District participation in the pro-
gram was not required. The entire professional
staff of one district entered the program, identi-
fied the topics they would study, and received
financial support for this activity.

Teacher adoption. Two elementary teachers, faced
with a larger number of students than in previocus
years and personally committed to grouping the
students by achievement levels during reading in-
struction, found that the number of reading groups
in their classrooms were too large to manage.
Talking with each other about this problem, they
agreed to exchange students during the time for
reading instruction so that each of them experi-
3 enced a reduction in the number of groups in her
E classroom. The innovation was made with the

: principal's approval.

School adoption. A new high school was being
staffed. The principal and the initial members

of the staff, influenced by their reading, became
3 interested in creating an educational experience
for the high school student which gave the student
a great deal of freedom and responsibility for

his study activities and, to some extent, his
daily routine. A school program fitting this
description evolved during the first year or

two of the school's operation.

o Arthur D.Little, Inc.




sl S e e F g - e e e e S oo e, i o o Sy o el R Mg, i ST

ol e e Spmri e mre o mmm e e et s am e o ww v e e w A et N n e o e as ks b s W e f s s anenss i v

From the beginning of our study we confined our interest to
adoptions which affected practice in the local school district. We
were concerned with understanding the dynamics of adoption processes
which directly involved and affected the professional staff of a
district and which resulted in changes in practices in the local school
district. We agreed that the adopting unit which should be the object
of our study was in or near the local school district. Nevertheless the
final choice of ''the adopting unit" to be studied remained something of
a problem, a problem which other students of institutional change have
experienced (Katz; 1962). We describe our resolution of the problem

in Chapter III.

The participating school districts

Eight unified school districts, each in a different state,
participated in our study. The eight states were chosen so as to
obtain broad regional representation of schools in the United States.
Participating districts were drawn from Massachusetts, New York, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Illinois, Kansas, Wyoming, and California.

Within each state, the participating district was selected

so that both its enrollment and its expenditures per pupil were reason-
ably typical of the state. District enrollment and current expenditures
per pupil had to fall within the middle two quartiles of these distri-
butions of school district characteristics in the state in order for a
district to qualify for inclusion in our study. Districts with large and
small enrollments in a state were excluded. Districts with high rates of
expenditure per pupil -- which are so often the subject of innovation
studies ~- were not included in our study, nor were districts which
operate on a minimum or "bare survival" budget.

Districts were further selected because they had made recent
changes in either team teaching activities or professional staff develop-
ment programs during the last three years or so. These selections were
made by telephoning the superintendent to discover if such recent changes
had been made. It is our conviction that this selection procedure took
us to school districts which are at least above average in their recent
innovation history when they are compared with all school districts
in their states, and it is likely that some of the districts we visited
have performed outstandingly in the adoption of educational innovations.
While this selection of innovative districts had the disadvantage from a
research point of view, of precluding comparisons with districts where
no adoptions had taken place, it also had the distinct advantage of
letting us visjt with people who had actually made adoptions and could
give us information as to why and how they came about. Districts which
were innovating in team teaching sometimes were not innovating in
professional staff development programs, and vice versa, giving us the
opportunity to review situations where innovations of at least one type
had not occurred.

QAethur 0. Little, Inc.
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The participating school districts are listed in Appendix A,
and some of their general characteristics are described in Appendix D.

The method

Two types or classes of educational innovations were studied.
They included (1) changes to organizational and instructional processes
which could be labelled as a form of team teaching and (2) changes in
practices related to professional staff development and in-service
training. The labels "team teaching" and "professional staff develop-
ment" are terms which describe a wide range of activities, both in the
educational literature and as used in the course of our study. Never-
theless the labels enabled us to focus our conversations on the same two
general classes of changes as we visited each district. By considering
two classes of innovations we hoped to avoid identifying patterns of
innovation adoption which were specific only to a single type of
innovation. At the same time we hoped to obtain information from the
eight districts which would permit compariscns among the adoption
processes in the eight districts and perhaps even permit some general-
izations appropriate to the adoption processes for two different types
of innovation. Illustrations of changes in school district practice
which we classified under each type of innovation are given in
Appendix C.

We chose two approaches to understanding the innovation adop-
tion process. Since it is obvious that the process is not a simple one,
we felt obliged to spend sufficient time in face-to-face conversation
with a broad sample of people in each school district to be able to
understand factors in the district's background and the social and
developmental dynamics related to innovation adoption as sensitive
historians or journalists might understand them. At the same time we
felt an obligation to make systematic observations which could be
reviewed to give us scientific checks upon our insights. To accomplish
this, each interviewee completed questionnaires about the topic of our
interview and about himself and the district. Each interviewer com-
pleted rating scales and checklists about each interview and about
each district he visited. The difficult choice in this study between
developing an understanding in depth of each school district visited as
compared with utilizing a sample of school districts sufficiently large
to provide a statistically sound basis for making generalizations was
made in favor of developing an understanding in depth.

Data for our study came from two visitors (members of our
study team) to the school district and from 18 to 25 residents in each
district. The superintendent reviewed for the visitors the character-
istics of the school district and its innovations in team teaching and
professional statf development programs. Four persons, including the
superintendent and the chairman of the school board, suggested -- at our
request —- names of those who were active supporters of the innovations

Arethur 0.1 ittle, Inc.
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and those who were skeptical about them. The visitors then assembled a
1list of 18 or more pedple to interview, half to be interviewed about
innovations in team teaching and the other half to be interviewed about
innovations in professional staff development. Interviews were held with
the superintendent, the chairman of the schocl board, the business

manager or coordinator of federal programs, members of thz superintendent's
staff, principals, teachers, and sometimes parents, other board members,
and other citizens.

We were determined that the product of our study would be
closely related to what actually happens in the process of adopting
innovations in school districts. To accomplish t“is, each interviewee
was asked to discuss one or two innovations with .hich he was most
familiac. The innovations were chosen from prec:essioanal staff development
programs if this was the interviewee's most reievant experience, or from
team teaching, but not from both. Innovations were chosen ‘c«r discussion
which had occurred at least a year earlier, permitting the interviewee
to report his understanding of effects of the adoption, and yet had
occurred not more than two or three years earlier so that he could be
expected to remember the circumstances which preceded and surrounded
the innovation adoption. After our discussion, the interviewee completed
questionnaires about the innovation adoptions which we had discussed in
the interview.
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II. EARLIER DESCRIPTIONS OF INNOVATION ADOPTION

The research literature regarding innovation in education is
large and is periodically reviewed (Miles, 1964; Ross, 1958; Mort, 1964)
for the purpose of discovering trends, generalizations, conflicting
results, and new insights. The literature about innovation in educa-
tion has its parallels in literature about innovation -in medical
practice and public health (e.g., Coleman et al, 1957) and in agriculture
(Lionberger, 1960; Rogers, 1962). The literature in education continues
to grow (Lin et al, 1966; Evans, 1968). Some of this work has considered
the adoption process within the local school district or within a school
(Brickell, 1961; Lin et al, 1966).

MODELS OF THE ADOPTION PROCESS

A very important finding in our study is that each of the
prototypical models of the innovation adoption process applies infre-
quently enough to the educational innovations we observed that they all
fail to quaiify as a general model. This chapter presents our data
supporting this finding.

The literature on the theory and processes of imnovation adop-
tion and organization change suggests a variety of models for the adoption
of educational innovations in school districts. These models have been
offered as descriptions of the way things actually happen, as concepts
of the way things are thought or believed to happen, as descriptions of
the way adoptions ought to happen, or as descriptions of what should be
done to increase the rate of innovation adoption. Such models are the
product of scientific observations, hypothesizing, and of other forms of
creative invention. They are often used as prototypes for explanatory
purposes. We will briefly describe half a dozen of these prototypical
models for innovation adoption and relate incidents or make comments to
show how they did -- and did not -- account for and describe what we
discovered in the course of this study.

The "rational change process model'

Some say that innovation adoption, particularly the adoption
of large and complex innovations, occurs in a sequence more or less
formal and discrete steps. This model suggests that a school district
identifies or senses an educational need, searches for the practices
which will allow it to respond to that need, tries the practice and
assesses its usefulness or simply learns how the practice has served
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others, and then adopts the innovation on a scale necessary to meet its
needs. Some elaborate upon this model to include multiple steps such as
the development of interest by local persons in a particular innovation,
an assessment from others' experience of the usefulness of the innovation,
an assessment of local need for the innovation, the development of
strategies to accomplish local adoption, gaining local comsent, planning
implementation steps for adoption, possibly adopting the innovation for

a trial period, and then final adoption.

As we began our visits to school districts, we looked for
evidence that this rational model of the process of innovation adoption
had been in operation. We began our interviews with a teacher or a
principai, after introductory comments, by asking him to identify some
specific change in team teaching or professional staff development
practices with which he was familiar. He described the change and
established the date of the first use of the new practice. We tried to
3 determine whether there had been a trial period for the new practice, and
E how the district determined tnat the adopted change was the one most
3 appropriate for the situation. We asked whether the early effects of
the new practice had been evaluated. We usually embarrassed ourselves
i and our interviewees with these questions.

Rarely had there been any formal, self-conscious assessment
of specific educational needs or the deliberate and purposeful identifi-~
; cation of specific problems through the organized involvement of several ‘
3 people. In very few instances were there systematic searches for ‘
3 solutions to discovered problems. A carefully planned sequence of steps )
for implementing an adoption was seldom noted. Rarely were systematic
4 assessments made of the effects of the innovation adoption. There were
3 some important exceptions, and we can cite several examples.

Example #1. In recognition of existing social, ethnic, and I
economic conditions, a school principal and key
staff members decided that the program in their
school did not adequately prepare graduates for
entry into the world of work and for & life as a
self-respecting, economically seif-sufficient

z citizen. With the approval of the superintendent,

the principal's whole staff is working to change

the school's educational offerings. This is an
unusual example of shared commitment to solve an
important problem and to search for and #nply new
programs and practices.
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X #2. A school district proceeded through a well-

3 considered series of steps leading toward the

4 adoption of team teaching in junior high school.
4 Superintendent, principal, teachers, and the
librarian visited a demonstration center.
Consultants visited the school district to
discuss features of team teaching with teachers
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A
and parents. Students who were to participate

in the team teaching program were grouped in the
year prior to the adoption of the program and
given greater responsibilities for their own
activities in study hall, thereby anticipating
some of the changes the students would experience
in the team teaching program. Meetings were held
in which the parents could become acquainted with
the program. Our visit to the district occurred
before the program was adopted, so no observations
about the effects of the adoption were available.

#3. Reacting to the resuits of group tests of reading
achievement, a school district introduced a remedial
reading program in the elementary grades with the
assistance of specialists employed through the use
of federal funds. These specialists teamed up with
the classroom teachers in developing programs for
small groups of children with special needs.
Students considered for the tutorial assistance made
possible by the additional teachers were given indi-
vidual, diagnostic tests of reading skills. In
addition to using these tests as part of the in-
formation guiding student placement in the program,
the district planned to measure the students' reading
achievement after special training as one means for
assessing the effect of the program. While the
program has been in operation about three years,
systematic assessments of its effect have not
yet been made.

Some innovations are adopted by a systematic step-by-step adoption
process, but this model fits the innovation adoptions we observed only
occasionally. Our experience, even in the innovative school districts
we visited in the course of this study and also in a number of contacts
with other school systems, indicated that it is very unusual for a
district to carry out systematic, broadly comprehensive assessments of
the educational needs of all of its students and particularly to use
the results of such assessments to identify priorities of need as a
basis for developing a concerted plan to ameliorate the most urgent
needs. There are, however, a number of individual, personal efforts

to determine at least some of the educational needs which are not being
met and to determine what to do about it. There are fewer such broad-
spectrum efforts made in a coordinated fashion by a whole school, and
it is rarer still to find an entire district systematically involved in
such assessments and related planning.

The ''response to a need model"

Some say that innovation occurs when there is a felt need for
cnange. Change occurs when a problem is perceived and something "hurts.'
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This simple model refers, of course, to voluntarily developed, purpose-
ful change and not to that imposed by other agencies or resulting from
actions of other parts of a system.

This model, as stated above, is so general that it can be
applied to practically 21l instances of purposeful change. It is vir-
tually equivalent to saying that "all behavior is motivated." Because
of this generality, however, it fails to account for many situations

in which change does not occur, eventhough a felt need obviously exists.
If we consider only those changes which are adopted to directly benefit
students, i.e., satisfy the educational needs of students, then this
model fails to describe several innovation adoptions we saw.

We did discover a number of examples where this simpie general
model seemed to describe at least the critical elements of the change
process. However, most of these examples concerned the felt needs of
teachers per se. In cther words, most of the "hurts" were primarily
felt by teachers and were only secondarily related to specific
educational needs of the students. The examples related below describe

both situationms.

#4. One elementary school class contained over 40
children and additional classroom space was not
available. Through action by the teacher and recom-
mendations of the principal, an additional teacher
was assigned to that class. The two teachers dif-
ferentiated their teaching roles by subject, coordi-
nated their planning, teaching, and support activi-
ties, and evolved a form of team teaching including
the use of small group instruction for ability groups
in the various subjects.

#5. A sixth grade teacher in a self-contained class-
room recognized that she was competent in language
arts instruction put that she had to struggle with
math and science instruction. It seemed to her that
it required an inordinate amount of time to prepare
effective daily lessons in all subjects. With the
permission of the principal she arranged with an-
other sixth grade teacher to establish a form of
departmentalized team teaching. Later, a third
teacher joined the team: one was responsible for
language arts, another for math and science, and
the third for music, art and social studies.

#6. An eighth grade history teacher became convinced
that the junior high history curriculum needed to
be thoroughly overhauled. He saw the same kinds
of United States history content being presented
in the e:.mentary grades, junior high, and senior
high school and similar pedagogical methods being
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used. He believed the students were bored with such
repetition and thus were not learn‘ng what they

could and shculd. After he was appointed coordinator
of federal and state projects by a new superintendent,
he voiced this criticism and the superintendent in-
vited him to submit an ESEA Title III proposal for a
project to revamp the curriculum. Eventually, it was
approved and funded. It was oriented toward the
inductive method of teaching history and was based

on the use of original source materials from the tine,
region, and events being studied. The project in-
volved a highly organized form of team teaching.

'he members of the team filled differentiated roles
.ncluding those of the project director, the teacher
of the experimental class, three intern teachers to
assist w’th the three ability groups, a secretary,

a study and advisory group including two other
history teachers in the system, three outside con-
sultants used in project design and evaluation, the
town librarian, and part-time assistance from the
audio-visual coordinator. The board of education

was supportive and the superintendent, the coordina-
tor of federal and state projects, and the chairman
of the education department in a neighboring college
acted as facilitators.

A school district purchased a video tape recorder
and playback unit using federal funds. There seemed
to be no clear prior knowledge of how the unit was
to be used, although its purchase seemed to fit into
district plans tec participate in ETV and offered the
opportunity for a teacher to record a lecture prior
to an absence so that the substitute teacher could
present the material by television. In a separate
and unrelated event, a principal attended a seminar
sponsored by a regional educational laboratory.
There the principal saw a video tape recorder used
to record a teacher's classroom behavior. (The
teacher plays back her own recording and describes
it on a checklist of teacher behaviors. The

teacher then destroys the marked checklist and
erases the video recording.) The principal

returned from the seminar and, knowing that his
school district owned a video tape recorder,
suggested to his staff members that they consider
using the recorder for this purpose. He offered
materials for their use. A few teachers have been
adventurous enough to try it. The adoption of this
innovation regarding professional staff development
seemed to be the result of a fortuitous series of
events.
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#8. A school district teaches biclogy in high school as
a part of its science program. A new teacher was
added to the staff, and he was to teach some of the
classes in biology. The senior teacher preferred
to lecture and the new teacher was willing to conduct
the laboratories. Sc a cooperative teaching rela-
tionship and a form of team teaching was adopted
primarily in response to a teacher's interest or
need. This event led to further changes in the
biology program which appear to benefit the students.

#9. A school district adopted a change in educational
practice which required changes in relationships
among teachers, changes in scheduling of classroom
activities, changes in the practice of moving stu-
dents from one classrcom to another, and yet other
changes. The adoption followed the initial inspira-
tion of one highly influential person who understood
these changes to be necessary in order to conform to
best current educational practice. It was assumed,
of course, that this adoption would benefit the
students, but the identification of specific
problems or the sensing of student needs did not
lead to this change.

Examples #1 and #3 also are relevant to this model.

If we define ''need" so that it includes the felt needs of
teachers, administrators, consultants, students, and taxpayers, this
model describes many innovation adoptions. And, of course, changes
which are primarily or more directly related to or motivated by teachers'
needs and administrators' standards of professional excellence may often

yield direct or indirect benefit to students, although this may not
always be true.

However, the model has other shortcomings beyond those related
to the question of whose needs are being satisfied. It is too simple to
account for much of the complex interaction of forces we observed. It
fails to deal adequately with the principle of multiple causation and
with a variety of motivational factors including the differential effects
of various incentives. While it can account for a number of instances
where an innovation was adopted in a limited area and failed to spread
(because it satisfied the needs of those few who were feeling the "hurt"),
it does not account for instances where needs were felt but no change
occurred. Neither does it account for extensions of innovation adoption
in the bailiwicks of those who do not feel the hurt or see the need.
Perhaps this model would have been more accurately and broadly descriptive
if there were more widespread, purposeful searching for unmet educational
needs in the community or if such existing needs and dysfunctions were
sensed more directly as some sort of pain.
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The "internal change agent model"

The literature discusses the characteristics of the "innovator."
It also describes the causes and forms of resistance to innovation and
the characteristics of "resistors.'" We sought to identify both those who
were enthusiastic about recent school district innovations in team
teaching or professional staff development and those who were skeptical
about them. To the extent that we succeeded, both participated in our
interviews and answered our questionnaires. However, it is difficult
to identify both the inncvator and those individuals who either overtly
opposed or covertly resisted the innovation. There are social inhibitions
which make it difficult for one person to name another as an innovation
resistor, and there were no instances in which the three or four
"nominators' whose counsel we sought quickly named a list of people who
were resistors. But we met some anyway, and to the best of our knowledge
both innovation supporters and resistors were interviewed in each district.
However, our experience suggests that in some instances the actual
innovators and resistors cannot be named even by principals and super-
intendents.

We heard frequent mentions of a superintendent or a principal
who was identified as the innovator for a particular adoption. There is
little doubt that superintendents and principals are important persons
in the innovation adoption process; and it is certain that they can act
quite effectively and specifically as a barrier to a particular innovation.
It is much less certain that they can act as effectively as the champion
of a particular innovation adoption or even as a champion cf innovation in
general. Their support for a change may be necessary, but usually it is
nct sufficient to insure adoption, and certainly it is not sufficient to
insure effective implementation.

The adoption of an innovation may occur without the specific
identification and recognition of an innovator. Perhaps instead of a
single innovator, a group of people may import or synthesize a new idea
and create the conditions in which it can be put to use. Some adoptions
occur through the stimulation of an innovator, and others occur without
a specific, self-conscious, generally recognized innovator.

#10. A school district had exposed its teachers and ad-
ministrators to recent training in small group
processes and the effects of interpersonal relations
on group performance. That training experience was
generally perceived as an interesting and useful
innovation in the district's professional staff
development program. It was generally acknowledged
that the superintendent was the "prime mover" in
trying out and adopting this innovation. However,
in that district we had particular difficulty in
obtaining any real consensus in the nominations of
prime movers or initiators of other adopted innova-

~14-

Arethur M. Little, Inc.

S e e b o SR TR RSN g oo oo e [ e ey
i MW y y

% i
o : a
T o P e g




#11.
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tions. This was particular®; true of team teaching.
A large number of teachers and other professional
staff were identified as facilitators or supporters
of the innovation, but no individual innovators
emerged. In spite of this relative absence of
identified innovators in most areas, the district
was very active in considering and adopting innova-
tions of many kinds.

Through reading and visitations an elementary school
teacher became convinced that team teaching provided
advantages to both teachers and students which self-
contained classrooms could not. Through informal
discussions with fellow teachers on his grade level
he stimulated their interest and together they per-
suaded the principal to permit them to adopt a team
teaching arrangement for that grade level. That
"mover" later became principal of another elementary
school. He "talked up" team teaching in that school,
interested his teachers in investigating the pro-
cess, enlisted the active support of the superin-
tendent and installed team teaching in several
grades in that school. He was recently transferred
as principal of a new and larger elementary school
and is now. engaged in establishing team teaching
processes and organizations in the new school.

A school district adopted a job performance review
program in which the principal has a discussion

about job performance with each teacher every second
or third year, and with new teachers at the end of
their first and second years. The superintendent

has a similar conference with each of his principals
on a similar schedule. Who was the innovator? "I
said we would do it!" was the superintendent's report.

A high school teacher in one district has been active
in lobbying for changes in instruction in the subject
he teaches and in other subjects as well. He enjoys
an adequate income from other activities. He lives
in the upper middle class neighborhood in his school
district. He attends the private social events in
his neighborhood and community. How does he bring
about the changes he wants? 'I tell Johnny, who is

a student of mine, to go home and tell his Dad, who
is the manager of the (nationally prominent) plant

in our town (and who is not a school board member)

to persuade the superintendent to do such and such."
That teacher is having a wonderful time, and may or
may not be recognized in all places for the innovator
he is.
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A search for internal change agents in school districts often
will result in the identification of individuals who have played key
roles in innovation adoption process s. (Appendix F deals exclusively
with the influences of X individuals, both within and outside the district,
as they can affect the change process). However, these individuals
sometimes function more as facilitators of change than as genuine innova-
tors. They may encourage serious consideration of new ideas, endorse
the views of persons who want to make a change, arrange for a good deal
of communication between appropriate persons in ''gate keeper" positions,
and use their influence to acquire funds, staff or facilities necessary
for the adoption and implementation of an innovation.
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However, innovations may not be adopted in spite of the
presence and the efforts of an internal change agent. Even recognized
innovators may not bte successful in their attempts to bring about change.
On the other hand, some innovations appear to be adopted without the
apparent intervention of "an innovator" or a vigorous advocate of the
innovation. A model of the innovation adoption process should be able
to accomodate these situatioms.

The '"lighthouse model"

Some say that an innovation in education is aided in its
3 adoption when educators can see a demonstration of that innovation in
actual operation in a school which has many characteristics like their
own school. There is little doubt that a demonstration is often per-
suasive, particularly when the visitor can see students and teachers at
work and can talk with them. We observed results of visits to "light-
house'" demonstration centers which had both positive and negative effects
on those considering the feasibility of a given innovation.

; #14. 1In one school district, many members of the teaching
and administrative staff had traveled to other sthool
districts to visit demonstration centers for team
teaching. They were enthusiastic about what they

saw. However, they came back to their own school
district persuaded that they could not adopt the
innovation because the teachers in the demonstra-

tion center had extra helpers in their classroom which
teachers in this district were sure they would not be
permitted or could not secure.
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#15. Teachers in a school district visited a demonstra-
tion center to observe team teaching for elementary
students. The team teaching was being conducted in a
very large room with no separating walls and with
a great deal of acoustical material to deaden noise
levels. Students met for work in groups in different
parts of the very large room. A teacher returned from
this visit convinced that she wanted no part of team
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teaching because this single opern classroom gave her
no opportunity to take off her shoes, a visibility
which would result in great embarrassment if she ever
lost her temper, and a desk in an open space with no
place of privacy to which she could retreat to gather
her wits if things got disorganized.

#16. A school principal wished to interest his staff in
introducing non-graded instruction in the early
elementary levels. He visited a school district
where he could see non-graded instruction in use
and talk with the people there. He met a person
who was both well informed and enthusiastic about
the non-graded instruction in the visited school,
The principal invited that person to visit his own
staff, and the visit was accomplished. Prior vo
the visit from the outsider, the local teaching
staff had been reading materials about non-graded
instruction and discussing its implications for
their school. The enthusiasm of the visitor was
infectious, and the decision was made shortly there-
after to adopt non-graded instruction in that school.
The proposal was presented to the superintendent
and the school board, and the adoption was made in
the fall of the following year.

The "lighthouse'" model is widely accepted and is the basis for
much of the current effort regarding innovation demonstration and
dissemination. Laboratory schools, demonstration centers, ESEA Title III
exemplary projects and supplementary education centers, and the use of
visits to and of visitors from such lighthouse institutions are specific
examples of the applications of this model. However, this model, like
others described earlier, also fails to account for those situations
where demonstrations and visitations are made, but no change occurs.

The "outside agent model"

Many people recognize that teachers and other professional
staff in school districts are dedicated people whose time is already
overcommitted to conducting instruction with methods and materials
currently used in the school district. They say that an outside agent
is necessary to effect change. Innovation adoptions, they say, are
most successful when the teacher is stimulated by credible experts from
other professional communities and is given whatever outside support she
feels she needs. The innovation adoption rate in school districts, it
is said, will increase if an agency devoted to encouraging innovative
adoptions in school districts exists or is created.

-17-

Acthur D Little Inc.

o coemsmeory ;8
o




B s i Cumir s
T N can adm e R PSR e A T e

We searched for evidence that "outside agents" were active
initiators of, as contrasted with being responsive to, interest in
adopting innovations in team teaching or in professional staff develop-
ment. The contenders for such a role include members of the state
department of education, staff from regional educational laboratories,
staff from consulting organizations doing work in education, faculty from
colleges and universities, and even student teachers who experienced
their brief apprecticeship in the school district. We found examples of
innovation adoption which had been initially stimulated and/or facili-
tated by representatives from each of these sources. Following each
interview about an innovation adoption, we answered the question shown
in Table 1. The tabulation of our answers is shown for both team teach-
ing and professional staff development. These "outside' consultants
considered while answering the question shown in Table 1 may have
stimulated interest in the innovation or, as was more commonly the case,
were responding to an inquiry from the school district. It can be seen
that "outside agents,'" either those active in stimulating interest in
innovation adoption or those who are simply responsive to requests for
information, were involved in about half of the innovation adoptions
studied. The effects of the outside consultant (where such were used)
ranged from being critically important in the innovation adoption to
being a distracting or negative influence.

It seems quite probable that the use of outside agents can
increase the rate of innovation adoptions in the school districts with
which the outside agent works. Our observaticna is that, while the role
of the outsider is clearly influential, we found little indication that
any particular agency is taking an active, initiator's role in stimu-
lating innovation and adoptions in the school districts we visited.

#17. The newly appointed superintendent of a school dis-
trict and the new chairman of the education depart-
ment in a college in the same town became acquainted
and established an unusual degree of rapport, mutual
respect, and a close working relationship. With the
approval of the college and the school board, they
arranged for joint appointments of staff to both
faculties, visiting lecturers from the college,
supervision of more student teachers by school
faculty, joint faculty participation in a summer
school for school children taking special or ex-
perimental courses and for training teachers, and
collaboration with the high school principal and

‘ teachers in establishing team teaching in history

! courses and in revamping the curriculum.

3 #18. Two high school English teachers, with the active
support of the principal and the superintendent,
with help from the science teacher, and with a
budget of $1,000 from the school board, initiated
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TABLE 1

ROLE OF OUTSIDE CONSULTANTS
IN INNOVATIONS OBSERVED IN THIS STUDY®

Showing the count of visitors' judgments

following each of 138 interviews

The number of "outside" consultants (resource persons) from any source

who were involved before and during the adoption of the innovation were:

Professional
Visitor's Judgment Team Teaching Staff Development
More than five 8 10
Four or five 6 7
Three 6 3
Two 10 7
One 9 16
None 28 28
| 61 T

2 See Appendix G, Questionnaire Form 7, Page 4, Question 12
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a project to reconstruct the English curriculum, 3
The new curriculum would utilize the inductive 3
approach, would be designed to achieve functionally
defined objectives for students in different grade
and ability levels, and would be associated with .
expressive and report requirements in other subject b
areas. A Title III "mini-grant® was obtained to 7
further support the project. Several consultants,
mostly faculty from universities, were involved as
this project developed. The most significant
consulting assistance was supplied by an educator
and a researcher associated with the new regional
educational laboratory.
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Examples #2, #6, #13, and #16 also are relevant to this model.
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While outside change agents were involved to some degree and in
various ways in the innovation adoption processes we explored, nearly half
of our interviewees described adoptions in which no outside agent was
involved. The outside agent model, like the other prototypical models, 3
described only a portion of the adoptions we observed. .
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The "incentives for change'' model

; It is the practice of the federal government, state governments,
% and sometimes private sources to offer money to school districts under
certain specified conditions. The conditions usually require a change :
in educational practice. The financial support for special purposes may -3
enable the school district to undertake new activities without the need E
to eliminate portions of its current program or to seek budget increases -3
: from normal sources to cover the full co-t of the new activities. This
practice for encouraging innovation in education has been quite influential.
: We saw a number of innovation adoptions which were made possible or :
? importantly facilitated by federal or state funding assistance. =

#19. A school district established a reading clinic,
employing additional staff. The staff provided
diagnostic services and specialized teaching and
remedial services to the several elementary schools
in the school district. The services were avail-
able as the individual classroom teacher asked for

§ them. In meetings with teachers of the school ;

g district, the new specialists explained the serv-

; ices available and explained how to get them. . -

: The program was paid for with federal funds.

#20. A school district undertook a professional staff
§ development activity for all its teaching staff.

g The program included reading, meetings, and dis-
? cussions about every three weeks, visits from
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consultants, and travel to schools in other

school districts to observe particular programs,
such as team teaching. Funds for reading materials,
consultants' fees, and travel were made available
from the state.

#21. A program of summer instruction was undertaken by
a school district. Federal funds were available
for paying the teachers and for providing materials.
In addition to offering extra opportunity for
students experiencing difficulties in school, the
summer session gave teachers the opportunity to
try new instructional materials and to teach at
grade levels different from those in which they
had prior experience.

Examples #6, #7, and #18 also are relevant tc this model.

As we discussed each innovation in team teaching and professional
staff development with our interviewees in the districts we visited, we
listened for their descriptions of the use of federal and state project
monies or categorical aid in the support of innovation adoption. Following
each interview we marked our answers to the question shown in Table 2.

The tabulation of our answers shows that federal funds are important in
causing practices to change in a local school district, even though well
over half of the innovation adoptions occurred without the aid of federal
funds. Our observations suggest that while innovation adoptions occur

in local school districts both with and without the incentives of special
funds, the larger, more complex and more expensive innovations tend to

be more dependent on special funds for their adotpion.

LIKELY NATURE OF A SINGLE MODEL

Each of the models we have reviewed describes some of the
innovation adoptions we studied and accounts for some of the critical
characteristics of the adoption process. However, none of the proto-
typical models adequately describes or accounts for a large wajority of
the adoptione we reviewed. When we look at the internal processes and
operations of school districts and at the various influences acting upon
and within districts, we conclude that innovation adoption is a multi-
faceted, many-patterned, probabilistic event which usually results from
interaction among several conditions and forces.

To the extent that practices within public school districts are
voluntarily and purposefully changed, they seem to change through a
variety or through combinations of innovation adoption processes. A
single model of innovation adoption must necessarily: (a) fit a very
diverse pattern of behavior in school districts, (b) represent the
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TABLE 2

ROLE OF FEDERAL FUNDS
IN INNOVATIONS OBSERVED IN THIS STUDY®

Showing the count of visitors' judgments

following each of 144 interviews

In the implementation of this innovation, Federal funds were:

f\ Professional

e Visitor's Judgment Team Teaching Staff Development
% Absolutely essential 10 : 15

. Important, but not essential 9 8

1 Helpful to a degre= 4 6

: Unimportant or not used 48 A

] 71 73

£

:

2 See Appendix G, Questionnaire Form 7, Page 4, Question 13
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important and interacting forces resulting in each particular adoption,
and (c) possess some functional value in guiding practical action which
has as its purpose the stimulation of the rate and extent of educational
innovation adoption in school districts.

We brought to our investigation the point of view that the
3 events which occur following an adoption have an important effect on
3 its life, direction, and spread through the school district. We suspect
3 that the events following one innovation adoption in a school district
: have an important effect upon the probability of further innovation
L adoption. While our method restricted our view to a small number of
adoptions ("critical incidents') occurring in a very limited span of
time (within one to four years), our visits leave us still disposed to-
ward a view of the adoption process which has early innovation adoptions
affecting the probability of later adoptions through feedback communica-
tion processes and memory. The feedback features in the model by Lin
(Lin, et al, 1966) appeal to us as valuable and even essential features
of a broadly applicable, functionally useful model.

o i e Py .~
FLRRER O e o Prabu il Sl ey yvi:

Our visits to school districts in this study persuaded us that
4 the prototypical models found in the literature and which we had selected
3 for study did not adequately account for or describe what we were seeing
in real life. Therefore, we attempted to construct a model which accommo-
dates the variety and incidents and processes associated with the
innovation adoptions we observed.
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III. A MODEL FOR INNOVATION ADOPTION IN PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The history of our work in this study is best characterized by
the term "search." It began with a search for, and an examination of,
the models of innovation adoption which already had been developed by
other researchers concerned with innovation adoption in education.

Our visits to school districts began with elements of those prototypical
adoption models incorpcrated in our interview guides and questionnaires.
Fortunately, our first visit taught us that the models discussed in the
literature were only crude approximations to what actually was occurring
in the districts. We modified our interviewing immediately, but we

were committed to our questionnaires since we already had used them in
one of the eight school districts.

For some time during the study we were uncertain about the
adopting unit most appropriate for the study of innovation adoptions in
~ school districts. The individual teacher could represent one focus of
" the study, especially if we wished to understand the sources and patterns
of influences on individuals who play important roles in decisions to
adopt given innovations. The district itself could represent a focus
for the study since many important changes in educational practice in-
volve actions by administrators and district staff, changes in school
board policy, new curricula, different use of space, scheduling modifi-
cations, new patterns of staff interaction, clerical assistance, co-
operation of students and sometimes of parents, as well as changes in
the classroom behavior of individual teachers. The scope of our study,
which planned visits to only eight school districts, would not permit
analysis likely to demonstrate statistical significance, and our selection
of innovative districts which were also typical of their states with
respect to enrollment and per pupil expenditure increased homogeneity
and further reduced the possibility for effective statistical checks on
our hypotheses. In spite of these shortcomings related to small sample
size and reduced heterogeneity in the sample, we decided to base our
model and focus cur analytical work on the school district as the adopting
unit. This facilitates investigation of factors such as the extent,
rate, and pattern of innovation adoption, and the use and effect of feed-
pack information regarding performance.

Our model was formulated in its major characteristics (Ross,
Dec. 1967) after seven of the eight visits to school districts had been
completed and before any data analysis had begun. Measures of the con-
cepts used in the model necessarily were put together from questionnaires
already constructed and data already gathered. Refinements in the model,
particularly the dirtinction between two kirls of school district per-
formance (p and P), were made while analysis was in progress.
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Our model describes the innovation adoption process and the
performance information feedback process which occurs in a local school
district. It assumes the local school district as the setting within
which innovation adoption occurs. The model has three mechanisms which
influence innovation adoption and the life of an adopticn. They are:
(a) initiating mechanisms (I), (b) sustaining mechanisms (S), and (c)
performance feedback transmissions (F). The model relates these mech-
anisms to innovation adoption performance (p) of the school district
and to overall school district performance (P). This chapter describpes
the local school district as it is modelled and then considers the ef-
fects of the several variables in the model.

THE FUNCTION OF INNOVATION

The purpose of the public school system contained within a
district is to provide educational experiences appropriate to the needs
of the students and citizens in the district and to the needs of society
in general. It is possible to conceive of some indicators of the over-
all educational performance of the public school system in the district
and to think of that performance as undisturbed until an innovation in
educational practice is introduced. The introduction of the immovation
affects the overall educational performance of the system. Presumably
the innovation is purposely introduced to improve the performance of
the system, or to make the public school system operate at the same
level of performance with less eifort, or to modify educational programs
to better fit changing educational needs. In these terms, it is
understood that an innovation will have some effect upon overall educa-
tional performance of the district's school system.

By introducing innovations in a programmatic and planned way,
the school district is able to modify its overall performance in order
to better fulfill its goals and objectives. Educational innovations
provide means and steps by which public education in the school district
may adapt to the changing requirements placed upon it. Innovation adopt-

ion, then, is a step in a dynamic adaptive process by which the public
school district adjusts to changing demands and expectations.

A model of the innovation adoption process is useful if it can
suggest what conditions promote or fail to promote the adoption of an
innovation. The model is even more useful if it can illustrate how in-
novation adoption is related to the overall performance of the school
district in its many educational functions.

Our model assumes chat the "'design" and "evaluation" stages
in educational innovation, in Brickell's terms (Brickell, 1961), are
performed outside the local school district. In adopting innovationms,
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the school district, as we model it, is participating in Brickell's
"dissemination" stage. The school district may want to do some designing
(adaptation) and some evaluation (will the innovation be "right" for

us?) of its own during the adoption and assessment cycle. We regard
measures of the usefulness of the innovation adoption in the local
district as "performance indicators' and the channels by which this in-
formation reaches people in the local district as the communication nets.
While data from the loca. district's experience with an innovation may
be published in a professional journal and become one of the products

of the evaluation stage described by Brickell, it is more commonly true
that the local assessment processes are not a part of Brickell's eval-
uation stage. Instead, they are part of the cyclical process occurring
within the local district which allows it, over time, to modify its own
overall performance in achieving desired objectives.

There is some departure from truth when we assume, in our
model, that a local school district never designs an educational in-
novation. Some local school districts do make significant educational
innovations. Local school districts may adopt innovations, developed
elsewhere, in some unique combination which, by some criteria, consti-
tutes a new design. While our assumption in the model is occasionally
incorrect, the overwhelming majority of changes in local educational
practice are adoptions of practices which have been invented and valid-
ated elsewhere; thus, we feel the simplifying assumption is justified
at this stage in the model's development.

THE SCHOOL DISTRICT

The school district is assumed to have a boundary, and this
bounda:ry determines whether some person or some piece of real estate or
some institution is "in'" the school district or "outside" the district.
Students, teachers, administrators, parents, school board members, cit-
izens, attendance areas, local tax sources, and parent-teacher organi-
zations are "in" the school district. Nearby colleges and universities,
members of the state department of ecucation, the regional educational
laboratory, the county superintendent's office, the neighboring school
district, publishers, local industrial organizations, and the college
of education that supplies teachers to the school district are all ""out-
side" the school district. However, the definition of what is "in" and
what is "outside" the school district is not always neat or clear. Fac-
ulty members in the nearby university can also be both parents and tax-
payers in .the school district. In one role they are outside the district
and in the other they are in the district. Local industry is an important
source of tax revenue for schools and may or may not take an active part
in community decisions about schools. In some parts of its role it is__
in the school district and in other parts of its role it may be
outside the district. While the definition of what is inside the bound-
aries of the district and what is outside may not have the precision of
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the definition of a mathematical set, the idea that there is a boundary
separating inside from outside coupled with our examples may be sufficient
for practical purposes to define "the district" for this model.

THE CAUSES OF INNOVATION ADCPTION

The model assumes an initiating mechanism and a sustaining
mechanism must be simultaneously present in some force exceeding a very
modest threshold value before an innovation adoption can occur. The
absence of an initiating mechanism, despite the presence of sustaining
mech-aisms, assures no innovation adoption. The absence of a sustaining
mechanism, despite the presence of one or more initiating mechanisms,
assures no adoption.

An initiating mechanism (I) is an activity by means of which
information about innovations designed elsewhere is brought into the
school district. The initiating mechanisms are the primary shaping and
architecting forces for the adoption, determining its specific character.
The initiating mechanisms link to a person (or persons) who is IN the
local school district. Examples of initiating mechanisms include:

e Reading of both professional and general
literature (I)

e Participating in professional organizations
for education and related fields (I)

e Participating in in-service training programs (I)

e Using time to study in university, workshops, etc. (I)
e Visiting demonstration centers or other schools (1)

e Being visited by outside consultants ()

e Importing new ideas through the hiring of new
personnel (I)

e Conversing with people in a neighboring school
district (I)

e Importing ideas through parent and student migration
from one school district to another (I)

Any of these initiating mechanisms may act to bring knowledge sbout ed-

ucational innovations to the school district. The initiating mechanisms
are principally responsible for the architecture of the innovation which
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is adopted locally, an idea consonant with the assumption that the design
and validation of major innovations occurs outside the local school dis-
trict.

A sustaining mechanism (S) is a characteristic of the school
district. A sustaining mechanism may change over time, but at any par-
ticular moment it represents a condition in the school district. Sus-
taining mechanisms act primarily to establish a climate within which
initiating mechanisms can be effective. Sustaining mechanisms have
little or no effect upon the specific architecture of innovations adopted.
They simply make it possible for an adoption to occur. Examples of
sustaining mechanisms include:

e Financial support (S)
e Board and administrator interest in innovation (S)

® An active informal communication net in the community
carrying information about education (S)

e Community level of interest in education (S)

e Personal interaction among members of the
professional staff (S)

e Teacher-administrator involvement in community
affairs (S)

e The interest of the school board in educational
development as perceived by all levels of the
professional staff (S)

e The identification and recognition of a problem
related to the educational needs of the school-age
population (S)

e A supervisory style by board or superintendent or
principals which encourages teacher-initiated changes
in educational practice (S)

e Time for and attention to professional development (S)

® A pervasive attitude that assessments of schocl
district performance are essential activities (S)

Any combination of initiating and sustaining mechanisms in
sufficient force to reach a relatively low threshold will cause inno-
vations to be adopted. Increases in the number and force o:s the
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initiating and sustaining mechanisms simply increase the rate and variety
and extent ol the adoptions within the school district. If there are
differences in the effectiveness of particular initiating and sustaining
mechanisms, and it seems likely that there are, combinations of the

more effective mechanisms increase the rate and extent of the adoptions.

THE LIFE OF AN ADOPTED INNOVATION

The life of an innovation adoption, and probably in some degree
the extent of an adoption within a school district, depends upon the
direction (positive or negative) and the intensity or credibility of
the performance feedback transmissions (F) about the adoption. Infor-
mation saying the adoption is not liked will shorten the life of the
adoption or cause it to be modified, while feedback information carrying
approval of the adoption will lengthen its life. Complete absence of
performance feedback transmissions will result in erratic adoption life.
If there were no communication net (S) in the school district, it would
be impossible for performance feedback transmissions either to spread
an innovation adoption throughout the district or to shorten its life.

Performance information carried in the communication net in-
cludes information about the effects of an adoption and readiness for
further adoptions (p) and about overall performance of the school dis-
trict's educational system (P). In its simplest form, information about
the effects of an adoption is:

e The adopted innovation is liked or not liked (p)

This information has meanings which are more complex as the number and
variety of sources of this information are increased. The complexity

of performance information also increases when careful, systematic as-
sessments of the effects of an adoption are made. Performance indicators
about adoption (p) essentially tell the district what change has been
made in its overall educational performance and what change has been
made in its practices by a particular innovation adoption. Examples of
such indicators include:

e The extent of the adoption in the school district (p)

e The degree to which the new practice conforms to best
educational practice (p).

e The degree to which the adopted innovation is meeting
important needs (p)

e The rate at which the adoption is being made, beginning
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perhaps from the district's earliest discussions of
the possible use of the innovation and continuing

to the present time. The rate is judged against .
some estimate of the quickest possible time for i
making such an adoption. (p)

e The amount of educator and citizen effort being spent
in making the adoption (p)

o The degree to which the adoption is aiding the school
district in ameliorating a particular educational v
problem (p)

e The amount of change in some aspect of overall ’

educational performance (P) which has been ef-
fected by the adoption (p)

e The degree to which the district, after one adoption, X
remains ready to make another adoption (p) ’

Each of these indicators attends primarily to a change in conditions in
the school district from '"before" to "after'. The adoption performance
(p) indicators do not focus on the absolute level or quality of educa

- tional performance or organizational effectiveness (P).

The overall quality of the school district's performance (P)
is of as much interest to students, parents, and citizens as the rate
at which the school district's performance is improving (p). The life
of an adoption may depend upon whether the overall performance (P) is
what the school district wants. These overall performance indicators
potentially are as effective as, and probably are more effective than,
the adoption performance indicators (p) in controlling life (continue, 1
modify, discontinue) of an adoption. Lacking information about many “E
aspects of overall performance (P), a school district could adopt new ‘
practices without changing (or perhaps the adoptions might even lower) ,
its overall educational performance. Examples of indicators of overall %»g
performance include: ;

e Student academic achievement in each of several
basic subject areas (P)

e Student health and physical fitness (P)
e Student interpersonal skills (P)

e Studen: social and political responsibility (P)
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® Teacher and administrator satisfaction with
professional growth (P)

® Conformity of district practices, in each of
several program areas, to standards of best
educational practice (P)

® Rate of change in district educational practice
toward best educational practice (P)

® District success in meeting the varied educational
needs of the students (P)

® District success in attaining its educational
objectives for a cost indicating high organi-
zational effectiveness (P)

Admittedly, performance indicators of this kind are difficult to find.

OTHER EVENTS ASSOCIATED WITH AN ADOPTION

The role of conflict in the innovation adoption process is not
clear. It was our impression during visits to the school districts that
some of the school districts with high rates of innovation adoption were
experiencing noticeable conflict and some of the school districts with
low rates of innovation adoption were not experiencing much conflict.
Our hosts usually did not hasten to share information about community
and intra-schooi-system conflicts about education with us, although some
conflicts could be sensed and others were openly discussed.

It can be argued that conflict about the schools is a sustain-
ing mechanism, indicating concern about educational quality and overall
performance and creating a climate within which initiating mechanisms
can shape a change in school practices.

It can also be argued that conflict is one of the consequences
or effects of innovation adoptions. Sustaining mechanisms will support
changes which are shaped by a single person, or a small group of persons.
These changes may occur without the participation of some persons who
later perceive the changes as unnecessary, inappropriate, or even harm-
ful. 1In effect, the forces which support an adoption can flow past
single individuals or groups of individuals who, later, cannot support
the adoption. The accumulation of the negative responses to an adoption
by those who may have been by-passed in the decision to make the adoption,
or who perceive the adoption to be of negative value, may be the counter-
force creating the conflict which is a consequence of innovation adoption.
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We believe the latter argument about conflict as an effect rather than
a cause of change in practices is nearer the true role of conflict in
education innovation adoption.

Those who wish to engineer change in any organization frequent-
ly talk about resistance to change. Our model neither makes much use of
the role of the individual change agent (although it certainly accepts
the possible presence of a change agent who imports the new ideas, acting
as the in-district link for the initiating mechanism, or the change agent
who attracts attention and interest to education, thus building a sus-
taining force) nor does it make much use of the role of the resistor
(although, again, it accepts the possible presence of a resistor who
reduces the force of a sustaining mechanisms; a principal or superin-
tendent uninterested in changes in practice is one example). Our model
emphasizes the creation of sustaining mechanisms through the efforts of
groups of individuals and describes the character of the district, thus
not modeling the effects of each individual actor in the complex in-
novation adoption process. We believe this to be realistic since there
seem to be no individual roles which are always crucial in the adoption
process. The roles of the superintandent and principals are as critical
as any individual roles in the district, but even these seem not to be
always the key influence in an adoption. '

The complete absence of sustaining mechanisms or the complete
absence of initiating mechanisms is a barrier to innovation. The absence
of sustaining mechanisms is likely to be the more commonly experienced
barrier.

A MATHEMATICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL

We have prepared a mathematical statement of the model which
is presented in Appendix H. It is intended as an integral part of our
description of the model but it is removed to an appendix to avoid dis-
tracting the non-mathematical reader. The examination of data supporting
and denying the model is presented in Chapter IV. It is guided by the
mathematical statements about the model and about hypotheses which are
stated mathematically in Appendix H.
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1V, EVIDENCE SUPPORTING AND DENYING THE MODEL

Recognizing that a sample of eight districts is an extremely
small foundation from which to draw any statistical conclusions, we
nevertheless wanted to check our model against the recorded observations
we had made w.ch the help of the school districts' residents. We wanted
to ask: Do initiating and sustaining mechanisms in combination describe
adoption climate and relate to adoption performance? Is a combination
of initiating and sustaining mechanisms essential for innovation adoption?
Which initiating mechanisms are most effective, and which sustaining
mechanisms are most effective? Do sustaining mechanisms have more effect
on adoption performance than do initiating mechanisms? Do initiating
mechanisms determine the particular type of adoption which is chosen?

Is a combination of initiating, sustaining, and feedback mechanisms related
to overall educational performance of the district? Do feedback mechanisms
augment adoption performance in improving overall educational performance
of the district? These are some of the questions which tests of our model
must attempt to answer. This chapter describes the evidence which we have
which supports or fails to support our model.

To test our model it is necessary to develop measures of three
mechanisms (I, S, and F) and two types of school district performance
(p» P). We developed those measures from questionnaire responses by
residents and from questionnaire responses by visitors. Visitors' Judg-
ments were influenced by their experience in the school districts visited
in this study, their experience with other school districts and work on
other questions and issues related to public education, and their experience
with change processes in other types of organizations. The residents'
judgments were influenced by their detailed knowledge of the local school
district (as complete a knowledge as is available from any source) and by
their experience in other school districts. Questionnaires completed by
visitors and residents are presented in Appendix G. The measures of I, S,
F, p, and P are described in detail in Appendix E and are described in
general in this chapter.

MEASURES OF THE CLIMATE FAVORING ADOPTION: I, S

The climate favoring innovation adoption is formed by initiating
mechanisms which import new ideas to the school district and sustaining
mechanisms which provide the environment within which the new ideas may
be put to use. A climate favoring innovation adoption disappears altogether
vhen no initiating mechanisms are present or when no sustaining mechanisms
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; are present. To measure the climate favoring adoptions, it is necessary
to measure a variety of initiating mechanisms and a variety of sustaining
\ mechanisms. We were able to develop measures of eight initiating
i mechanisms and measures of eight sustaining mechanisms as representatives
‘4 of a larger number of mechanisms of these two types.

] Measures of initiating mechanisms (I)

care i g

Measures of the initiating mechanisms are listed in Table 3.

They include the reading of literature about education, partic.pating in
§ professional affairs, attending universities and workshops, visiting other
‘ schools, being visited by experts, hiring new teaching staff in the
3 district, contacting a large number of people outside the district about
educational matters, and being influenced by specified outside educational
experts. Each of these measures represents a mode of importing new ideas
to the community.

Bt Do fatiby s s

We measured the school district's reading about t :am teaching
by asking the residents we interviewed about team teaching to answer nine
questions about their reading. We accumulated thei: answers to establish
how much each individual read about team teaching, then accumulated the
measures of reading by those individuals to determine how much reading
about team teaching was occurring in the district. Measures of each of
; the first six initiating mechanisms shown in Table 3 were developed using
3 a similar method.

fru it e Y
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The remaining two measures (a, d) were developed from the
communication nets which are described late:r.

Measures of sustaining mechanisms (S)

4 Eight sustaining mechanisms were measured in our study and are
1 listed in Table 4. The sustaining mechanisms measure community interest
in and support for education (JV, LV),district management interest in
and awareness of innovations (KV, b, e), frequent informal opportunities
for communication between educators and members of the community (MR, c),
3 and a communication net which allows the district's educators to be

3 influenced by a ride variety of people who have roles in education which
A are different from their own (h), including people inside and outside
the school district. High scores in all of the measures describe a
school district which is actively interested in education, talks a great
deal about education, is influenced in educational matters by a number
of different sources of influence within and ocutside the district, and
has recently supported through public action incrcases in financial
support for education for one purpose or another. Measures for these
mechanisms were developed in the same way as for the initiating mechanisms,
combining visitors' judgments or combining residents' judgments to form
a measure of the district's characteristics.

Avthu