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This project was designed to meet the following two objectives:

(1) to produce a manual for educational knowledge linking change
agents, and (2) to develop plans and designs for the training of
educational knowledge linking change agents. This final report of
the project consists of three sections, as follows: Section I.
History of the Project--Background and Ratlcnale How the Guide Was
Crcated: Cycles of Development; and The Evglution of Change Agent
Training Strategies and a Manual for Change Agent Training Design;
Section UI, Evaluation of the "Guide" (Prototype #2) by 115 Change
Agent5§=The Reviewers; Responses to the Review Form (Appendix A:
Letter of Invitation to Potential Reviewers of the '"Guide'" [Prototype
#2]; Appendix B: Form for Background Information on Reviewers;
Appendix C: Reviewer Questionnaire and Cover Letter); and Sectlcn
ITIT. Evaluation of CECAT Based on Post-Conference Reactions of
Participants--Background Readings; Printed Conference Materials;

Conference Activities; Post-Corference Action Possibilities; and

[ Future Need of Canference Related Materials; and Appendix A -

CECAT (Conference on Educational Change Agent Training) Evaluation
Form. A bibliography is provided. (For related documents, see

ED 056 256, 258, and 259.) (DB)
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This projest including amendments and extans:ons was lesigned o meet
ihe following tvo summary objectives:

A To Produce a Manual for Edurationai Knowiedge Linking Change Agents

[ To prapare a useful reference manual on the dissemination and
utilization process for the practicing knowledge linker in
education, building on the literature review on dissemination
and utiiization 2ntitled PLANNING FOR INNOVATION, ED #0291 /1.

2. To conpare alternative contents and formats for such a field
manual on the criterion of perceived usefulness by linkers.

3. To mace a full revision of the manual based on reviews by 100
reL-esentative linkers, this revision to include special
introductory statements for adminictrators and other typical
users and an extended presentation on the role of change agent.

Ly To prapare checklist summaries of major componzni. of the
manuai for future use as a workbook or as field instruments.
B. To Develop Pians and Designs for the Training of Educational! Knowledge
Linking Chinge Agents

1. Te cr:ate an awareness and involvement in the problem of change
agent training by relevant segments of the educational community.

2. To pr:pare alternative training designs for such change agents,
speci “ying:

a. identification and recruitment of appropriate
'ndividuals for training,

b. -raining workshop design (materials, structure,
staffing, funding),

c. support materials for continuing use by trained
agents (manuals, instruments, readings, etc.),

d. ‘ollow-up consultation and evaluation activities
and personnel required to staff a total on-going
yrogram.

Most of thi: resources of the project were assigned to these two major
tasks (A and B), but the project also called for some support of further refine-
ment of utiliza:ion thecry along the lines of the '"linkage model'' proposed by
Havelock in his previous report: PLANNING FOR INNOVATION.

Q. :3
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The Manual

A manuar of over 200 pages has been oroduced according to the process

voncified in the proposal. An early draft version (prototype #1) w.

cvaiuated intensively by a small group of representative change agents. A
resue it of this collaboration a second working draft (prototype #2z) was

iwceda irciuding case studies from thes2 change agents. Prototype #2

~as reviewed intensively and evaluated by 115 educators chosen systematically

repiresent cerotypical future users of the manual. The response was over-
I

y
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cimingly favorable and in additicn provided a quantity of information which
w.id be used fcr developina a third revision (prototype #3).

Subcequent!y the manual, under the title A Guide to lmnovation in
Education' has teen d'stributed by The institute for Social Research cp a
Pimiited basis urder a developmental copyright from USOE so that it could be
id et ocost anc used in a number of university courses, in-service workshops,
ana conferences. The feedback from this controlied dissemination has indicated
thal the '"'Guide' can be an important tool in training and in orogram manage-
ment inoa variely of educational practice settings.

The '"Guide' has now been further revised in accordance with objective A-3
te include a brief intvoduction for administrators and a greatly expanded
zeniion explaining the concept of ''resource linker'' and two other alternative
-hange agent corcepts, the ''catalyst'' and the ''‘solution giver.'' Additional
-ections are nov being written and all three appendices revised and up-dated
using non-feder:1 funds in preparation for final publication. Negotiations are
under way with tducational Technology Publications, Inc. which has expressed a

Jesire to publish the final version.

ive f-b. However these instruments have not yet been fieid tested

utility is still a matter of conjecture. It is anticipated that
ch materials can be used as reliable tools of change planning, they
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On May 25 o 27, 1970, 51 nationally recognized ieaders in the field of
©hhnas agent training were brought together at Clinton, Michigan to discuss
the critical iswues relevant to the content and procedures for such training.
The conference, itself, was an intensive learning experience for those involved
and represented a major dissemination thrust for the '‘Guide' and for the need
for new resource linking change agent roles. Howevei, the conference also
produced a number of specific, through tentative, training designs for different
conceptions of he role. These are incorporated as Part V of the manual
described below

"he primar products relevant to the achievement of objective B-2 have

been assembled n the form of a manual for training program developers. This
manual includes sections on knowledge content to be trained, goals of training,
principles of t-aining, an eight-part systematic framework for designing
comprehensive programs, and several presentations of alternative training models

Vo4
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rroposad by self-selected subgroups at the Michigan conference. Finally, the
vanual includes a fully developed outline for training state agency change
ws-nis. Plans for publication and distribution of this manual on training
e pot been fully formulated but it is expectec that further revisions viill
made using ron-federal funds and that the Institute for Social Research

~uhlications office will make the document widely availabi=.

CONTENTS OF THIS REPORT

o
[

This final report consists of three sections and four attachments

ol iows:

| Narrative History of the Progject including development
yt!é% of the ""Guide,' design, conduct, and outcomes of the
ic qan tonference on Educational Change Aqent Training
CECALT) anu subsequent dissemination and training activities.
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Section | koalwirion of the Guide (Prototype #2) !q/,’15 chanee
e, zoa summary report “based on returnad da

Section | | Evaluation of CECAT based on pos nference reactions

of participants.

Attachmen . #1 A Guide to Innovation in Education (Prototype #3)
olus revised and expanded in: roductory section.

Attachmen : #2 Checklists on Change Process intended to accompany the
"Guide."

Attachmen: #3 A Preliminary Version of a Manual on Educational
Chanje Agent Training.

Attachmen: #4 "Anatomy of a Communication Arc'': a sample of work
partially supported under this contract to spell out theory
of u-ilization in more precise terms. This work is still in

prog-ess.




Caclion HISTC. Y OF THE PROJECH

hackgrounc and Rationale

The 1960'< saw the emergence of a new awareness that research by itself
o ot pirovice direct answeis to the problems faced in the procticel
~arla, and thi¢ awareness nas been articulated in the formation of a new
" rinline focissed on the problem of knowledge dissemination and utilization.
weocarch studies of the dissemination-utilization process were virtually non-
asiatent prior to World War Il énd were restricted largely to the area of
sovicuitural irnovations until a3 decade ago. Increasingly in recent years,
rowever, there has been evidenced a dramatic growth of interest in this
~sic in such {ields as public health, mental health, medicine, internaticnal
deveiopment, ard in particular education.

=

cgether vith this growing interest in dissemination and utilization as
5 research concern have come increasing efforts to establish dissemination

! new 1oles, and institutions designed specifically to speed the tlow
of knowledge from research to practice. U.S. education has been in the fore-
iront of this innovative trend. Starting with major federal legisliation on
education in tte early 1960's, there has been a very rapid growth of research
and development centers, information clearinghouses, regicnal laboratories
and locally baced and regionally based dissemination projects, conferences,
and training programs, all geared generally to the same end of up-grading
mducation by irfusing in the practicing school system new ideas and
innovations bated on research knowledge.

-

This proliferation of institutional forms has becn so rapid that in
nearly all cases it has preceded the development of adequate role definitions
i adequate training and support activities and materials for these new roles.
“.actically overnight, thousands of new knowledge linking roles (disseminators,
consultants, demonstrators, etc) have been created and filled by people who
tave only a vacue conception of what the role is and no real way of preparing
Jemselves and supplying themselves with the appropriate knowledge and materials
for occupying ‘he role.

Major coniributions toward defining and publicizing the rneed for the
tinker role in education were made by Clark and Hopkins (196€ a & b) when they
developed a tayonomy of linkage roles as a part of their Study of ''Roles for
Research, Deve opment and Diffusion Personnel in Education.'' They saw specialized
diffusion role. as an essential accompaniment to the roles related to research
and developmen in education and further study convinced them that the demand
for persons to fill these roies would be tremendous in ine not-sc-distant
future.

The insti-utionalization of linking roles in education is urgently needed
to satisfv this growing demand and to assist in coordinating linking functions
so trnat role overload and marginality, current major causes of linking failure,
do not becor= :otally nullifying forces in knowiedge diffusion in education.
The primary considerations for establishing and training personnel in linking
roles are cutl ned by Havelock, et al (1969, Chapter 7).

*Much of this aterial is adapted from the original proposal statement.

ERIC 6
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b provide adequate supporc for these emerging iinking roies in
<3 oion. the educational establishment will have to provide training
ane field handbooks and manuals not only in specific content areas
5 reading, guidance, administration, and curriculum but also in the

ral orocesses of disseminating and installing innovations, planning of
s e oaad Taci itating the flow of knowledge firom rescarch to practice.
i prgject was intended as one contribution to this difficult but essential

: 3uilding on an extensive review of the d'~“semination and utilization
ture {Have ock, et al, 1969), we set out to create a field manual for the
cing knowledge linker in education. |t was felt, however, that such a
cament swould be successful only if it were developed collaboratively with a
cpresentative sample of these linking agents. Later phases of the project

1 be concerned with further revision and extension of the field manual and

wtablishmen: of training programs to familiarize linkers with its contents

~d potentiral uses. It was felt that through such programs some strong new role
chages would come into being through educators who were beginning to develop an
ident -ty and a defined area of expertise as re-ource linkers.

3. How the Guide was Lreated: Cycles of Development
1. Keviewn of Past Efforts and Development of a Proposal

This poject began with a need expressed by the Cffice of Education
Tor a companion work to the extensive compendium ard anal' is of findings
on dissemination and utilization (Havelock, et al, 1969). While this work was
still in progress it was already obvious that its primary audiences would be
researchers and policy planners who had the sophistication, patience, and
motivation o derive their own implications. What about the busy administrator
or nractitioner who needed practical help on knowledge retrieval and utilizaticn?t
Was it not possible to develop some practical guide tor this broader and less
research-or ented audience so that the substantial existing research and theory
tn this aren could be put to more immediate practical use?

A firs: step was to look for models of such an effort. Had anyone tried
‘o do this hefore and how well had they succeeded? In 1958, Lippitt, Watson,
and Vlestley had published a volume entitled The Dynamics of Planned Change.
This book wis well written, summarized a good deal of existing research, and
was directed broadly at pra;tltlgners of change. However, it was still largely
theoretical-—analytical in approach; it did not draw specific implications for
specific siuations; it contained few clearly specified '"‘o's'" and '"'don'ts'':
it was in no sense a ''how to' manual. Furthermore, The Dynamics of Planned Change
was not sysiematically evaluated by any group of change agents for its utility
or effectiveness before final dissemination. A more recent effort by Thomas E.
Woods, The /dministration of Educational Innovation (1967) does a fine and
concise job of summarizing the rich literature on the diffusion of innovations
(touched on' y lightly by Lippitt, et al) providing it in pamphlet size in
the language: that a busy practitioner might understand and absorb. But Woods'
effort likeviise was not tried out and evaluated on a practitioner audience and
probabiy docs not have enough depth to be considered a manual on change.




in sea-ching for projects which tvied to develop information
products ac:ording tc a systematic evaluation and development nlan
ma across a study of the comparative effectiveness of several
of conmunication media, done in the field of vocational rehabi-
liggiiuﬁ (G aser, 1967). A single message about an effective innovation
was transmi sted by different media to several matched audiences and their
adoptive beravior was compared. Glaser found that the written communicaticn
alone was sufficient for diffusing knowledge of the innovation, but that
the additior of a demonstration conference or consulting activities
significant y increased its actual adoption. The key variable here was

il"_]_[\
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the @DDD“tu1lty for the receiver to g've feedback to the sender about
hWis evaluat on of the new idea in terms of his own experience. These

:isults sugiested that various mechanisms, conferences, interviews,

valuation ‘orms, and consultations might be needed (a) to develop a
product tha: was meani gful and useful to the intended audience, and
(L) to diffise the product once it was devaloped.

Al thoujh the use of a training package for o

bised or inlovative progirams to practitioners is common, as are studies of
their effen-iveness, their diffusion potential is limited because these
programs ha/e generally dealt with specific innovations, have been
developed i1 response to requests from specific audiences, and have heen
des&gned to solve the unique proklems of their respective situations.
Such was th: purpose of the social science curriculum development
studies of .ip, itt and Fox (1964). The same limitations apply in lesser
degree tc R'chland's ''traveling seminar'' (1965) for educational innova-
tion diffus on. Although such programs and packages are invariably
reported as ''successful,' each faced anew the problems of entry, resistance,
aad linkage training with its respective audiences. Moreover, even having
solved thes: problems for themselves, they ¢, not contribyte very much
to our gene~al knowledge on linkage problems in education. Their techniques
for dealing with these problems are not readily generalizable to other
audiences o- to the same audience under dJdifferent conditions because
the techniguses of entry, linkage training, etc. have not been clearly
differentiated from the innovation itself,

or disseminating experimentallv-
i

Also, 3s these examples illustrate, much of the existing ressarch
hed as its »rimary audience that group of practitioners who are most
directly ir/olved with the consumer {(student, patient, etc.). These
people are- -arely in a position to assume the role of knowledge linkers
to other pr-ctitioners. They may or may not have the administrative
authority t»> act as a linker or change agent in their system, but if
they are di-ectly involved with the consumer they will have little time
or energy t) devote to linking activities after coping with the more
salient-~ani urgent--daily problems in their own consumer system.

One at:empt to overcome these limitations and to establish linking
functions aid roles as a permanent aspect of a school system was reported
by Shcevitz and Barr (1968) in A Training Program Fgr Research Utilizers:
Ph|]05@phy, Goals and Methods. Their simultaneous ''microaction' and

macroactio1’ research directed training in change processes at class-
room teache-s and principals and at people who had cross-building
responsibilities within the school system. However, a lack of user

3



coshistication and an unfortunate lach of involvement on the part of
the particifants motivated the research team to turn from general
L‘

issues of chlange processes to the solution, through change, of specific
existing prcblems in the system. Thus, the future linkage potential of
these two gloups remains unexamined.

Another important contribution to our early planning for this
obrojzct was the work of the Communication Program of the Far West
Laboratory lor Educational Research and Development directed by Dr.
Paul Hood. Ve were especially impressed by the systematic development
and evaluation process employed by that program in the evolution of
educational products, and we made a conscious effort to adapt their
approach in our own planning.

On the whole, past research seemed to say exceedingly little about
the effectiveness of specialized communications of the type envisaged
in this pro ect. On the other hand, there was some reason to believe
from numerous studies and observations of knowledge linking roles in
various other fields that the development of viable knowledge-linking
roles in education would be significantly aided by the simultaneous
development of training programs, handy reference tools, and other
software supports at least on a par with those now possessed by the
county extension agent in agriculture. They also suggested the need
for a development strategy which included features such as:

(1

) participation by the audience in product planning,
) svstematic evaluation, and
) p anned diffusion including user training and follow-up.

(2
(3

With these ideas in mind the Michigan team developed a proposal
to USOE for a manual incorporating features (1) and (2) with the
expectation that feature (3) would be added at a later date if the
early work was successful.

2. Litera‘ure Review and Annotated Bibliography

After ‘unding, the project staff began by making a thorough search
for major works on change in education, updating the search effort of
two years eirlier which had led to the comprehensive literature review.
This time, iowever, we were especially on the look-out for literature
on change wiich was practitioner-oriented and in which derivations of
implications for practice were spelled out.

From this literature review the staff* developed the first product
of the proj:ct, an annotated bibliography of '"Major Works on Change in
Education'' with a detailed subject index. The subject index was later
valuable as a key to specific points and quotations which we wanted to
include in the "Guide.'' 1t was also anticipated that this bibliography

*Havelock laid out the overall plan and took part in editing and screening
while the annotations and indices were developed by Huber and Zimmerman.
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would be a useful appendix for the '"'"Guide,'" itself, and for that
reason we used the following criteria for choosing works to be

cited:

(1) 3enera: coverage of a range of topics relevant to
aducational change.

2) In book form.

3) ublished and available in education iibraries,
ook stores, or by ordering from indicated sources.

For tie most part we excluded empirical studies and reports on
specific rasearch projects unless they covered a range of relevant
topics, offered both research findings and implications for practice,
and could >e obtained as separate monographs.

Copies of the bibliography were printed and distributed both
by the University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research and by
the Northw:st Regional Educational Laboratory.® Included was a
sheet enti:led '"feedback to authors' which asked readers to voluntarily
indicate how they had used the bibliography and how useful it had heen.
Although this device induced only a trickle of responses (they are
still comiag in) there seemed to be a generally favorable response.

3. Choos ‘ng a Structure for the "Guide'

There were several alternatives available to us in structuring
the "Guide," and because of the potential importance for later utility
and acceptance by practitioners, we were anxious to explore a number
of them be’ore arriving at any conclusions. At least six possibilities
presented :hemselves:

(1)  An encyclopaedic compendium of facts about change process,
written ‘n a simple style with practical implications,
spelled out and arranged as alphabetical entries of any
tength from a short paragraph to 2 or 3 pages, thoroughly
ross indexed.

s relatively easy and straight forward to create,
a good reference for specific user needs, maximum
user selectivity allowed.

’ro

[

(‘lons: expensive to produce if done well (it would be very
large), hard to disseminate, very low user involvement
(impossible to read cover-to-cover), difficult to
use in a training program or in a course.

#“In neither case were federa' funds from this project used for dissemination.

10
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\ systems analytic framework such as Stufflebeam's
“Context-Input-Pre~ess-Product!t (1970).

vor: would allow a systematic coverage of most topics
in a logical orde . This would make the bnok
most useful to policy and program planners especiallv
if they had engineering backgrounds. Increasing
numbers of educators are becoming familiar with
this approach to conceptualizing and ordering the
facts about compliex topics.

Jons: day not do justice to some of th=2 social and
psychological realities which the change agent
must contend with. Moreover it is still foreign
territory to many educators and enemy territory
to some.

(3) A\ communication model approach (i.e., ''Who says or does
what to whom by what channel to what effect.') such
1s used by Hovland (1954), Rogers (1962) and Havelock
(1969) in his comprehensive literature review.

’ros: also allows systematic and comprehensive coverage
including the human and social variables. Further-
more since the prime sources are already organized
this way the task of retrieval would be greatly
simplified.

Jons: has tended to be a researcher's or theorist model
rather than a practitioner’s.

(4) A casebook with annotations for each case referencing the
~esearch literature.

: this would invelve the reader and would be
especially helpful to those who find themselves
in similar situations to one or more of the cases.
It would also be an extremely helpful adjunct
to training.

]

ro:

b

Jons: it would be very difficult to teach much substance
of the research or theory of change in this manner
and it would be very difficult to compose in the first
place. There is also a paucity of good, clearly
written case materials showing a range of the ''do's"
and ''don'ts'' of innovation management.

(5) An anthology of the best writings available.

Pros: it would be relatively easy to construct such a
document. The bibliography previously described
lists several such works and a selection of the
choicest pieces from each would be a simple matter.
We could also guarantee that the writing would be
first class, the coverage broad; and the points

E ka of view varied.
ERI 11




Conas it would be difficult to present a coherent over-
view or syslematic topic coverage. Most

e

s written, even it it is very well written, is

not practitioner-oriented and <nes not go far in

spelling out the '"how to's."

) Troblem solving Stayus: wtris 18 the approach used by

[Lippitt, Watson and Westley (1958).

trozs from our reading of the iimited research literature
on the change agent, this approach seems cliosest to
tne way he organizes his life and work. it allows
systematic and longically ordered topic coverage and

entation. It is also fairly involving and can
be presented in parallel with actual case materials.

bt is also handy as a basis for simulations.

Dn: there is little agreement among experis on either the
numbering or the ordering of such ''stages''; moreover
it may t ore difficult in this approach to pick up
the crange agent "where he's at.'' This framework might
be seen by some s too rigid and arbitrary to apply
to the myriad of situations the change agent might
find himself in.

After some discussions with other CRUSK staff experienced as change
agents and change agent trainers (e.g., Ronald Lippitt, Robert Fox,
Mark Cheslar, and Lucille Schaible) and some intensive field interviews
with educational change agents in Michigan (in the state department, at
the University, and in three school districts), two facts became evident:
(a) that tie problem solver and the casebook approaches were both the
most user-oriented and (b) that it is very difficult to elicit meaningful
reactions to the idea of a product when the reactors don't have a model]
of the ''real thing' in front of them.

Weighing these alternatives and facts, we chose the problem solver
stages approach as our primary structure for developing a first prototype
with the added notion that various appendices (such as the annotated
bibliograpiy) and a subject index could enhance its value as a reference
work, and that a series of case studies would increase and enhance |ts
value as a readable and involving book.

h.  Exploratory Field Interviews

The exploratory field interviews were especially important in giving
us a picture of the ''life space' of the people who are now operating
as educational change agents. It was obvious that most of these people
are not theorists or even grand strategists, that what they know about
the change process is not very systematically organized and cnly loosely
articulated, that they think in terms of specific projects on which they
are working, and that their thinking runs in a kind of a chronological
order as they talk about their work. It was evident that if we were

12



to be truly collaborative we would rirst havae to give these change
agents a chance to tell thei, war siories in gory detail and we would
have to listen carefully to show then how their experiences and the
research on the change process matchea up.

Originally a confarence had been

more educators representing change agents in at least four caltegories:

e
¥
[

anned to attract twenty or

isseminating new knowledge to school systems.

State Department of Education personnel who are encaged

in di

(b) Uirectors of knowiedge utilization and demonstration
projects under Title 11} of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act.

(c) Dissemination staff members from the Regional
Educational Laboratories.

(d) Professors in schools of education.

However because of our budget constraints and the increasingly
evident need to work in depth with those who we contacted, we decided
to limit the first conference to five articulate and representative
change agents who would be willing and able to (a) read our materials
their work which could be developed into cases for inclusion in the
| B, H <. it

Guide.

5. The knowledge Linkers Workehop

Durirg the fall of 1968 and the early winter of 1969, the project
staff worked to develop a first prototype of the ''Guide'' based on
the problem solving structure in preparation for the first evaluation
by the change agents and a representative of the USOE (Mr. Richard
Elmendorf). By February 15, each participant was mailed a rudimentary
draft vercion including drafts of the introduction, Chapter | '"'Estabiishing
the Knowledge Linker Role,'"' Chapter 2 ''Diagnosing the Problem in the Client
System,'' Chapter 3 on ''Retrieving Relevant Knowledge,'' an appendix to
Chapter 3 on available information resources, Chapter 4 '"Selecting the
Imnovatior,'" and the annotated bibliography.

The conference was convened on March 15, 1969. By prior arrange-
ment each participant began by relating a case of attempted innovation
from his work experience. The case could be either successful or
unsuccessful but in either case it should be the one he knew most about
and the one that seemed to him to illustrate the most about the change
process. After each presentation the project staff would question the |
presenter and suggest how his narrative could be fitted to a problem
solving stages model of change.

Part of the afternoon session was reserved for comments and reactions
to the drafts of '"Prototype #1.''" The introduction and the overall plan
for the ''Cuide'' were received favorably as were the twc appendices, but
all the participants found the writing style difficult and the layout of
chapters cumbersome and rather overwhelming in detail. It was clear that
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A omore poi shed product was needed in a simplified WEIHing style wih

a4 reduction of diagrams and "telegrams' and an increase in narrative
prose and quotations.

On the whole, the conference Was very successtul even if iy
contained some bad new for the development team. The case presenta-
tions were interesting, rich in detail, and right on target as potential
case mater als for the '""Guide.' The feedback on the prototypz & Lo
providad explicit guidance for Furthier development and support for
overali di -ection.

6. Creat-on of Prototype #&

The first and most important task following the March conference was
writ and rewriting of the main context of the '"Guide." Havelock assume
primary duties for this part of the project, receiving editorial help and cri-
ticism from Douglas Truax and Joyce Kornbluh. The introduction and first chapters
were written and rewritten several times until the whole staff felt the proper
tone and flow were achiaved. Once the style had been set and practiced for a
while the writing became much easier.

Paral el to this activity the project staff was developing case
studies ba'ed on the presentations at the conference. Four of the five
presentations were judged to contain enough detail to merit inclusion
in the '""Gu de''* but they required extensive editing and rewriting before
they were cuitable for publication. Part of thisg editing process con-
sisted of adding steps that might have or should have taken place but
were not s.ated clearly by the presenter. This fictionalization was
minor but vias deemed desirable for the sake of readability. However,
it may have resulted in distortions such that some cases (e.q., "Mike'")
sounded more organized and more successful than they actually were while
others (e.q., "Steve'') sounded less so. There was considerable disagree-
ment among the staff ove- the wisdom of presenting cases which were not
absolutely faithful to reality as spoken by the change agents. However,
115 change agents who later evaluated the "Guide' rated all the cases
as ""typica '' or "very typical in their experience. ¥*

Considerable time and thought were devoted during this period to
providing ¢n intefegting and readable format for the main te> . n
Prototype i'1 we had provided g text with many headings and ar e! Jorate
paragraph rumbering system, interspaced at frequent intervals wth
quotes frori other sources. Qur conferees felt that this approach
chopped up the text and made the flow of thouglit very hard to follow.
On the other hand they enjoyed the quotes which were on target.

The sclution seemed to be a two column format with the text flowing
dow. the left column and the right either clear for individual note-
taking or Froviding space for quotes where appropriate. Standard
reference footnotes were relegated to the back of the book and the
numbering ¢<ystem disappeared entirely. Another change was the addition
in the rigtt hand column of references to case study material whenever
a point in the text could be illustrated by what did or did not happen
in one of the cases.

*The fifth case was the last presented and suffered from time limitations;
there was litt e time left for staff questioning and clarification after
the initial presentation.

**See Section Il of the report for presentation of this data. 1‘i
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The '""Guide' as it was developed during this phase of (he vroject
had =ix components:

ose of the '""Guide,"
or the change agent
s ("building a
esources,' ''"choosing
abilization and

suggested three alternative role models f
and a brief analysis of six process stage

It ii

(1) The introduction which explained the purp

relationship,'" ''diagnosis, retrieving
solutions," ''‘gaining acceptance,'" and ''st
self-renewal ."

(2) The four case studies.
(3) The text of six chapters, each representing a ''stage."

(4) An alphabetical listing of specific ''strategies' of
change.

(5) An index of information sources in education (intended as
a supplement to stage 3).

(6) The annotated bibliography.

The fourth part (strategies) was derived from a CRJUSK working
paper by davelock entitled "Innovations in Education: Strategies
and Tactics.'" This listing was added as a compromise with the encyclo-

paedic aparoach mentioned earlier.

As finally assembled, prototype #2, represented a combination of
approaches intended to appeal to users with a variety of information
acquisition habits. The first three parts could be read in succession;
the last three parts could be used for a variety of reference purposes.
A reader could also brouse or skim with the aid of charts, a clear
outline and headings and many quotes from the leading authors in the
field.

We were concerned, of course, that all these elements might
represent too much for a manual of this kind but it did provide readers
with many alternatives, and with a thorough evaluation planned, we
felt that it would be best to let readers decide what should stay and
what should go.

7. Review by a National (ross-Section of Educators in Typical Change
Agent Roles

By the fall of 1969 we felt we had a product worthy of field
evaluaticn. As called for in the proposal, reactions were solicited
from four groups of educators thought to be typical of those now
operating as ''change agents'' within the U.S. educational complex. The
sample closen was not intended to be representative of the nation's
educatioral linkers in any strict statistical sense, nor were the four
populaticns from which they were drawn exhaustive of possible linking
role positions in the national educational establishment. However, each
of the populations chosen had certain distinctive features which made
them sigrificant audiences against whose judgment the utility of the
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manual should be measured. The significance of eazh group is specified
briefly below:

(1) State Department Personnel:

tvery state enploys a number of professional educators
(ranging from about 10 in the smallest states to about 200
in Nev York and California) as consultants, coordinators, and
disseriinators in various specific subject matter areas typically
under major divisions identified as ''administrative services,"
“instiruction,'" and ''vocational education.'' Whether or not such
profecsional staff serve as knowledge linkers is not entirely
ci=ar. However, such persons are strategically located and
formaily charged with duties whic.: bring them into frequent
contact with practitioners (administrators, teachers, and
other:) under circumstances where they may be seen as know-
ledge 1linkers,

{tate Department personnel are also significant as a
potential audience because of the probable increased reliance
upon the states for the administration of federal dissemination
progrims over the next few years.

(2) FESEA Title |i} Directors:

This title provides funding for locally originated
projects to diffuse innovations and facilitate the innova-
tive f{rocess at the school system level. With fiscal year,
1966, the federal government started funding 1,000 such
projects across the country. Directors of such projects are
change: agents or administrators of innovation activities more
or lets by definition. Hence, they represant a large and
rapid'y growing new audience for knowledge about the utiliza-
tion process. Study of this audience and its reactions to
the m: nual might give some indication of the relative merits
of in<talling and supporting knowledge linkers on the local
schoo’ system level in contrast to state, regional or federal
loci. An estimated 1,500 individuals belonged to this popula-
tion &t the time the project began.

(3) FRegional Educational Laboratory Dissemination Staff:

“he REL's were established with the specific mission of
development and dissemination of educational innovations.
Although they varied greatly in size and emphasis, the 20
REL's then in existence represented an important emerging force
in the educational establishment. They were staffed by young,
eager and often highly skilled professionals dedicated to
educational chang:. Thus, although thas number of individual
diffu: ion personnel (including those involved in demonstration
and field consultation activities) was small (approximately 200
individuals at that time) it was proportionally large within the
REL's. In addition the REL's deserve close watching as potential
loci for a vastly expanded federal effort in which an equivalent
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of th: present diffusion natwork in agriculture (the Coopera-
tive Ixtension Service) would be installed in the field of
education.

(4)  >rofessors of Education:

There are an estimated 50,000 professors of education
teaching in the 1,500 degree-conferring institutions of higher
learning in the United States. Although it is presumed that
few f-om this group would identify themselves as 'knowledge
linke-s'" or '‘change agents,'' they rep .ent the largest clearly
identifiable pool from which such persons are likely fto emerge.
In selecting a sample from this group for evaluating the manual,
we we-e guided by such additional criteria as: some amount of
extension teaching, involvement in consulting activities off-
campus, and membership or training experiences with such groups
as thz2 National Training Laboratories of NEA.

In ac:ordance with the plan set out in the original proposal
prospectiv: respondents were chosen at random from available lists
and were sz:nt a letter and a brief form explaining th2 project,
asking for them to spell out their current role and soliciting their
consent to be reviewers of the manual in exchange for receiving a
complimentary copy of the final product.

7 The r:sponse to the commitment request . .tter was very encouraging
(151 cut o7 200 or 75.5% accepted). Of thes: 115 later returned completed
review forms (75.6%).

Although the detailed results of this review process are presented
in Section |l of this report, their import can be summarized briefly.
The review process was successful on three counts:

(1) 1L elicited a high rate of return.

(2) Reactions to the "Guide'" as a whole and to all major
sections was overwhelmingly positive.

(3) The reviewers provided us with extensive and detailed
information for the development of a third and signifi-
cantly improved version (prototype #3).

8. Creation of Prototype #3

With additional support from the U.S. Office of Education we were
able to use the feedback from the reviews to formulate another revision
of the '"Guide' in the winter of 1970. The principal changes made

were as follows:

(1) complete rewrite (for about the tenth time) of the
introduction.

17
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(2) Corplete recomposition an ‘ewrite of Stage b
("/.equiring Resources'').

(3) Introductions and Yeditorials' on each case study.

(4) Updating the appendix of information sources
(the obsolescence rate for this index is extremely

high) .
(5) Minor changes in the other ''stages."

(6) The inclusion of many more references to the case
<tudies in the right hand column of the text.

Each of these revisions was based directly on feedback from

reviews.
3. Mesemiation and Utiiization of Prototiype #S

This third prototype version was considered sufficiently polished
tc merit limited distribution and utilization in some training workshops
and conferen-es. Under a developmental copyright, the Institute printed
and paper-bound 2,000 copies, recouping printing costs with a $§3.00
charge on eath copy.®

In addition to individual users, the ''Guide'' became the basis
for several in-service training workshops, conferences, and graduate
seminars among which were the following:

(1) The “Guide' formed the basis of a training institute for
vocational education information specialists and program
administrators held at Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania in May
of 1970.%% At this event, participants divided iito
fcur groups to simulate the development of a change project
using each of the six stages.

(2) Tre "Guide' was one of several background documents
stpplied to the Michigan conference on Educational
Ctange Agent Vraining (CECAT, see Part C below for
fuller discussion).

“No federal funds used for this purpose.

s%0ne of seven irstitutes supported under a grant from the USOE to a consortium
coordinated by Morth Carolina State University entitled '"National In-Service
fraining Multiple Institutes for Vocational and Related Personnel ia Rural
Areas.!" The workshop in question was organized and directed by Dr. Douglas C.
Towne of the University of Tennessee, now at the Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory, Portland, Oregon. The other workshops all received materials from
the "Guide'' (Introduction and Case Studies) but specific training activities
were not based on them.
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(3) t was a key document in a training prcgram sponsored
by the Department ot Health, Education, and Welfare,
hocial and Rehabilitation Service (HEW-SRS) to develop
""Research Utilization Speciatists! in the rehabilitation

ield.

(h) n the summer of 1970 the '"'Guide'' was used in conjunction
with two pilot programs to train state agency linkage
agents (Project SPREAD at Denver, Colorado and the Pilot
btate Program spensored by the National Center for
liducational Communication (NCEC) at the University of
Hissouri).

(5) n the winter and spring of 1971 the '"'Guide' was used
as the basis of graduate seminars at Michigan and at the
University of Sussex in England. In these seminars
graduate students worked on educational chan' projects
which were analyzed systematically according .o the six
itages.

(6) “he Special Interest Group on Research Utilization of
‘he American Educational Research Association held a
three day workshop at the Educational Testing Service,
Princeton, New Jersey in February of 1971 at which the
""Guide' was one of the basic documents.

(7) n June of 1971, the University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee
held a 2 day in-service training workshop at which the
"Guide' was the core document. In this seminar, participants
lustered into eight groups. Two groups focussed on each
of the four case studies, listing what should have and could
have been done at each stage.

The above represents only a partial listing of the uses of the
""Guide' to date that have come to the attention of the author. They
suggest the range of uses of the '""Guide'" and its potential utility in
the future as a field manual on change and as a basis for pre-service
and in-service training of resource linkers and change agents in a
variety of educational areas, roles, and levels.

10. TFurther Revisions and Additions Under USOE Contract

Although none were funded under this contract, most of iLhe dissemination
events lis:ed above were evaluated and provided feedback of potential
relevance for redevelopment of the '"Guide'' at some future date. Most of
this feedbick was extremely positive suggesting that the core document
served its purpose more than adequately. However, there were certain
changes and additions that might make it even more powerful and more
relevant for a wider audience. Therefore in a contract supplement the
USOE provided additional funds for the developmen: of:

(1) Checklist summaries of major points in each chapter.
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(2] An introductory section for administrators ond at least
ane other specialized audience.

and () L new section on establishineg the role of change oaent -
<nowledge linker.

tach »f these additions was developed and written in the summer of
1971 and all are included in this reporu although none have beer field
tested for effectiveness.

The chrecklists, which are contained in ""Attachment #2'' below
still require and deserve considerable revision and evaluation. |
they shoull follow a development cycle parallel to the "Guiuc'' iiselfl.

bt was decided that special introductions should be brief and fairly
broadly targetted or else they would throw off cur original change agent
audience., The SECOﬂd introductory statement applies to "'inside agents
working from below' which we fourd to be the largest class of users
and potential change agents on the educaticnal scene, i.e., students and
teachers wie want to change thelr own school. These sections are incor-
porated in the "'introduction' to the copy of the '"Guide' presented in
Attachment #1.

The n2w piece on the problem of rstablishing the role of linker has
not been incorpcrated in the ”Guide” as such (although the role description
section has been expanded and revised). Rather it seemed appropriate to
provide this material as part of the manual on training program design
(Attachment #3) where it is incorporated as elements of Part IV, especially
tv -1, 2, 3, and 5. Considerations of role definition, dgvelopment and
installation are thoroughiy explored throughout the tralnung design manual
and specific alternatives are provided in Parts V and Vi.

1. Produztion and Publication of a Final Version

After two and one-half years of development and field evaluation.
the ""Guide' has been shaped into a poientially powerful tool for
educational practice improvement. However, a good deal remains to
be done to make it widely disseminable and usable through the remainder
of this de:ade.

The aithor has immediate plans to revise and expand severa] parts
including the introduction, Stagc |, Stage VI and all the appendices.

In particular Appendix B has proven extremely vulnerable to obsolescence
and must b: thoroughly overhauled. All these changes will be made by
the author® and they will lead to the publication of the '"Guide' in the
spring of 1972, probably by Educational Technology Publications, inc.

“This will be done without the use of federal funds from this contract.
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The Evoluticn of Change Agent Training Strategies and a Manual or

Change Agent Training Design

1. Baclgvound: The Need for Something Beyond the Guide

The original proposal for this project was focussed exclusively
on the deve opment of a ""Guide' to the process of knowledge utilization
(in early d-aft titled "The Knowledge Linker's Handbook'). The
"Guide'' was to be targetted to a particular educational audience,
those concerned with utilizing knowledge to introduce practice improve-
ments at al  levels and in all types of educational situations. However,
from the beginning there was a problem in identifying who these people
were by titie and position. Up to now no one in education has carried
rhe ticle o' '‘change agent'' or '‘resource linker,' ''utilization specialist’
or "knowledge broker." Yet once the development cycle began and we started
identifying individuals, interviewing them, and getting their inputs on
the emerging “Guide," it became evident that,while such people do exist,
they are (a in very short supply, (b) know very little of the literature
on change, and (c) fly by the seat of their pants in developing change
strategies.

The "Guide' would be a help, provided the right people were aware
of it, were motivated to read it, and had enough initiative to find
ways of using it in their work. These were all big "ifs."" Clearly
something more substantial and intensive was needed i7 we were to move
toward a really lasting, coherent, and professional concept of resource
linker.

As witin the development of the ''Guide,' itself, we decided to move
forward in 3 collaborative and systematic way, this time involving the
key national leaders who had had a hand in the training of various types
of eduratioial change agents or had a hand in administering organizations
and programs in which such individuals would be working (e.g, State
education ajency staff).

The id:a of a training program design as the appropriate next step
in our program had roots in other events of the previous two years that
are worth noting:

(1) Tre need for the design of some sort of nation-wide program
t> diffuse current knowledge on utilization and planned
ianovation was discussed at length during the review conference
of leading utilization scholars in Ann Arbor in February, 1968
(that meeting was sponsored by the Literature Review Project).
At that time, Everett Rogers described the experience of the
National Project for Agricultural Communications (NPAC) which
was launched in the mid-fifties as a program to diffuse current
ktowledge about communication of innovations to agricultural
cnange agents in all the states. There was consensus among
tie group that a similar program was needed now in education.

(2) The same idea was proposed again to the Special Interest Group
on Research Utilization of AERA at the annual meeting in Los
Angeles in February, 1969, and strongly endorsed by most of
those present.
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(3) Our experience in April, 1969, at the mini-confarence
of QdUCE ional change agents to discuss the emerging hand-
bcok (see B-5 above) strongly indicated the need for =oms
scrt of training workshop as a necessary accompaniment (o any
wiitten materials. he participants at this meeting were
orly able to identify themselves with the materials atter
ttey had had a chance to discuss the ''agent'' role concept
it the context of their own work and to compare their
eyperiences with others engaged in similar activities.

For these reasons a proposal to extend the project to include ea
conference to develop training program specifications was submitted and
approved by the USOE; subsequently a second suppiement was requested
expanding on these ideas and calling for more cxtensive conference
follow-up ( n addition to '"Guide' additions described earlier).

2. Sonference Planning

As a T rst step in developing this part of the project a planning
teering committee was formed consisting of:

Ronald G. Havelock, Project Director

Henry il. Brickell of the institute for Educational Development
Charies C. Jung of the Northwest Regiona, Educational Laboratory
Thomas C. Clemens of the U.S. Office of Education

This group represented a range of backgrounds and points of view
with a common central concern for the training of specialists in resource
utilization.

The comnmittee had these concerns: (a) to design an event that would
he involviny, informative, and productive: i.e., we had to attract the
very best pzople in the field, we had to teach them what we had in mind
as '"'resourcz linking change agentry,'" and we had to get them to work
together to produce some training designs. (b) to choose a list of
potential participants and a procedure for recruiting them,

To speak to the first concern, it appeared that the conference, itself,
shiould be d=signed to have three phases: (1) input (to familiarize or
remind participants of existing state-of-the-art knowledge about
change proczss), (2) discussion (to analyze the problem of training and
to derive inplications from research literature relevant to change
agent training), and (3) output (to work together in teams to put
together actual training designs based on (1) and (2)).

To reinforce the input phase it was decided to provide all conferees
with advanc= written materials and to ask for extensive prior reading
and thinking on the content represented in these materials. By this
means, hopefully, all participants would arrive with some common knowledge
in their heads, some shared expectations, and a specific expectation that
they could and would contribute to the proceedings.
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Choosing and recruiting participants was also a crucial task.
We had t: have people who (a) represented the highest levels of
sophistication and understanding of change processes from a variety
of perspectives, (b) had long experience and know-how in the art and
science of training, per se, {(c) understood the complexities of the
educational settings in which trainees would be working, and (d) had
the national recognition and respect as leaders and experts to give
the conference and its outputs maximum visibility.

To meet these objectives at least seven constituencies had to
be represented in some degree:

(1) prominent researchers on educational innovation process,

(2) U.S. Office of Education: research training, planning,
dissemination,

(3) state education agency officials,

(4) school of education deans,

(5) superintendents or program directors f~r school
districts or exemplary programs,

(6) private enterprise, publishers, etc.,

(7)  Regional Educational Laboratory and ReD Center
directors and staff especially concerned with
dissemination and change.

Under these seven headings the committee drew up a list of over
150 names. From this list a smaller number (8-10 in each category) were
selected ¢s the persons to be reached in the first wave of invitations.

Becatse of the prominence and expertise of the chosen group, it was
decided ttat further inducement in th2 form of travel and living costs
should be offered. A grant of $2,000 was provided by the Center for
Research «n the Utilization of Scientific Knowledge from its Kellogg
Foundatior grant to help defray these additional costs.

3. Recrit tment

Six key experts were contacted by phone approximately five months
before the tentative date set for the conference. Because the participa-
tion of thtese persons was deemed essential, it was felt that their schedule
should be checked first and commitments obtained. The fact of their
agreement to participate would also be a draw to some of the others we
would contact later.

A letter of invitation was composed explaining the nature of the
conference, objectives, time, place, etc. This letter was very care-
fully prepared, checked out with steering committee members and several
others,* and rewritten several times. A copy of the letter is reproduced
on the following page.

*Af%ﬁurngfEkaring was particularly helpful as an advisor on the tone and
content of this Jetter.
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CUOWTER T AFSEARCH ON UTILIZATION OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE / INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH 7 THE UMNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAR

ANN ARZOR, MICHIGAN 48108

February 5, 1970

| would like to invite you to join in a three day collaborative effort to
put together guidel nes for the training of educational change agents. The
meeting will be heid at High/Scope in Clinton, Michigan on May 25-27, 1970. We

»i11 address oursel/es principally to three questions:

""What do we now know about the management of educational i.rovation?"

)

2. "How can this knowledge be effectively incorporated in the pre-service
and in-service training of administrators and educational consultants?"

3. "How can we initiate programs to provide this type of training for the
growing numder of educators across the nation who need it and are
asking for it?"

By bringing tojether a group of thirty recognized national leaders in
administration, training, research and practice, | believe it will be possible
to set down some guidelines and program alternatives which are truly creative
and responsive to the need. Our work will result in a published document which
should have considerable impact. There will be an immediate influence on
training programs now in the works and a long range influence in guiding future
program planning in this area.

The sessions will be designed to allow maximum contributions from each of
us and a maximum opportunity to exchange ideas. Thanks to support from the
U.5. Office of Education and the Kellogg Foundation we will be able to pay
expenses and travel for all participants. Additional details are provided on
the attached sheets. If you have any other questions on any of this, call me
cotiect at (313) 7¢4-2560. Please let me know by phone or return mail if vou
think you will be able to join us.

Yours sincerely,

Ronald G. Ravelock
Chairman
RGH:rw
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The ba:cic information on plans for the conferance was speliec out in
a 3-page atiachment whicn is partially reproduced below.
!|PLANNING FOR EDUCATIONAL CHANGE ASENT TRAINING
A Workina Conference
High/Scope, Clinton, Michigan
May 25-27, 1970

""Objective: To pool what we know about the management of educational
) ~ innovation and to generate a set of guidelines for the

training of administrators and consultants who have the
responsibility for directing or advising innovation
programs and projects at various levels. We want to
think through the whole question of what is needed to train
people to be more =ffective change agents. Additionally,
we will be concerned with how we can plan a national program
or programs in this crea.

"'Why the Con’erence is Needed and Why Now:

1. P-evious reports calling for more change agents and disseminatnrs
hive received considerable notice. A training design is the key
inplementation step for establishing such roles in large numbers.

(e

W2 are now in a better position to formulate programs than we
have ever been before because of the major reviews ar. summaries
of existing knowledge on this subject that have appeared in the
last few months.

3. Tae federal administration is now searching for new approaches
to> educational reform, and officials in the U.S5. Office of
Education have indicated a special interest in the problem of
diffusion and utilization of educational innovations.

"Your Role; You will be a contributor and resource person from your
~ experience and from the reading you have done. There are
no set roles, no papers read; we will, however, furnish a
number of background materials which should be read prior to
your arrival. These will help us get into the substance of
the meeting very quickly.

'"Meeting Structure: We wil! subdivide into working groups of abcut 8 for
- ~ most of the time. The meeting will be carefully
planned so that we can wind up with a high quality
product and at the same time so that each man will
feel he is both learning and contributing in relevant
ways.

This conrerence, itself, should be a model for working
conferences of the future. To that end, we are going

to put together a number of 1deas about meeting structure
and participation that have been used successfully in

the recent past and we are going to experiment with

some new approaches as well.

F’I
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"How Will the
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Three Days be Used:

Day #
implications of
Resea ‘ch and Theory

Day #.2
Alternatives for
Ideal Training
Programs

We will spend the first day reviewing current
research and theory on innovatiocn, pilanned
change and knowledge utilization in an effort
to identify the essential facts that a change
agent or an administrator with change ~qgent
responsibilities must know.

On the second day, we will consider what we
know about training and the manpower needs
and resources both for trainers and trainees.
By the end of this second day we should have

identified a series of options or components
for the ideal training program, pre-service
and in-service.

Day #3 On the final day, we will consider implementation
Implenentation possibilities and strategies. How to organize
and fund a training program that will have
national impact will be a major concern at
this point. How can we get maximum utilization
of what we have generated in these three days.

'""Product: After the meeting, the training guidelines generated by the group
i1l be written up, edited as a report for the U.S. Office of

{‘ducation and for publication as a monograph. We are also
planning to invite conferees to write brief position papers on
certain critical issues as these may emerge from our discussions.
“hese papers will then be edited and published as part of the
-eport. Some additional funds are available for reimbursement
‘0 paper contributors."

The invitational letter and this advance descriptive material proved
to be extremely effective as 56 of the original list of 75 invitees
accepted outright! O0f the remainder most called or sent courteous notes
explaining their unavailability and regret at not being able to attend.
This response left us with an embarrassment of riches. Since we had more
acceptances than anticipated (a maximum of 50% positive response was
expected) we had two problems, first to pay for the additional travel
costs,® and second to design a meeting which could involve more attendees.

It was also pleasing to note that' we had acceptances from people in
each of the seven categories although as it later turned out, two chief
state school officers (Massachusetts and Colorado) who had accepted were
unable to attend. Altogether 50 of the 57 persons who accepted invitations
participated in the conference.

*Again CRUSK he ped us with some additional support from the Kellogg grant.
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Ly, The Oonferonce (TECAT)

On May 25, 1570 the 'Conference on Educativnal Change Agent Training"
(CECAT) beqan on schedule at a secluded conference center in a country
setting® av Clinton in southeastern jower Michinan. Most participants
arrived Sunday evening, May 24, for dinner and had an opportunity to
get acquainted or reacquainted informally before the actual work of
the meeting began.

Each participant had previously been mailed a number of materials
including o paper by Goodwin Watson summarizing the research literature

on research utilization,** Planning for innovation by Havelock, et al,

a 500 page work presenting a cemprehensive summary of the literature on
planned change, dissemination, and utilization as of 1969, the ''Guide"
(prototype #3) and another practitioner-oriented manual on the change
process prepared by Everett Rogers and Lynn Svenning for "Operation PEP,"
a Title Ili project based in the San Mateo, California school district.

I'n adcition each participant had been provided with an extensive
reaction form covering the major findings reported in these readings.
The form atked for their theoretical orientation, their judgment of the
importance of various topics and their choice of a topic on which they
could serve as a special informant and resource person to others at the
conference. Nearly all participants had faithfully completed this form
and returned it to us prior to May 20th so that we were able to collate
responses énd provide every member with a collective profile of knowledge
levels, attitudes, and interests of those attending the meeting.

Charles Jung also prepared a list of generalizations on the training
process derived from research findings. We hoped that participants would
peruse thece two documents fairly carefully to get a feel for what would
be discussed the first two days.

After a brief orientation session on Monday morning the participants
divided intosix groups of about 8 members each; these groups were pre-
selected tc be more or less homogeneous on the basis of theoretical
orientatior and topic interest. They were each provided with a recording
secretary énd were asked to appoint a chairman to guide the discussion, to
keep time <o that each had a chance tu make a presentation around one of
the generalizations and to post the major points arising from the discussion
for sharinc with the other groups in the late afternoon.

*Actually, because of the number of participants and the small number of
private rooms, many had to double and triple up. This caused considerable
discomfort to come. The site chosen proved to be a significantiy negative
feature of the conference.

*Prepared for &n NIMH contract to Edward Glaser and the Human Interaction

Research Institute to prepare a manual on the use of research results in
mental health.
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The newsprint summaries of each group's discussion of the dav
were posted in the large meeting room and participants were encouraged
to "wall around" to inspect and consider the points made by other
Foups .

[tn]

On the evening of the first day, these same subgroups met once
more, this time to consider the several additional topic items that
paiticipants had added to the list on the pre-conference feedback form.
These ''hot issues' discussions were undoubtedly a highlight of the
conference for many participants as there was an opportunity to explore
issues of great personal concern and currency with a distinguished
group of cclleagues. Some of these sessions continued well into the
late evenirg hours.

The second day began with a panel discussion of training "'experts'
on issues particularly germane to training per se. Kenneth Benne, Matthew
Miles, Lucille Schaible, lrving Millgate, Ronald Lippitt, Floyd Mann, and
Max Goodson each made a brief presentation on training issues followed by

a general discussion including all participants.

Following this general meeting a new set of subgroups was formed
with each of the panel members as chairman of a group. The groups were
intended tc discuss and post key training issues using as resources
(1) the Jung list of gen -alizations on training, and (2) the panel
discussion.

It appeared in retrospect that the device of a '""panel' was somewhat
divisive since many other participants had expasrtise in this area and
may have resented the apparent elevation of a few. Although the

conference chairman (Jung) and the organizer (Havelock) thought the panel
was very stimulating, it was not rated highly by most participants.

On Tuesday afternoon Jung and Havelock explained the nature of
the task fcr the last day, to work in teams to develop training designs
and in the process speak to seven questions:

'""(1) Define the change role, provide a rationale and state
limiting assumptions.

(2) Miniwal preconditions for selection/training of trainers
end trainees.
(3) Maximal cutputs from training.
...attitude and value
. .knowledge
.skills

(4) Ways to provide required training (e.g., timing, scheduling,
setting, types of materials, types of experiences).

(5) How to set role in an institutional context.
(6) Criteria for success in the role.

o (7) Evaluation process.'
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Following this orientation,concerned participants were invited

to post an ‘dea for a change role or situation for which a training
program of some kind was needed. The question of level was also
left open. After these ideas were posted all the participants were

asked to read them and to sign up under them i~ they wanted to
participate in that task force. By this process seven task groups
were formed ranging in size from two to seven members. In addition,
four participants ch se to work alone developing their own models.

The first task force sessions on Tuesday afternoon were intended
to exple-e the role concept under consideration more fully and to answer
the fire: question on the outline {(role definition and rationale).
Tuesday evening Havelock, Jung, and Clemens were to screen the prelim-
inary cask force outputs and provide feedback and comment on additional
points and :larifications that should be made in thec Wednesday morning
discussions.

On Wednesday the first two hours were devoted to concluding the
task force work. At 11:00 a.m. the task force reports were posted in
the large meeting room and output of each task force was summarized by
a spokesman. Reactions and clarifications from all participants were
offered.

A final session of the conference dealt with next steps which might
be taken to advance the training of change agents and reactions to this
conference.  This meeting was unfortunately too brief to reach much
closure and was rated as less than completely satisfactory by those who
were still present.

5.  Aftermath of the Conference

At the close of the conference each member was presented with a
long evaluation form which asked for ratings and reactions to each seg-
ment including advance materials, cver-all design, group sessions, panel,
informal discussions, and task force meetings. Forty-one responses were
received representing about 90% of the participants who were able to
stay with the conference for the three days, exclusive of the chairman
and organizer. These responses are analyzed in Section |{l of this report.

Immediately after the conference Havelock set about preparir - guide-
lines for a model training program for State Education Agency change
specialists (interim Report submitted June 30, 1970). In developing this
plan, he reviewed the task force outputs and panel presentations, and
followed a modified form of the task force structure (with an additional
eighth element ''utilization of evaluation''). However, it soon became
evident that the rich and loosely structurad output of the conference,
though a good stimulus, had to be augmented considerably from other
sources. This training model design is now incorporated as Part VI of
the “M?ﬁua] on Educational Change Agent Training' (Attachment #3 of this
report
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Startiag in Jure of 1970, CRUSK stal f and assistante
Joyce Kornbluh, Roberta McConochie and Mary Havelock began editing
task force -“eports filling in gaps and composing prose drafts from the
telegraph no>tes and outlines left by CECAT. This proved to be a very
divficult axd frustrating task. In some cases they were able to solicit
revised cop/ from one or another of the contributors. |In other cases
an edited vzarsion was circulated among all contributors of that task
force for comment. In still other cases editorial judgment indicated
that the primary thoughts should be incorporated in other parts of the
manual but that a ''design' could not be reported as such. These judg-
ments were 2specially agonizing because of the investment of effort
and interest which the task forc:: represented to aii concerned.

Recordzrs' notes from each of the Monday and Tuesday subgroup
sessions were also edited and typed. This material is not included
directly in this report but was used in preparing Parts | - |V of the
Manual on Training.

The finsal task under this contract was intended to be the writing
of alternative training designs based on the conference (CECAT). The
State Agency design represented one effort in this direction. However,
it became aoparent afrer the conference (a) that there was a large
variety of alternative concepts of change role and change process training
and (b) that the conference, per se, did not provide enough detailed
input for the full description of any one of them. Therefore the project
director dezided that the optimum product would be a manual on training
design which would give a detailed analysis of the considerations,
principles, and elements that should be incorporated in any such program
regardless »>f level or specific focus. |In addition this manual would
include the State Agency model (the interim repor. of June 1970) as
a fully developed example, and the most fully articulated task force
reports as image-makers for would-be program developers in different
areas.

Project director Havelock had other commitments in the fall and
winter of 1970-71 which prevented him from following through con this
"manual' ccncept. Kornbluh and others attempted to develop this product
based on existing notes and outlines but they found that they did not have
enough background to complete the job. The present manual (Attachment #3)
was composed largely by Havelock in the summer of 1971.

6. Plans for Final Procivetion and Distribution of the Manual

After this report is submitted to USOE, the manual will be further

edited and refined so that it is suitable for publication.*

A limited edition will then be published probably beforz the end
of 1971 anc copies will be sent to CECAT participants as promised
earlier. large volume sales of this document are not anticipated
although its utility to a specialized audience of trainers and training
designers c<hould be very high indeed. Publication will be by the
Institute for Social Research publications division and no claim will
be made for copyright at least over materials prepared for the USOE
contract.

*This work will be undertaken without the use of Federal funds.
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By an overwhelming vote of 36 - 3 (with two abstentions) CECAT
members ex>ressed a desire to reconvene within a two year period.
We have no cuivent plans to do so but strongly recommend that USOE
take furth:r steps in this direction. CECAT was not in itself an
unqualified success; it did not produce the kind of product with
the detail and clarity we had hoped for, but it did demonstrate that
there was 1 great interest in this area across the nation among educa-
tional leaders, and to some extent it indicated that there is a community
of :hcught on what is needed. Another CECAT or series of CECATS (regionally
or topically focussed, perhaps) with adequate funding for advance pre-
paration aid follow up, would start a significant movement for educational
reform in :he United States.
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Section Il: EVALUATION OF THE "GUIDE" (PROTOTYPZ #2) BY 115 CHANGE AGENTS

A. The Revievers

As descrited in Section | above, letters were sent out in the fall cf
1969 to 200 edicators in typical change agent roles asking if they would
agree to reviev the ""Guide'" for us. This letter is reproduced as Appendix A
to this sectior. Of the 200 educators whom we initially contacted 151 agreed
to review the 'Guide'' and they returned to us a form giving a brief descrip-
tion of their professional activities. This form is reproduced as Appendix
3 of this section. When procotype #2 of the '"Guide'' was prepared we forwarded
this to them tcgether with an extensive review form, which is reproduced,
along with its cover letter, as Appendix C to this section. This review
form was actually completed and returned to us by 115 people, or 75.6% of
those who had consented to review the ''Guide."

We initially planned to draw our sample of reviewers from four areas
which we felt viere representative of typical potential users of the '"'"Guide."
These areas weie: 1) State Department of Education personnel who act as
consultants, ccordinators and disseminators; 2) Directors of local innovation
projects suppotted by ESEA Title |l1l; 3) Regional Educational Laboratory
dissemination < taff; and 4) professors of education. We did carry out this

school district personnel. We knew that our sample of Title Il directors
would give us ‘ome indication of how well the '"Guide' would be received at
the local leve!, but we also felt that these individuals are often engaged

in fairly specialized prugrams of questionable permanence. We therefore
decided that a sampling of local educators in general would give us a broader
indication of the extent of the audience to which the '""Guide'' might appeal.

We wanted our reviewers to be representative of educators throughout
the nation, so our initial letter asking change agents to review the ''Guide"
was sent out tc educators in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Since not all ¢f those whom we initially contacted actually completed the
review form, nct every state was represented in the final sample. The cample
was still widely representative, however, with the 115 reviewers coming 1rom
37 states and the District of Columbia. Table Il1.]1 shows the national distri-
bution by states of the reviewers in each of our five sub-groups.

[Insert Tablc 11.1 here]

The positions held by the reviewers were quite diverse, but a brief
general characterization of those in each group may be made. There were a
total of 41 reviewers in the State Department group, and of these, 19 were
directors or ccordinators of programs which ranged from vocational rehabili-
tation to statewide planning and dissemination. Ten were supervisors or
superintendents of departments within the state departments of education, and
eight were consultants or research utilization specialists. The four remaining
members of this group were planners and project developers.

Q *This section vias prepared by Mary C. Havelock.
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TABLE 11.1

T =
S =

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware

Washington, D.

Florida
Georgia
Hawai i
Idaho
I11inois
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

C.

53]_

National Representation in “ample of Reviewers

Total for 5:ate L = Local
State Depar:@ment 1]

il

Titie 11l Directors

LR L O state

1 1 - ] Montana

- Nebraska

L

0

oy~ - - - - Nevada
of- - - - - New Hampshire
35 1 4 3 - New Jersey

| R New Mexico

1y -1 - - - New York

North Carolina

1
1
i
i
1

North Dakota
s - - - - Heohio

-1 1 - = Oklahoma

- = - = - Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

(RS
|
1
I

ol

10

~I I o

= Regional Labs

= Other

- - - = - south Carelina 4|2 1 - - ]
-1 - 2 - South Dakota 6|6 - - - -
-1 - 1 - Tennessee 1y- -1 = -
- = 1 2 - Texas 211 -1 - -
- - = = Utah | L
-0 - - - Vermont oy - - - - -
1{- - = =1 Virginia 31- = - 2 1
31! -1 1 - Washington oy- - = - -
1416 1 1 L4 2 West Virginia o(- - - - -
31 - 1 1 - Wisconsin | R
o{- - - = - Wyomi ng -1 - - -
5{1 = 3 1 - - e
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Our reviewers included 21 ESEA Title 111 directors, 14 of vwhom listed
themselves as Jdirectors of special programs which ranged from curiiculun
research to in-service education. The remaining 7 members of this aroup
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0f 21 revicwers from the Regional Educational Labor:tories, one was a
laloratory dir2ctor and another was an assistant director. ‘Jue group
included 12 di-ectors or coordinators of various programs such as individual
learning and teacher training. The remaining seven reviewers in this group
held a variety of positions, mainly as assistants to the professional staff
cf the laboratoaries.

Our sampl 5f 21 local school educators included six superintendents
of schools and three principals or vice-principals. Nine members of the
group were dir:ctors of programs which typically served an entire school
district; '""Dir:ctor of Research, Development and Planning'' and 'Director of
Secondary Education' were typical job designations. One reviewer was an

educational researcher and two were administrative assistants.

Our sampl2 of professors of education was the smallest group, with
only seven respondents in this category. Their areas of specialty ranged
from community activities to educational research.

Four addi:ional educators who reviewed the ''Guide'' could not readily
be classified 1s belonging to one of our five respondent groups. These
included a Projram Manager for the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare and a director of educational research and training. We combined
the responses of these educators with those of the professors of education
to make a total group of 11 respondents which we designate as ''other' in
reporting the -esponses %to the review form.

We asked all our reviewers to indicate the activities in which they
were involved as educators and change agents, either full or part time
(see Appendix 3 of this section). Their responses to this question are
presented in Table 1.2, which shows the percentage of each respondent group
involved in ea:h of 12 areas of professional activity.

[Insert Table 11.2 here]

A1l groups have a very high percentage of respondents engaged in
administrative duties, with a total of 71.3% of all respondents spending at
least part of their time in this area. Just as outstanding is the fact that
apart from the "'other' group, which includes the university professors, a
very low percentage of respondents are engaged in teaching.

The balance of their time seems to be spent primarily in research,
development, in-service education, and consultation, with some groups being
quite involved in committee and task force work. They also have apparent
high interest in maintaining professional relationships; 80% of respondents
belong to at least one professional organization, and the average number of
memberships fo- all reviewers is four. Judging from this profile | think we
can conclude that these educators are indeed acting in typical change agent
roles; they arc interested in and have access to many sources of new ideas
and they are engaged in many activities which would serve to bring their
information to the attention of others.

L
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TABLE 1.2 Professional A?tivjtf%erf"REYiEW§f5

? Title

[y
o e
S
~
4]

e | !
AL R.E.L. | Local
| 'I - e

Number of Respcndents L ; Zi Z 21 21 11 I 115
7” = = 7 === s == - = = i = N = - - = S
Average Age 4s r

_ SR S P ——=—= —— = = S — — U R

Highest Academic Degree: i 5
Doctorate 50% 1 50% | 63.2% 47,
Masters 50% ! L5y ? 26.3% 5
pachelors j 0 | 5% | 10.5% |

Professional Activities -~ | | 1 —

Percent Responces:*

Teaching

Special Services 0 26.8 28.6 . 19.0 ! 4,8 f 9.1 i 20,

ad
L=
N

L
O

Counselling 12,2 h.8 4.8 .8 | 18.2 8.,

Administreztion 63.4 76.2 | 61.9 90.5 : 72.7 ﬁ 71 .3

Research 63.4 1 5.4 81.0 380 i 67.6 60.C

Developmer t 63.4 L47.6 81.0 | 52.4 ; 36. 1

In-Service Education L8 .8

Consultation

42 .9 L2.9 ; 28.6 5 72.7 ? 4g . 2
56.1 28.6 ; 42.9 : 14.3 : 63.6 j

Title | - ESEA

Title tIl - ESEA 39.0 | 90.5w%x 9.5 | 0 : 9.1
Participation in

commi ttees, task

force, etc. 39.0 14.3

B
~~J
o™
[
fond
oG

Membership in Pro-
fessional Organiza-

tions 85.4 85.7 71.4 76.2 ! 72.7

80.

*Percents for each group do not total 100% because respondents could check more
than one item.

**The percent of "Title || group'' respondents who indicate they are involved in
Title Il programs does not total 100% because some respondents in that group had
recently completed their Title |11 programs. We left them in this group since
their responses to the handbook would stil] be representative of those of other
Title !l program directors.




ﬂBQ;

One additioral fact might be noted; none of our sample of local school
district persornal turned out to be engaged in ESEA Title Iil programs. Thus
]

our judgment thtar Title 1! prog:am dire
sent a typical sample of educators at the
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B. Responses to the Review Form

There was no specific questinn on the revinaw form asking the responden s
to give an overall evaluation of the "Guide.'' Reviewers were asked aL@ut the
extent of theit interest in each individual section, however, and these
responses are presented in Table 1.3,

TABLE 11.3 Overall Interest in the Handbook:
Percent Ratings

} Somewhat |n-

adequate - Very
Adequate i !naégqgate,r
Very Good - Good Somewhat Not Very

|Quite Tnteresting . interesting %Lr Interesting

75.3 18.0 6.7 100

60.7 35.9 3.4 100

79.7 s 5.2 T

Total Handbook 76. 4 18.4 5.1 100

*Ratings are given for each individual stage in Table 11.9.

The Introcuction and each of the chapters on the six stages were rated
on a 5-point scale from very good to very inadequate. The top two categories
(very good and good) were combined in the above table, as were the lowest two
categories (somewhat inadequate and very inadequate). The case studies were
rated on a 3-point scale of '"quite interesting," ''somewhat interesting,'" and
''not very interesting.'"" We feel we made an error in judgment in asking for a
rating on this particular scale since the words ''somewhat' and ""quite'' do not
convey precise levels of distinction.

Despite possible confusion on this score, however, we can still see
clearly from Teble !1.3 that the "Guide'" as a whole was very favorabiy received,
with 76.4% of all reviewers rating it as good or very good in interest.

1. Evaluation of the Introduction
In acdition to asking the respondents to rate the Introduction
on interect level, we asked questions which were designed to elicit

the revievers' judgments as to whether or not the Introduction was
effective in fulfilling its objectives. In response to the question
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"Does it serve to show who a 'change agent' is?'" the reviewers
rated it as 4.0 on a five point scale (with 5.0 representing
'very qood" and 1.0 representing ''very “adequate'') . Dp this
same scale the question ''Does it make thea objectives of the
handbook clear?" received a mean response rating of 4L.1.

In order to aid us in the revision of the Introduction
we asked several additional specific questions which received
the following mean responses (again 5 reprasents ''very good,!
I represents ''very inadequate''):

Ariting style: 4.3

organization: 4.0

clarity of pictures and diagrams: 3.1
value of pictures and diagrams: 3.6

We felt that although the general reception of the Intro-
duction was good, the responses nevertheless indicated some
deficiencies. We therefore rewrote the Introduction, making
a particular attempt to improve the pictures and diagrams.

2. toaluttion of the Case Studies

The rationale for inclusion of the case study materials
was, of course, to give concrete examples which would serve
to illustrate the material of the later chapters (''stages'').
The case studies could be considered a success only if they
adequately served this purpose. We therefore asked our review-
ers whether they found the references to the case studies in the
text of Part Il to be useful. The response was gratifying;
80.0% of reviewers did feel they were useful. Another 9.4%
felt they were no:t needed, while 10.6% found them to be either
difficult to follow or distracting. Because of this very
favorable response, we added more references to the case studies
when we prepared Prototype #3 of the '"Cuide.'

Table 11.4 shows responses of the reviewers to questions
about the detail, length and number of case studies presented.

[Insert Table 1.4 here]

Clearly we hit it just right in terms of length and detail
of the case study material. We seem to have about the right number
as well, although 25.3% of reviewers would have liked to have
more.

We were also interested in how relevant each individual case
study might be to the experience of each group of respondents.
Reviewers were asked to rate each case study on the basis of how typical
it was of situations in which they themselves or someone they knew were
involved. These responses are given in Table 11.5,

[Insert Table 11.5 here]

37




536_

.

TABLE Case Study Detail, Length and Number:

Percent Rat!ng%

Detailed of Detail Detai| _Tota!

l i
; Too Right Amount ; Mot Enough
i

Detail 8.1% | 83.7% 8.1: 100%
I Long B Right Length _Too Short N Total

A . AL A LAS, L3 - EELACAS
Length 10.5% 83.7% 5.8% 5 100%
B Too Many | Right Number _Too Few ~__Total
Number 1.2% 73.5% 25.3% 100%

TABLE 1.5 Typicality of Each Case Study:

Mean Rating* by Each RESDGHdEﬁt Group

Steve
(Staff
(Deve meent)

Mike
(Sex
Educat ion)

Linda
(Black
Studies) |

! (Social Studies

Henry l
|
erfj;y]um)rvg

TOTAL_ﬁ

State Dept. 3.3 L L.s 3.3 3.9

Title 111 3.3 4.3 b2 3.5 3.8

R.E.L. 3.2 4.3 3.7 3.8 3.8
Local 3.6 L. 4 4.1 3.9 4.0
Other 3.8 4.3 4.7 3.6 41

Total-
All Groups

* 5 ="'very typical'; 1 = "not typical"
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Thougt two of the case studies (Mike and Steve) were regarded
as more typcial than the others, the case studies as a whole were
rated as guite typicai. Over all,
had roughly equivalent appeal to each group of respondents, although
certain case studies seemed to be considered especially typical by
di fferent ¢roups. Each group rated at least one case study at least
as high as 4.3; the case study materials seem to be representative
of a wide variety of change situations in education.

P S T P e e A
Lhg SocieCLin OF Cd5e scduirgs

In Table I1.6 we show the percentage of responde-ts who rated
each of .ine case studies in each level of typicality 'en though
the cases of Mike and Steve clearly led in ratings, t. :»> Table shows
that a larce portion of reviewers considered the cases cf Linda and
Henry as equally or more typical.

Typicaiity of Each Case Study:
Percent Ratings by all Respondent Groups Combined

Not at ali
Typical

13.6 6.8 2.3 100

Steve LE 3 33.3 12.6 4.6 1.1 100

10.6 8.2 100

29.5 17.6 9.6 4.9 100

3.  Evaluation of the Six Stages

We were particularly concerned to find out whether the organiza-
tion of the handbook around the concept of six ''stages' of innovation
would be judged as realistic and helpful by typical change agents.
Responses to quections eliciting this information are presented in
Table 11.7.

[Insert Table 11.7 here]

We were pleased to find that our reviewers did consider these
'""'stages'' to be clearly defined as distinct steps in the process of
innovation; 83.7% felt that they were ''mostly clear' or ''very clear."
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TABLE 1.7 The Six Stage Model

Mean

) Ferrt:en £t Rﬂt i ngs 7 Ré t|ﬂy:,7

T very Mostly [Adequately| Somewhat Not at all B

Clear | Clear | Clear | Clear | Clear |Total

Are the stages

distinct steps

in the process

of innovation? 55.8 27.9 11.6 3.5 1.2 100 4.3

- Very “Mostly |Adequately|Not too [Not at all| -
Useful Useful | Yseful | Useful | Useful ,

Are the stages ol o ' 0 o

divided into

useful groupings

for your change

efforts? 34.5 33.3 2.0 8.3 0 100 3.9

- Very | - Somewhat | Very

Good ‘Good | Adeguate |Inadequate| inadquate

Are the indivi- - N e

dual stage

materials useful

- do they apply

to your own

wo rk 7% 54.3 27.6 11.7 5.1 1.2 100 4.3

# 5 = 'yery clear''; "very useful'; ''very good"
]l = ""not at =11 clear"; "not at all useful''; "very inadequate'

“*Responses to this question are given for each respondent group anc each stage
in Tables (1.4, 11.9 and 11.10.

The cther two questions in Table I1.7 show an apparent discrepancy.
The first of these questions on the usefulness of the six stages was
asked reletive to the six stage model. The second was asked with
regard to the usefulness of each individual stage, with the responses
to each of the six stages being combined in this Table. Evidently
the reviewers found it easier to see the utility of each stage individually
than to imagine themselves as approaching innovation in terms of a six
stage process. Hence, it may be somewhat more difficult for change ajents
to accept the overall strategy suggested in the ''Guide'' than to adopt
specific procedures and tactics related to the strategy.

Tables 11.8, 11.9, and 11.10 give detailed responses to the
question on usefulness which was asked about each individual stage.
The question was: '"Usefulness: could you think of ways this stage
applied tc your own work?''. Table 11.8 shows the mean ratings each
respondent group gave to each stage.
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TABLE 11.8 Usefulness of the Six Stages:

ha
[

ean “atings® of each staye by each respondent
group

Relation- Acquir- Gaining
ship ing Re- Choosing | Accep- Stabi-
Building: [Diagnosis:sources: Solution: | tance: lizing: AT

Group S:age | Stage 1l |Stage II1I Stage IV | Stage V | Stage VI Stages

!

State Dept. L.5 L. 3 L. L.5 L.6 b 4 b, 4

Title 111 b7 b2 4.0 h.5 4.2 4.0 b2

R.E.L. b h,2 3.7 .2 L.7 L. 4 L.2

Local L, 2 4.4 3.9 L. L.2 4.5 4.2

Other 4.3 4.5 b L. 4 4.8 4.o 4.4

TOTAL L. 4 L.3 b.o L. b4 4.5 4.3 b.3

- very good, 4 = good, 3 = adequate, 2 = somewhat inadequate, 1 = very inadequate

W
it

Table 11.9 presents the percent ratings to this same question on
each stage by all reviewers combined.

TABLE 1.9 Usefulness of the Six Stages
Percent ratings of each stage by all
respondent grouns combined

_ Some-
Very what In- { Very In-
Stage o Good | Good | Adequate|adequate adequate || Total
1. Relation- o ' - ) o i

__ship Building | 59.3 | 25.9 | 8.6 49 4 1.2 oo
il. Diagnosis 55.7 | 28.4 981 | 5.7 b o0
I'il. Acquiring .

~ Resources b2.7 | 28.1 | 15.7 1.2 | 2.2 j 1loo L
IV, Solution )
~__ Choosing 58.8 | 23.5 | 12.9 3.5 | 12 | 100 .
V. Gaining ] -

__Acceptance |1 60.2 | 28.9 | 7.2 i 3.6 | o 100
VI. Stabilization] 50.0 | 31.0 | 16.7 1.2 1.2 100
All Six Stages

" (E@mbined 54,3 27.6 1.7 5.1 1.2 100




fable 1'l.10 presents the percent ratings by each respondent group
of all six stages combined.

TABLE 11.10 Usefulness of the 5ix Stages
Percent ratings by each respondent group of
all six stages combined

Very Somewhat Very

Group | 300d | Good | Adequate |nadequate | inadequate || Total
State Dept. 58.5 26.0 9.2 L. 6 0.6 100

Title 111 55.9 23.4 10.8 9.0 0.9 100

I3
Tt
O
O
o
IS
L
[
O
O

R.E.L. L7.2

Local 4g. 5 27.8 17.5 L. 1.0 107

Other 55.0 27.5 15.0 2.5 0 100

TOTAL - All
Groups 54.3

.
~1
PN
~J
i
P
o
o

These three tables show no clear differences among the respondent
groups on how useful they consiler the six stages to be as a whole.
However, different groups seem to feel that different stages apply more
directly to their own work. The tables also show that although Stage 111
received an overall ''good" rating, it is regarded by all groups to be
the least useful.

The overall rating of interest in the six stages was presented in
Table I1.3. In Table I1.11 this information is presented for each of
the stages individually.

[Insert Table 11.11 here]

Stage !l seems to be lagging behind in interest as well as in
usefulness, but apart from this we were very pleased with the reaction of
our reviewers to the stages. Only 5.2% of respondents felt the six stages
to be of inadequate interest, and only 6.3% felt them to be of inadequate
usefulness.
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TABLE [1.11 {Q§§f§stﬁgjftth53xrffggg§: 7
Percent ratings and mean ratings of each

stage by all respondent groups combined

___Percent Ratings

B Some -
Very what In- | Very In-
Good | Good | Adequate adequate | adequate | Total

Stage

I Relation-

__ship Building | 42.6 | 38.3 | 4.9 b3 O | 100 || 4.4

_Mean Rating:

|1. Diagnosis | 44.8 33.3 1 16.1 5.7 | 0o 100§ h.2

I1't. Acquiring
_Resources

IV. Solution

Choosing 59;87 _29.8 11,9 3.6 N e e Q.HWJ

V. Gaining
_Acceptance | 55.6 | 32,1 | 9.9 1 1.

]
I
‘D‘
1
I
I

VI. Stabili-

i
I
i
[

zation . 93}% 1 39.8 ,Jﬁ;iﬁm,iL»?f 1l 0 oo ,,,%i;

A1 STx Stages 7 ZAR S
Comb ined 46.2 | 33.5 15.1 5.0 0.2 100 4.2

* 5 = 'very good"; 1 = ''very inadequate'

Finally, we asked several more questions designed to aid us in our
task of revising the '"Guide.'" We asked the reviewers to rate each stage
on writing style, organization, completeness and value of quotations.
The mean ratings on these ranged from 4.0 to 4.3 on all stages combined,
but Stage i1l received the lowest ratings on each of these dimensions
(3.6 - 4.0). This information, together with the fact that Stage I1|
had rated ‘owest on interest and usefulness, led us to the conclusion
that Stage ||| would need the most extensive revision. Accordingly, we
completely reorganized and recomposed Stage |11, and we f 1t much more
satisfied with it as it appeared in the new draft, Prototype #3. We
made minor changes in the other five stages in response to specific
suggestions by reviewers.

h. Bvaluction of the Appendices

We asked the reviewers to rate the usefulness of each appendix as a
handy reference to other more complete resources which a change agent
might want to use. These responses are presented in Table 11.12.

[Insert Table 11.12 here]

We found these responses to be very gratifying, and we were especially
pleased to note that only 1.7% of reviewers considered the appendices to
be of little value. Thus, apart from the updating of Appendix C, which
was necessary due to obsolescence, we felt no significant changes in the
appendices were called for in the preparation of Prototype #3.

43




'_L%i"

Usefuaness of ihie Appendices
Percenc rat:ngs and mean ratings

-}
ebng
r—=
o1
e

Mean
Percent Ratrngs B - o Ré—jtlﬁgi

Very | Mostly [Adequately] Not Too | Nof at AT
Appandlx ) Usgfulw Usaful Useful Usefu} Useful | Total

A. atrategqef N
~and Tactics | 58.5 24,4 1304 3.7 0 | 100 )
B. Information | N o I -
__Sources 66.7 22.2 | 9.9 1.2 0O | 100 | k4.5
C. Annotated
BIb]ngFaph} - 58.9 7 7m27.h 13.7 0 0 100 77Q65
Total = A1] e e e = = | ML e
Appendices 61.4 24,6 12.3 1.7 0 100 4.5

* 5 = "'very useful''; 1 = "not at all useful"

Evaliation of Proposed Additions to the "Guide"

e

We proposed several additions which might be made to the ''Guide'' and
asked each reviewer to evaluate each on the basis of potential usefulness
in his owr particular work as a change agent. These responses are given
in Table 11,13,

TABLE 1.13 Desirability of Proposec Additions
Percent ratxngs and mean ratings

Mean
Percent Ratiigs 7 o ___ _||Ratings¥

| Good | NO Not ~ Bad )
) ____JEssential 'deaqL Opinion | Necessary | Idea | Total
Sé(‘;itii on D'ﬂﬁ - b

preparing
for the role
of change
agent 1 29.5 | 57.7 7.7 5.1 0 100 ) k.
Checklists - - - - o )
for each
stage 35,1 Ly, 2 __13.0 6.5 | 1.3 100 4.l
Training

Appendix of
names of
other change
agents ] 13.2 | 51.3 | 11.8 A 4 2.6 | 100 3.5

Programs 35.1 48.1 7.8 | 9.1 0 | 100 | .

* 5 = Yessential'; 1 = "bad idea"




These responses confirmed what we had already suspected:; severa!
additicns to the handbook could prove to be very valuable and useful.
Checzllists of ;rocedures and major points have been prepared to accompany
each of the six stages. These checklists, as we mentioned above, ara
containad in ""Attachment #2'' of this report.

We deccribed in Section | above the history of our development of
change agent training program designs. The design which evolved, and
which we have called ''"Manual on Educational Change Agent Training,'

i» Attachment #2 of this report.

Rather than adding a section on preparing for the role of change
agent o the ""Guide' itself, we have included an extensive discussion of
this subject in the Training Manual. Additionally, we have amended the
tntroduction of the '"'Guide' to include more discussion on defining the
role of change agent.

Consicering the relatively low response rating niven to the idea
of adding an appendix of i.ames and addresses of ciai.gv agents, and also
considerinc the difficulties involved in keering such a list up to date,
we have decided against making such an addition. Thnus, 211 but one of
the proposed additions suggested above have now been prepared.




Section 11

APPENDIX A

Letter of Invitation to Potential
Reviewers of trie '"Guide!

(Prototype #2)
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CoNIER TR HESEARCH ON UTILIZATION OF SCIENTIFIC
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

am writing to ask for your help in reviewing a new book. We are developing a
nandbook on the process of change and innovation in education. The book, A Guide to
irnovation in Education, is written for educators who are involved in getting innova-
‘mplemented by ﬁghOQ]b and school systems. |t describes the process of change
groups, and organizations and suggests specific procedures that
This handbook is based on considerable re-
The

CHons
within individuals,
can be used to facilitete this process.
search on how people acopt innovations and come to utilize scientific knowliedge.
research material was reviewed by Dr. Ronald G. Havelock in a report entitled The
brssemination and Utilization of Knowledge: A Comparative Survey and Theoretical

ﬁna1y515 of the Literature, 1969, now available through ERIC. (Both projects are
being suppcﬁted by the Research Utilization Branch of the U.S. Office of Education.)

in order to test the relevance of our efforts on the handbook, we need to get
cuctions of a few key educators to our first draft. We would like to have you
“wad over the first dreft and give us your reactions to it on a brief questionnaire.
For your help we will send you a complimentary copy of the final version of the hand-

The

Took

We weuld send you the draft and questiahnaire early in October, hoping to make

ithe final version available by February, 1970. Naturally, we would want to have
your responses as early as possible for use in revising the draft.

We have enclosed with this letter a copy of the introduction to the handbook.
vLooin reading -t over, you feel that you would like to participate in reviewing the
please return the enclosed form to us by September 19, 1969.

5
{

¢rz®t of the entire work,

t{ rthe handbook is not relevant to your particular job, please pass this information
aiong to someone else in your organization whom ycu think would find such a tool use-

ful.

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to call me collect at (313) 76L4-2560.

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Janet C. Huber
Assistant in Research

4’/

S ENOWLEDGE / INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEANCH / THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

48108




Section |1

APPENDIX B

Form for Backgrounc
Information on Reviewers
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I would like to receive a complimentary copy of the final version of A Guide to

Innovation in Education in exchange for reading the first draft of this manual and responding

to a brief questionnaire about jt.

Name : ) ) e o 7 o o - - ) B

Title:

Organization: s o o . B o , B , -

Address: o , e . ) e R

Phone: o e _ - R —

AU
Mg

Please check ALL of the following items that describe your current role (either part-
time or full time) as an educator and change agent.

__Teaching (Subject and/or grade level: e -

Special Services (Instructional Materials Specialist, Reading Consultant, etc.
- Specify: . ) - 7 ) o 3 o - e ) )
_ Counseling
~ Administration
- Research

_Development
In-Service Education Instruction

Consultation (Type of client and speciality: . L )

Title I - ESEA (Type of Project: — L - , )
Project Director . Project Staff

_Title 111 - ESEA (Type of Project: - o )
' Project Director Project Staff

_Participation in Committes, Task Force, Project, etc. (Please list the title of the
groups and clarify, if necessary, on the back of this form)

__Membership in Professional Associations (Please list on the back of this form)

Other (Please specify: - -

Return this form in the enclosed envelope to: INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH
P.0. Box 1248
The University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106
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HITOR HESEARCH ON UTILIZATION (L

SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE / INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH / THE UNIVERSITY OF MITHICAN
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48106

December 2, 1969

Thank you for offering to assist i reviewing A Guide To Innovation
in Education. Enclosed is the first draft of that handbook and the

questionnaire, as promised in our previous letter to you. You may wish
to glance thrcugh the questionnaire first and then fill in your reactions
a5 you are reading the handbook. We also urge you to add comm -ts and
suggestions on issues not adequately covered in this questionr re,

We regret that we were upable to send vou this draf~ as early as we

nad hoped,

but we woulid appreciate the return of your questionnaire at

your earliest convenience. We do still expect to have the final version
available sometime this spring and will be sending you a copy at that

time.

Again, if you have questions on any of the enclosed materials, please
call me collect at (313) 76L-2560.

Enclosure:

Sincerely,

Ronald G. Havelock, Ph.D,
Project Director

A Guide to Innovation in Education

""Reviewer Questionnaira’
Return envelope for questionnaire



REVIEVER OUESTICHAIRE

A Guipe To
InnovaTIoN IN
EDucATION

by

Ronald G. Havelock

The sections of this questionnaire correspond to parts in the handbook:

Introduction

Case Studies

S ages of Planned Change
Appandices

Proposed Additions to the Handbook

Mmoo o e >

Each section contains (1) a statement of the author's goals for that part
of the handbook, and (2) several questions to get your reactions both to the
goals themselves and to the manner in which they were fulfilled.




A, INTRODUCTION

The introductior should attract the interest of people who see themselves as
change agents. It should clearly indicate what a change agent is and should suggest
the main objectives and contents of the handbock.

Very Somewhat Very
____Good Adequate  Inadequate Inadecuae

1. Writing Style - . ——
2. Organization o - _ — — _
3. Interest _ _ R — _
b, Clarity of Pictures and

Diagrams i _ — _— - _
5. Value of Pictures and

Didgrams o ) _
6. Does it serve to show

who a ‘change agent' is? o e . .
7. Does it make the objectives

of the handbook clear? o . -
8 Do you have specific suggestions for the introduction?

|
o




B, CASE STUDIES

It is hoped that the case studizs of real change agents' experiences (''Part
One'' of the handbook) will substantially increase the relevance of the handbook
for the practitioners of change in education. Because so few of those people who
are now serving as 'change agents' recognize themselves--or are recognized by
others--as such, it is hoped that the variety of roles defined in the case studies
as 'cirange agent' will lead many readers to identify change agent activities in
their own role.

l. Are the casc studies which were used typical of the kinds of problems
and situations that you an. other change agents you know are invelved
in? (CHECK THE SPACE FOR EACH CASE STUDY which best indicates how typical

it is.)
Very & - - . - . . o oL o oL 3 Not
Typical Typical
1 2 3 4 2
a. Linda (black studizs): . B . o
b. Mike (sex education): B ) ) B )
c. Steve (staff development): L L .
d. Henry (social studies curricula): - 7 . L

Z. Wouid some other example have ililustrated the relevance of the handbcok to your
work more effectively?

3 Oid you find tha: the case studies presented were (CIRCLE OME FOR EACH LINE):
a. too detailed about the right amount of detail not enough detail
b. too long | about the right length too short
C. not very interesting somewhat interesting Quite interesting
d. too many about the right number too few




L. Were the references to case material (sce example below) in the text of
Part Two...

THE EFFORTS OF COTH STEVE AND
page 37 : MIKE WERE THWARTED BY OPPOSITION
FROM ORGANIZED CITIZEN GROUPS.

_usefu  for relating the theory to real 1ife?
not needed?
__difficult to follow?

distracting?

5. Pleac2 indicate (by page number and, where necessary for clarification, the
name of the change agen:) any references to case studies which you felt were
not useful--or would be confusing to the reader.




(. STAGES OF PL ANED CHANGE

"Part Two' of the handbook contains the principles about change and chance
aaentry whici have been gleaned from the research literature on innovation., These
principles have beep presented in six '"'stages' representing the process of planned
change from the pori t of view of the change agent. |t was thought that this
organization would be the most appropriate for a handbook which is intended for
use by educational practitioners as they are caught 'in the thick of ' innovating.

The fix Stage Model

1. Are the stages clearly defined for you as distinct steps in the process

of innovation? (CIRCLE ONE)

Not at

Very clear Mostly clear Adequately clear Somewhat clear all clear
2. Are the stages divided into useful groupings for your change el forts

in the field? (CIRCLE ONE)

Not at

Very useful Mostly useful Adequately ‘sefuy) Not too useful all eful
3. Should other stages be added? (If 'ves,! specify) - .
4 hould some stages be dropped or combined? . )

Was the dual column Page set-up used throughout the sjx stages helpful?

KV

The Specific Stages

(This section of the questionnaire includes a one-page rating sheet for each
of the six chapters in "Part Two'' of the handbook.)
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Rating of: ”Stag;”[; Sujldjﬁg gﬁﬁg}gijcﬁghipfr

very Somaewhat Ve ryv

. o Good Good ~ Adequat. |nadequate Inadequate

I Writing Style — — - 1adequate Inadequate
(clarity, flow,

conciseness)

2. Organization
(Was “he structure
of the chapter clear
and readable?)

3. Completeness
(Was the topic
adequately covered?)

L Interest
(Did "< hold your
attent . on?) - B -

5. Usefulness
(Could you think of :
ways that it applied
to your own work?)

6. Value of Quotations
(Were they usually
‘on target'?) . L o o
7. Are there any irportant issues which we have neglected? -

g. Lo vou have any disagreements with the position statements that we have made?

9. Ar: there any positions that you would like to see EmphéSiiéd?i )

10. Do you have any ather suggestions for the chapter or comments on the above points?
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7 7 Good Goad Adequate. lnageauate  Inadequate

. Writing Stwle : —— —
(claritv, flow,
conciseness)

2. Organization
(Was the structure
of the chapter lear
and readable?) ) _ o 7
3. - Completeness
(Was the topic
adeguately covered?) ) L L i B
4 Interest
(Did it hold vour
attention?) e ~ B
5 Usefulness
(Coule vou think of
ways that it applied
to your own work?) B o L

6. Value of Quotations
(Were they usually
‘on target'?) : 7 o 7 . .

8. Do you have any disagreements with the position statements that we have made?

[T

9. ~ Are there any positions that you would like to see emphasized? ) ¥7:7 o
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Rating of: ''Stage ]l!:VEe;rievjhgwReiegaﬁtWﬁp@wlgdgci_

Somowhat 0 Ver

o

Tl
e T
Co ~<

[
i
£

:Q:qg@Lg - Inadequate Fnadeguaie

1. Writing Style - — -
(clarity, flow,
conciseness) . o B

2. Organization
(Was the structure
of the chapter clear
and readable?) . ) B

3. Completeness
(Was the topic ‘
adequately covered?) ) 7 o o

b Interest
(Did it hold your
attention?) B

5. Usefulness
(Could you think of
ways that it applied
to your own worx?) . B o

6. Value of Quotations

(Were they usually
‘on target'?) . L , o e

Are there any inportant issues which we have neglected?

~ed

10.. Do you havefghiggfﬁéﬁ;luggestians for the chapter or comments on the above points?
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Are there any important issues which we have neglected?
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9. Are there any positions that yéu would like to see emphasized? .
10. Do you have any other suggestions for the chapter or comrents on the above points!




Rating of: "Stage V:

]

Mo

W

~d

10.

Good

ndequate

Writing Style — T B ) - -
(clarity, flow,

conciseness) L )

Organization

(Was the structure

of the chapter ciear

and readable?) . o 7

Completeness

(Was "tne topic

adequately covered?) L .

Interest

(Did it hold.your

attention?) N o 7 7

Usetulness

(Coul i you think of

ways that it appliec

to your own work?) B . o ) )
Value of Qu@tatiaﬂé

(Were they usually

‘on target'?) L L o o L
Are there any important issues which we have neglected? o
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Stage Vi: Stabllizing the Innovation and Tgrmsn;%tggygw;_p};ugLﬁﬂfhsk; 

[

Jery Somewnar Very
_Good bood _Adeguate _Inadequate Inadequat:-

l. Writing Stvle
(‘i}ar{t\’f’, »F]Q‘H‘»
conciseness)

]

Organization

{Was the structure
of the chapter clear
and readable?)

3. Completeness
(Was the topic.
- adequately covered?)

4, Interest v
(Did it hold your

attention?)

5. Usefulness
(Could you thin}. of
ways that it applied
to your own work ?)

6. Value of Quctations
(Were they usually
'on target'?)

s

/- Are therc any important issues which we have neglected?

8. Do you have any disagreements with the position statements that we have made?

10. Do you have any other suggestions for the chapter or comments on the above points?
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D. = APPENDICES

The three appendices included in this handbook ("'Part Three') are
mply as a handy reference to other, more complete resources that

i e
may want to uso.
1. How would you -ate each of the appendices?

Very Mostly Adequately Not Too ‘N@t At Al
VUseful  Useful ~ Useful _Useful ~Usefu]

a. Appendix A: Strate-
gies and Tactics

b. Appendix E: Major

Informaticn Sources o . ) o 3 B .
c Appendix (: Maior

Works on (hange - e . e o

2. While realizing that this handbook cannot provide an exhaustive listing of 7
educational recources, we wish to correct any glaring oversights. Have you any
additional suggestions for inclusion in:

a. "Strategies and Tactics: A Glossary and Guide to Selection"

b. '"Major Information Sources in Education: A Directory"

c. "Major Works on Change in Education: An Annotated Bib]iééraphy“
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. PROPOSED ADDITIONS TO THE HANDBCOK

This handbook is one part of a long range development program for irnovation
in education. The program calls for a variety of designs for enhancing the linkages
between educational resources and educational clients. Among them will undoubtedly
we some further revision of this handbook. In this initial version much thcught was
given to future adaptations to incorporate new information as it became available.

ot additional aids would be most useful to you? Please rate the following
jgested aids, considering what you would most like to have--or most urgently
d--for your current 'on the job' work as a change agent. '

[ Wh
su

nee

wrow

Good No Not . .A Bad
Essential  ldea _Opinion ~ Necessary  ldee

a. An additional section:
"Preparing for the Role
oY Change Agent'

b. Check lists of 'proce-
dures' or 'points to
remember' for each of
the stages o - L )
'c. Training programs to
accompany the handbook " o 7
d. An appendix of names
and addresses of
, other change agents in
/ settings similar to
“\yours - o L B
o\ | . ‘
e. Qther (please specify:
) ) ) ) _

op
Yo
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Section I1l: EVALUATION OF CEEAf BASED OM POST-CONFERENCE REACTIOHZ OF
PARTICIPANTS :

The particinants of the Conference on Educational Change Agent Trainin q
(CECAT), held on May 25-27. 1970 in Clinton, Michigan, were asked to fill

" out an extensive form evaluating the effectiveness of the conference.

Forty-one partic pants completed this Jorm, resresenting about 90% uf Lh@ie
who were able to stay until the end of the conference. In addition to eval-~
uating the activities of the conference itself, narticipants were as ked to
evaluate the bacliground readings and the printed conference materials which
were sent out to them before the conference. The questionnaire also solicited
their views on post-conference action possibilities. In this section we will

report on the participants' eva lJLt:@n of these four areas.

A. Background ‘Readings

The background reading materials were intended to provide all partu;n; nts
with a common base of knowledge regarding processes of innovation, planned
change and knowledge utiiization. 1t was hoped that these materials would
prove to be sufficiently comprehensive and stiumlating so that we ‘would be
successful in our attempt to derive implications relevant to change agent
training. ) |

The participants were asked to give thenr opinion as to the value of each
of the reading materials as background to the CECAT COﬂfEFeﬂCE, They were also

asked whether thoy considered each literature source to be a ‘must'' "item in
the training of change agents. The responses tn these questions are tabulated
in Table I11.1. Since not all participants had read each of the background

sources, the percentage responses reported in this table are based only on the
number DF respondents who indicated they had actually read the materials.

[Insert Table I11.1 here]

, Since we felt that it would be unlikely that all participants would have
time to read all of Planning for lInnovation (approximately 500 pages), we
directed their attention partncu?arly to chapters 7. (Roles) and 11 (Summary)’
as being the most  relevant. On the evaluation form we askcd for separate

ratings of these two chapters and for a rating of all other chapters combined.

Table Il11:) indicates that participants did indeed find chapters 7 and 11 to
be particularly vseful in preparing for this conference, with 97.4% of
respondents regarding chapter 11 as either very useful or essential, aﬁd 86.9%

rating chapter 7 in one of these two categories. -

7 Slﬁce we were particularly concerned about participants' reactions to the
'""Guide," (Prototype #3), we asked for separate ratings of each section of this
book. We were very p]easad with the responses as a whole and felt that for

a canference of this type .the higher ratings for the Introduction and the six

*This section was preparéd'by Mary C. Havelock. -
*%A sample ''CECAT Evaluation'' form is included as AppEﬁdlx A @f thIS section.
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TABLE Tii.]

_égu

Evaluation of Background Readings

'r\hml:w::r'R«Eﬁf‘*l

| tem

ssonding
to This'

Percent Ratings™®

Usefiilness in rreparing for CECAT

“No
Opinion

Useful lUEefq\

Not Veryl Somewhat| Very 3
Useful [Essential

" Total

h
1

CEesential

HESK!

Training
Progiram

Planning for
Innovation:

Summary Chap-
ter (11) )

[s)
¥
‘4

.
%

P

e

Roles Chap-
ter (7)

Other Chap-
ters

100

TOTAL 104 0 0 16.3 . 4h.2 1 39,4 100 4.3
Guiderﬁa |
Innovation: i :

- 1 i i
Introduction § 35 | O 2.9 1.4 45.7 ' 40.0 100 | kE.7

Case Studiucs

Stages | - VI | 35 0 2.9 | 14,3 - 40,0 . 42.9 ::,]prgﬁ 54
Appendix A: ) | | |

Strategies 30 3.3 3.3 20.0 b3.3 ) 30.0 1 100 Lo.o
Appendix B: ) - L

Info. Sources | 3] 1 0 12.9 25.8 | 38.7 22.6 7%W 100 _ Ls.2 .

Appendix C:
Bibliography

TOTAL

Managing Change

(Rogers and

Svenning)
ggjng_ﬁgggér;hf
For Change

Matson)

The Planning of

Change (Bennis,

Benne & Chin)

_— —

*Percents are based on the number who responded to each item.

Y
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C S f the planned change process were appropriate. T
80% of respondents considered these sections to be either very useful or
cential. It vas also predictable that, of the appendices, Appendix A
Tactics) would be considered the most useful for this type

hapters on the

A

o

(Strategies and
of conference.

"

Table 11i.° indicates the The Planning of Change (Bennis, Benne and Chin)
was potentially an excellent choice as background reading; 94.7% of those who-
read it found it either very useful or essential in preparing for the conference.
As Table 111.1 also shows, however, many people did not have the time to read
a book of this ~ength. More than half of the respondents had ‘read none of the
book, and of those who replied to the question only about half indicated that
they had read the entire book, with the remalnder making a sampling ¢f a
variety of articles. : ' : '

" The other “wo background readings, Managing Change (Rogers and Svennind)
and Using Research for Change (Watson) were apparently not such good choices,
but [hese wore considered at least somewhat useful by most of the participants

Table Fil.: shows that the materials which were rated as most useful in
preparing for CECAT were also generally considered to be most appropriate for
use in the training of change agents. The Planning of Change and Chapter 1]
of Planning for Innovation were again the most highly rated, with most sections
of the "Guide' also being considered quite important.

Somewhat surprising, however, is the fact that only 34.2% of respondents
felt the chapter on roles (Chapter 7) of Planning for Innovation to be a "must’™
for change agent training. We also felt that while the case study scction of
the '"Guide'' might reasonably be considered thlggser value in preparing for
CECAT, it would be of key .importance in making the ''Guide'' useful in the train-
ing of change agents. However, only one third of respondents felt this to be
the case. ' \

Participan:s were asked if they.had additienal reactions or comments on
the background reading and 75% of them did. The most common comment was to
the effect that the readings were appropriate and relevant. A number of pedple
commented that they felt exceptionally well prepared for the conference and that
their involvement was increased by our asking for their reactions to the readings
prior to the conference. One respondent commented that the readings '‘createc
an attitude of varticipation and involvement in something that was going to be
meaningful . '

There was also some sentiment that there was too much material to read
and that either summaries of the literature should have been prepared or else
that special attention should have been directed toward certain key sections
as was done in -he case of chapters 7 and. 11 of Planning for lInnovation. One
respondent wrote ""Too much was expected for the length and type of meeting
scheduled. Even if | had read everything there would not have been the oppor-
tunity to bring the learnings to bear most productively." Another participant
summed it up by saying "'l thought all the readings were highly relevant but
feel many participants did not read them all."
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Voo alao asled participants what reading materials they would take ot f

‘e tiut in designing a training workshop, and what other readings they would
4. Fifty-six percent of respondents felt that the reading list should

A cut down in nome way; Table 111.2 showas the percentage of respondents

i woring deletion of ecach of the background readings.

TARLE T2 Background Readings to be Deleted from -
,Rerad iﬁ ng 7Lri ;’{tiij" TJ‘:SL!*] ij\g ,P mg,’iﬁﬂ“ .
Percent Ratings#®

Background Read ng 3 . Percent Favoring Deletion
'. Mlanning for Innovation: Al /.3
Pilanning for Innovation: Early Chapters 2.4
;. uuide 1o Innovation 0
3. ﬁgﬁggiﬂg Change (Rogers and SVEﬂning) 4.8
b, Using Research for Change (Watson) ; - 19.5
. The Planning of Change (Bennis, Benne :
s Chin): AT - ' ' a 12.2
The Planning of Change (Bennis, Benne | o
& Chin): Some sections 2
’ A
(. Unspecified 7.3

Total _ ‘ | 55.9

“Parcents are based on all 41 respondents who handed in CECAT Evaluation
Forms. - o '

- This table shows that -although ‘there is a general feeling that there is
too much reading material there is no clear agreement as to exactly how it
sihiould be cut down. Probably most participants would be satisfied if
the Watson article were defleted and if only certain sections of Planning for
tnnovation and The Planning of Change were assigned. - S )

Participants had a wide variety of suggestions as to what might be added
to the reading list for a training workshop, bu;?hére:there is virtually no
‘consensus at all. Eighteen people suggested specific additions, but only:
one article received as many as two mEﬂtians:'tﬁ¥3*ﬁas\the monograph-!'Change
in“School Systems,'' a COPED-NTL publication edited by WétSDﬂ.* ‘Several people
did suggest that some readings should be added which covered the R&D approach
more thoroughly. ) - -

- *Available fgrom NTL-1ABS, 1201 Sixteenth St., N.W., Washington, D.C. One of
two paperback volumes edited by Watson for COPED. (The other is ''Concepts
for Social Change''). §2.50 eazh!@r'$4.5D for.set.
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B. Pronted Cor ference Materiafs

ln additior to the backgrou d readings, several types of printed materials
werc sent to participants before the start of the conference. These were de-
signed to focus attention on different approaches to the change process and
to the training of change agents. We hoped that participants would consider
Ctheue materials in terms of their own conceptual frameworks and practical
approaches and thus develop a clear notion of how they could apply their owe
experience to the task of the conference. The participants' evaluation of
rhese materiails are presented = Table 1.3,

TABLE 111.3 Evaluation of Ftiﬁt§d~§?nf§5§U§§;ﬁ%tEF?31S
o Percent Ratings®

: Not Some -
~No ~Very what Ve ry
Opinion | Useful Useful | Useful | Essential | Total

1. Listféffététéméhts
about change process

from Chapter 11.. 7.3 | 22.0 _22.0 3.7 oo 7.y 100
2. List of statements ~ B

abe t training (by :

Charles Jung) . - 9.8 29.3 | 41.5 4.6 | 4.9 100

3. Listing of.addition-
al points made by
participants before : :
Conference’ | 9.8 36.6 | 39.0 | 11.0 | 3.7 100

[ Letters and other
descriptive mater-

ials from CECAT | 12.2 1h.6 | 22.0 | 36.6 4.6 | 100

Total - 9.8 25.6 31.1 23.5 10.1 1 100

“Percent responses based on all L1 participants who turned in CECAT Evaluation
Forms. , :

The list of statements about the charje process derived from Chapter 11
of Planning for Innovation were quite favorably rated; it was to these that
‘participants had been explicitly requested to react. All participants had
been asked to fill out a form indicating their judgment of the importance of
the topics in this list and tc prepare to lead a discussion in the area in
which they considered themselves to be particularly well-informed. This device
was considered very favorably by some; one participant comm:nted ''Your efforts
spent listing the key points of each change process model paid off extremely
well. Your procedure for forcing people to select topics, to report on was a
‘master stroke.'' Not all participants shared this view, however. . There were
. those who felt that not enough use was made of this preparation; one partici-
pant wrote ''the advance materials and feedback were excellent - but we didn't
build on these to the degree we should have.'' Other participants felt that
these preparations wera not relevant to the conference task; one respondent
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rded a basis

commented "although the statements on the . ange process
i
t

5 ovi
for dl ,cussion.... | don believe this contributed to thoughts about train-

ing.'

The list of statements about training prepared by Charles Jung should
have appealed to those who were dissatisfied with the focus of the change
process statements. However, as Table 111.3 shows, this list was not
considered te be quite as useful. Part of the problem here seemed to be that
this list was not sent out soon enough, and several people commented that

ine

bt

there was an ufficient attempt made ro focus discussion on it.

The listina of ﬁddltlﬁﬂé] poin
pcople as superiluous, but others fo
a number of very lively discussions on these points were held at the gDrF

on Monday evening.

MA‘ T

s made by participants was viewed by some
und them particularly stimilating, a

I'T]t
j
1
I

Whatever the relative merits of the different pre-confe
collectively they seem to have effectively fulfilled the obj
paring the participants for the conference and involving them in the task.
One participant commented ''l have never felt so well prepared for a conference

ence materials,
ctive of pre-

e
m—n

as | was for this one."

C. CQﬂFLI&ﬂie ACt|Vtt|e5

, Participants were asked to evaluate each separate session of the conference
as well as its general aspects. These responses are presented both as percent
ratings and mean ratings in Table I11.4,

[Insert Table 111.4 here]

One participant wrote ''l do not believe that these questions really get
at the essence of what was.to me a very powerful experience.'' Perhaps this
was true for a majority of participants, since, as Table lIl.4 shows, the
conference as a whole received a higher rating than did any of its individual
parts with the exception of "‘opportunities available for informal discussion."
Informal contacts were in fact a key to the success of the conference from
the point of view of many people. The conference was described by some as the
best opportunity they had ever experienced to carry on informal conversat:ons
~with a wide variety of stimulating and well-informed colleagues. One parti-
cipant described the gathering as ''an unusual collection of experts."

The mean rating of only 3.1 for the design of the conference indicates
that we made some errors in judgment here; participants on the average were
only ''somewhat satisfied'' with the design. There was some disagreement as
to whether the ch{erence was structured too rigidly or too loosely, but
the primary criticism was that not enough time had been a]l@tted to the work
in the task FDrce groups.

From the ﬁergentage ratings in Table Il1l1.4 we can see that there was
- quite a range of opinion as to the success of the-‘meetings which were held
on Monday and Monday evening. This range can be largely explained by the
varying success of each of the six subgroups as rated by its own members.
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TABLD THILh Evaluation of Corferverce A Livities

Percent Ratings and Mean Ratings™

Number | ) PEF§§ﬁtAR§;po§777 e Ratingsos
Who Re- , 7
sponded Very |Somewhat] the be
éﬁ;thi Dissatd Dissat-] Somewhat Quite Very | hav
tem isfied| isfied | Satisfied Satisfied Satisfie

. Conference 7
s awhcle Wy o0 4
.Design of -
coenference 41 2.4 | 31.7 | 31.7 7.0 7.y 0 4160} 3.7
.0rientation ’ . _
Monday Jam. 36 || 2.¢
. Change Pro-
cess Dis~-

—

7.1 0 39.0 | 32,9 | 6.1 4 100} b2

TL@

It

e
sk
L]
WL
I~
B
I
Ry
P
~~d
r~
o
(]
O
s
~I

-

SUS . 10Ns {

Monday 39 ]10.3 is.4 | 20,5 | 3c.8 | z3.1 0 100 | 3.4

5.Group Sum-
maries -
Hondav
Coctail 26 8.3 13.9 | 360 | 36.1 5.6 0 100 | 3.2
6. Monday - )
ST\ evening )
=f session 28 | 14.3 3.6 | 286 ¢ 17.9 | 250 | 1.7 |} 1004 3.7
_ »z,Tréiniﬁé4”W7 i .
" TPanel -- 7
" Tues. am. 36 | 8.3 | 236 | 236 | 306 | V.l | 2.8 | 1004 3.2

8.Training
Statements ‘ :
Groups-Tues. 35 ) 8.6 8.6 | 34.3 | 37.% | .k 0 | 100 ]| 3.2
9.Group Sum- - o :
maries -
Tuesday
Cocktail
10. Your Task
Force & its

Product 31 | 3.2 | V1.3 2h.2 | 22,6 | 355 | '3{2,,, 1604 339

ta
LN
-
L
-
Wi
Eiva
~J
| CO
2
O
oy
o
o
O
o
Tl

11.0ther Task
"Force Pro- e . , 3
ducts ' "9 0 | 20.7 | 31.0 27.6 2007 4 0 4 100 | 3.5
12.Discussion - ) 7 ' B - '
Critique of
~Task Force - _ _ ‘ :
Products 25 0 L4 o 28.0 20,0 | 8.0 Q1 100 2.9.
13. ‘mplementa- ' N -
tion-Follow
through ‘
discussions 19 }10.5
14. Ccference - , , ,
Site 38 |31.6 | 26,3 | 237 | "vo.s | 7.9} o | to| 2.2
15. Opportunities - :
for informal

discussions 38 0 { 5.3 | 15.8 23.7. 50.0 5.3 | 100 b3

o1 | w7 | 05 | o5 | o | 100 | 2.9

contribution 38 |l 2.6 | 25.0 | 48.7 | 21.1 2.6 | o | 100 3.0

“Percents and means are based on the number who responded to eaih i tem.
Q %% 6 ="one of the best | have attended''; | = '‘very dissatisfied"

ERIC | T
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Though the mean rating for all change process group discussions (item #h)
was 3.4, the mean ratings of the individual sub-groups ranged trom 2.5 to
k.3. An evan greater disparity occurred {or the Monday evening sessions
(item #6), flor which the sub-rroup ratings by their own members ranged from
1.7 to 5.5, |

The panel discussion on training which was held on Tuesday morning

(item #7) provoked many comments, which varied from disapproval to enthusias-
tic appreciation. Though described by some as stimulating and on target,

the panel was felt by others to be lacking in planning and structure and to
be unrelated to the outcome goa'!s of the conference. The panel members them-
seives gave the panel a mean rating of 3.0, slightly Jower than the rating of
3.2 which it received from all participants. : o~

Though participants exnressed some dissatisfaction with the early activities
of the conference, they were quite p.:csed with their primary task activity, -
the designing of training programs in task force groups. As with the Monday
groups, there was considerable variation in the self-ratings of the 1ifferent
task force efforts by the members of each group. Here we notice an interestin-
relationship between task force size and satisfartion with the product created.
There were four large groups (5 to 7 members) which gave themselves mean ratings
which fell between 4.0 and 4.5. Two groups each had two members; one of these
rated itself as 5.0 - the highest rating received by any group - and the other
gave itself a rating of 2.0. Four participants chose to work alone, and these
people gave themselves ratings of only 2.0 or 3.0. This could be explained
partly an the basis of modesty of the solo workers. More likely the experience
oi collaborating in a group-is emotionally and intellectually stimulating, with
the sharing of diverse ideas yielding a richer and more exciting product. We
micht also speculate that choosing just ore partner with whom to work may be
a chancey proposition., The only criticism expresse i about the task force groups
was that there was insufficient time to do justice to the assignment.’

Participants generally liked the products of their own task force group
slightly better than they did those of other groups (mean rating of 3.9 for
own group as opposed to 3.5 for other groups). |t would stand to reason that
people would be mocst enthusiastic about their own areas of interest, but in
addition to this the press of time at the end of the conference did not allow
for a thorough total-group discussion of the task force products. This dis-

cussion (item #]2) received a low rating because vathis time factor.

7 The discussion on implementati@ntaﬂd follow-through of training designs
(item #13) received a similarly low rating, also because of inadequate time.

We were somewhat surprised that paiticipants gave their own contribution
(item #16) a mean rating of only 3.0; we would have expected this rating to
be very ciose to that of the task force group ratings. Many penple felt they
had insufficient time to write and contribute as they would have liked, and one
person commented ''l gained more than | contributed.'" But ancther participant

‘who was very satisfied with his performunce stated 'l worked hard and | 1iked

.
)
&

Finally, Table I!l.4 shows that the site of the conference was its least

satisfactory aspect, and we. received the most pumerous and most colorful comments

on this item. There was agreement that the food was good and the setting was
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pleasant, with its remoteness being judged as an advcntage. The accommoda-
i “"spartan'' and '‘primitive."

tions, however, were described /by some participan.s as
Eﬂ

.n order to probe more eply into participants!' feelings about the
conference. we asked them to comrent on what specific part of the conleience
they found most meaninjful and from which part they learned the most. The
comments made in responses=#® these questions are summarized in Table [11.5,
The percents in this table are based on the numuer ot partucap%nL who re-
sponded to each question.

Mos t HFSﬂlng:U] and The Best Lea.ﬂ|ng E;Perlenca
Pér;éﬂt Ratings™

TABLE 111.5 ' Confecrence Activities Which Were Judged The

What part of the conference did From what part of the confer-
you find most NEANINGFUL? ence did you LEARN THE MOST?

(35 responses) Percent (34 responses) Percent
Task Force work ; 54.3 Task Force woik ' 38.2
Informal contacts 22.9 Monday group sessions : 26.5
Monday groun sessions 14.3 Informal contacts - 17.7
Pre-confererce backgrouﬁd ‘ Pre-conference background
reading . , 2.9 reading : 14,7
Group feedback and synthesis : Group feedback and synthesis
sessions 2.9 sessions 2.9
Training panel 2.9 \

TOTAL | 100 . TOTAL | 100
*Percents are based'on the number of respcnses to each question.

- We were pleased to find that the task force group work was regarded as being

the most meaningful activity as well as providing the greatest opportunity for

learning. The high rating of the value of informal contacts illustrates again
the fact that the conference participants represented a very unusual gathering
- of high]y qualified experts in interrelated branches of the field of education.

We HaE‘H@ped to design CECAT in such a way as to make it a model for future

gatherings of this type. To find out how well we had succeeded in this aim we
asked participants to indicate whether there was anything they would have liked
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to have done more of and whether there was anything they would have liked

to have done less of. The comments we received in response to these questions
are summarized in Table I11.6. Here the percents are based on the 41 respondents
who handed in the evaluation form.

TABLE Hlé FF\PFEF‘E?‘HE‘ Af“fl\/ltle?'% JleCjEd to H%\JF‘

Occupled Too Little or Too Much Tlme
Percent Ratings®

S
What would you have liked What would you have liked i
to have doune more of? Percent to have done less of? arceEnt’
Maore time in task force Monday group discussions 12.2
groups ' 19.5 ' :
Random discussions 12.2
Synthesis and total-group 7 o
discussions 9.8 “"Impressing eact »ther" 12.2
Sharper definitinn of task : Othe 17 .1
force assignments . 7.3
o Mcthing - conference desiagn
Discussion of values issue 4.9 _ was satisfactory 12.2
Informal meetings b.9 No response 7 34,1
Work on other conference | R o T
materials L.g : TOTAL 100
Other 22.0
Nothing - conference design |
was satisfactory ‘ 7.3
No respo nse 19.5
TotAL . ! 100
\
|
*Percents are b: %d on all 41 resaaﬁdgnts whg handed in CECAT EVALUATION forms
(

These responées indicate that the cénferance would have been viewed more
SatIEFEGtDFI]y if we-bad begun the task force work sooner, cutt|ng down the
time spent in discussing *he change process and the participants' own points
from all day Monday to oni; a portion of that day. |f we had done this we
might also have cut down on the amount of "random discussion'' and '"impressing
each other.'" Running through the comments which we have grouped under. these
two headings was the general feeling that a number of people were not getting
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ence. ~Perhaps

sharper definition of the task force assignments at an ea
iso have helped to alleviate this problem.

down 1o work and applying themselves to the task of the confe.e
a rlier time vould
a

We were aware, in addition, that not enough time had been set aside at
the end of the conference for critique and synthesis of the task force products.
This problem was heightened by the fact that a number of people had to lcave
carly to catch their flights for home, but this type of problem is one which
should be taken into account in the design of any conference of this size.

" The headings "‘other'' in Table I111.6 include all the activities which
were each mentioned by only one participant as occupying either too much or
too little time. . They included such things as the desire for more pracess
discussion, interaction with conference principals and interaction with people
who were working in other groups; and the desire fc~ less of an 'NTL' 'type

approach and of moving around from large to small groups.

D, Post-Conference Action Possibilities

l. New [deas for Aetion

Though the purpose.of CECAT was to help us to arrive et designs
for the training of change agents, we felt the conference would have.
achieved something else of importance as well if it had helped the
participants fto arrive at new ideas or approaches which they could
use in their own work. We asked the participants if this were the case
and also whether or not they thought these ideas could be implemented
and whether they would make an effort to do so. The responses to these
questions are given in Table 111.7.

[Insert Table |lI1.7 here]

These responses are certainly most encouraging; the conference
evidently yielded a wealth of ideas and, most significantly, participants
are apparently eager to follow through on them. In fact a number of
people plan to make an effort to utilize their new ideas even though
the resources to do so.are not available to them at the present time.

The particular nature of the new ideas and approaches which
participants derived from the conference are summarized in Table 111.8.

[Insert Table I11.8 here]

Two task force groups in particular inspired the bulk of ideas
related to task force products. About 77% of those who stated that thei.
new ideas were related to task force products mentioned the training
programs designed by the groups working on the ''macro-syster'' and the
"change-through-crisis'' approaches.” As well as being a source of ideas
for those working in these groups, these two products were .the only ones
cited by others as being the primary source of their new ideas. ’
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P18 Nature of New ldeas and Approaches

Percent Ratings

i
o~
W

Nature of New Ideas and Approaches 3 Percent:

ldeas: New insights about the process of change 20.

Pri

r

£

Own task force (33.3%)

Related to task force products:
Other task forces (10.0%) }

=

ed Resources: Found out about new materials

to use: .
Havelock materials (6.7%
Materials from other colleagues (

N
o

)
6.7%)

Humnan Resources: Formed new interpersonal! contacts .7

Skills Learned: Group interaction techniqurs;

Other

-~

How to set up a task force | 6.

HP

m -

r

C

TOTAL - | 7 o o 100

ents are based on the 30 participants who responded to this question.

Included in the '"other' category of Table |I11.8 are some irteresting
bv-products of the conference. For example, one participant stated that
the conference had emphatically confirmed for him the validity of the
approach of the program he is developing in his own work.

2.  Future Conference Possibilities

Most participants felt the conference should be r2convened at some
time within two years; 87.8% were in favor of this idea, whiie only 7.3%
were opposed. The remaining 4.9% gave a conditional response, saying
that it should be reconvened only if sufficient work were accomplished
in the interim. Some of those who felt the conference should not be
reconvened still said that they would come if it were; 92.7% of participants
said they would attend if such an event were scheduled. Only 2.4% said
they would not attend and again 4.9% said ''maybe."

About two thirds of the participants had suggestions as to how such
an event stould differ from CECAT. Those who specified what the purpose
of the conference should be felt that it should deal with implementation
of the training designs produced by CECAT. Some. people felt that the
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nature of the event should depend on its intent: for instance, one
participant who was interested in implementing the training design
produced by the group working on a "'macrosystems' approach felt (ni

end might best be met by scheduling a series of meetings with koy
personnel in various government and educational agencies rather than
holding one large conference.

‘For the most pari, however, participants' suggestions were con-
cerned with how to design a LanFerence similar to CECAT, and these pro-
posals tie in verv-ctosely with the evaluation of CECAT activites described
above. The suggestion most commonly made was that only those who were
truly dedicated to the outcomes of the conference ‘should be invited.
Related to this point were recommendations that there should be fewer
participants, that these participants should take more of a part in pre-
paring for the conference, and that the conference should be more
structured around the goals desired. It was also felt that task force
work should be started sooner and that more time should be devoted to
total-group discussions in ordef to provide cross-fertilization of ideas

_ M

All in all, we find that, by the close of CECAT, participants Felé%
very stimulated and highly motivated to work, tut they also felt trustrated
by the small amount of time available to them to prouduce what they con-
sidered to be quality products. They would like to meet again to follow
through on the ideas inspired by CECAT, but they would like to put more
effort into pre-conference preparation so that they could get down to
the work of the conference as soon as it convened.

We feel certain that on their own many participants will make use
of the ideas generated by CECAT; but we alro feel frustrated that, outside
of holding another conference, we have no device for drawing on the
collective talents of the hlthy motivated and creative CECAT participants
who are now scattered around the country. We are not alone in this senti-
ment: one participant remarked ‘'l would like to be able to tap a group
like this for help in meeting our training needs. Perhaps some of the
inventiveness D@%sessed by members of the group CDuld be used to invent
a process for a productive continuing relatlon5h|p :

E. Futura Need DF Conference Related Maternal

o

The first set of questions on our CECAT evaluation form dealt with how
useful the participants had found the background readings to be in preparing
for this conference. We were also interested as well, however, in finding

~out how useful the participants felt the -conference materla]s wauld prove
to be in the future in their own work. Our final question asked for this
information; the rcsponses are given in Table 111.9.

[Insert Table 111.9 here]

We were please not only with the very positive response to the “Guide"
and to PLANNING FOR INNCVATION, but also with the extreme]y high interest shown
in obtaining copies of the CECAT rroceedings. Perhaps this response IndlEStES
more clearly than any other that .e participants felt the conference had pro-
- duced valuable results. '7 '
| 7
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TABLE 111.9 .Evaluation of Future Need for Conference
Related Materials

Percent Ratings®*

| tem

Number Re-
sponding
to this

Not Likely
to have

a Future
Need

Might be
Interested
at some

__time

Cefinitely
interesteu-
| have peo-
ple ‘or events
inmind

~TOTAL

CECAT Proceed-
ings (including
Task Force
Plans)

PLANNING FOR
INNOVAT I ON

33,

48.5

GUIDE TO ,
INNOVAT I ON 33 0 4.5 ck.5 100
MANAGING

CHANGE

(Rogers and

Svenning) 29 17.2 4.4 Li. bk 100
""Doing Re-

search for

Change''

(part of

Watson ve- .

port) 28 25.0 28.6 L6 . 4 100

“Percents are based on the number who responded to each i:em.
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CECAT EVALUATION .
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Did not read
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Value as
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to this type
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|

-No Opinion
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Somewhat Usei

Very Useful
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in the train-

ing of change

| would consider
agents
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item
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6.. Do you have any additional reactions or comments on background readings?

7. In designing a training workshop, what reading materials would you take off
this list? -

- 8. What other readings would vou add?
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t1. Printed Conference Materials:

A number of handouts were =specially prepared for CECAT. Which ones
turned out to be useful! in facilitating conference work?

No Not Very |[Somewhat l Very .
Opinion Useful Useful Useful Essential
1. List of statements about 1 N 1
change process from Chapter 11
(used as basis of Monday's
discussions)
2. List of statements about
training (by Chic Jung)
(used as basis of Tuesday's
A.M. discussions)
3. Listing of additional points
made by participants prior
to conference '
b, Letters and other descriptive
materials from CECAT
5. Other (specify):

6. Additional comments on Conference materials:
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I't1. Conference Activities:

How satisfied were you with each of the major elements of the conference?
Add comments to each’ item as you

feel necessary.

z‘ . Very Somewhat Somewhat |Quite Very One o1
‘ - Dissatis~| Dissatis-| Satisfied|Satisfied|Satisfied|best !
‘ fied fied : have
I. Conference as a whole. _ _ I - N _lattended
- }
2. Design of Conference
3. Orientation: Monday 9 a.m.
li. Change Process Group
Discussion or Monday.
v )/ 777777 L
AR Tif‘* — . 4
5. Group summaries on Monday
(during cocktail hour)
6. Monday Evening Session (if | | |
held) ' ‘
7. Tuesday 9 a.m. panel on
training . )
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Conferenc: Activities, continued

. Tralning Statements Group
DPiscussion on. Tuesday

Very
Dissatis-
fied

Somewihat
Dissatis~-
fied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Qulte
Satisfied

Ve ry
Satisfied

One ur
best |
have
artendec

9. Group Summaries on
Tuesday (during cocktails)
10. Your Task Force and its
product
B — \ .
S e = \!
= — — = - - - - \ggz;
11. The other Task Force
products
12. Discussion and critiqué of
Task Force products

13.

implementation and follow-
through discussion




Conference Activities, continued

14,

.Conference Site

58Q=

Very

Dissatls-
fled

Somewhat
Dissatis-
fled -

Scm&ﬁhat
Satisflad

Quite
Satisfied

Very
Satisfled

One of
best |
have

lattended

15. Opportunities for informal
discussions
16  Your own contribution

17.

specify kind of activity and content.)

18.

19.

20.

AY
A

\

Anything you would have like to have done

Anything you would have like to have done

more

.Dfi

less of:

What specific part of the conference did you find most i‘"ANINGFUL?

Please

‘What part did you LEARN THE MOST from (kind of activity and content)?
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IV. Post-Conference Action Possibllities:

~ion you could

1. Did the conference help you arrive at any new ideas for
take or approaches you could try in your work? )

not really

definitely

(If these ideas are related to

Briefly describe any such ideas you did get? ;
Task Force products, indicate which Task Force and how related.)

2. In your opinion, would it be possible to implement these ideas under existing

condi tions? ' |

o B it would take resources,
skills or money not. avail-

able to me (us)

| (we) could im-
plement them under | L
existing condi-

_ . tions.

What do you think the chances are that you will actually try to follow through .

3.
on any of the ideas you listed in Question IV-1.

T T T ] really expect I'l1 try

‘really doubt I'11 try

in your opinion, should this conference be reconvened at some time in the next

two years? » ;
- ' Yes No
Would you participate in such an event if it were he 1d?

5.
' -Yes | No

In what ways should such an event diFFeaném CECAT? (PIease answer on back side.)
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All of the materials provided for CECAT
will be available in quantity for future use
to have your estimate of possible future use
For non-Michigan products vwe will relay the information you provide.

present.

Not likely

to have 2
future need
for this.

Might be
interested

in addi-
tional copies
at some time.

possible.)

Definitely
Interested: |
have people
and/or events
in mind. {In-
dicate approx.
number of
copies if

We would

in addition to the CECAT proceedings
in training activities.
by you or the organization you re-

I will be
ready to
‘order as
soon as

they are

available.

(indicate
number of

iup?es)rr?r

lTika

This _i=

- = oy =
an order.

[l

I would
like you
to send
this num-
ber of
copies.

CECAT Proceedings (iﬁﬁludfng

the Task Force Plans and pre-

Conference feedback)

77 Ny ) T B - ) T B

PLANNING FOR INNOVAT!ON

($8.00 per] copy).

GUIDE TO INNOVATION

($3.00 per copy)
MANAGING CHANGE (Rogers

and Svenning - $1.00

per copy from PEP)

DOING RESEARCH FOR CHANGE

(Part of Watson Report

which will be available soon)
~Other materials or books :

which came. to your attention -

during our meetings.

(Specify):

Billing Address (if applicable):
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