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4,0 Characteristics of the school: What are the characteristics of the
school that discourage or encourage the introduction and use of new ideas?

Since I do not have actual long-term experience of a public school
teacher I can only speak as a helping agent. Two kinds of experiences
form the basis for my remarks. One is the experience of the Joint Council
of Economic Education Programs, primarily the Developmental Economics
Educationlprograms (DEEP). The other is the Social Science Education
Cbnsortium's TRIAD (Team Regional Inservice Analysis and Dissemination)
Program,

One characteristic of both programs seems to stand out. That is, there
needs to ba one critical individual with a school system who accepts an
idea or who has an idea and who is willing to move toward change based upon
that idea., Some of the things that individual has to be able to do are to
1) marshall a support base, [Tbis is a support base of ‘two kinds of clients,
users of educational innovations (teachers) and administrators.j 2) be
willing to team up with outside change agents, in order {0 form an
"inside-outside" team so that educational innovation can take place and
3) have the willingness to seek the financial, support necessary to institute
educational innovations,

~ Two cases come to mind. The first is the cate of Adams County District

50, Westminster, Cclorado. James DeBell, who was appointed as a social

studies supervisor in that district had a notion that the social studies

-program needed improvement in that district. Once Mr. DeBell discovered

that the social studies program needed changing he moved rapidly to seek
information about innovation. He sought information firom the Social

Science Education Consortium, the ERIC system, local university personnel,



and other school districts in his area. He sought funding from a variety

of agencies including the Office of Education, and the National Science
Foundation. He also was able to enlist help and support from a number of
individuals from whom he sought information. Once sﬁpport was found he

was able to enlist his teaching staff in serious consideration of curriculum
change in social studies. It should not go without saying that DeBell is a
very dynamic person. He is able to solicit support as well as commitment
and is able to get teachers excited about change. At the same time that
DeBell was soliciting support from the teaching staff he was also able to
marshall suppori from his administrative staff. 1In three and one-half years
Mr. Déﬁell has been able to entirely revamp the social studies program K-9
in his district. He is now using a similar approach with the senior higﬁ
school. Another case in point is Shawnee Mission, Kansas. The individual
who has moved that district (or has started to move that district) is

Mr, Charles Beaty. Mr. Beaty used the Guidelines from the National

Council for the Social-Studiés as a model for examining where that district
was in terms of its social studies program. He was able to solicit an

ample amount of administrative support for having teachers engage in self-
analysis of their programs. The outcome of the Guidelines self study was

an establishment of both general objectives as well as specific program
objectives for the social studies program, grades 7-12, After establishing
objectives Mr, Beaty moved to having a series of teams begin to develop
critical questions about curriculum materials. He felt that he needed help
in curriculum analysis and solicited the help of the Social Science Consortium
in-order to enable teachers to critically examine new maferials. The

Consortium's advice to him was to 1) make sure the general objectives are
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agreed upon, -2) select people who are willing to work on the hard job of
curriculum analysis and 3) solicit ample amounts of materials from national
publishers. . At the present time, the Shawdee Mission teams of teachers are
in the process of selecting for pilot test only curriculum materials for
their program that they think might enable them to reach their ;tated
objectives. Af this writing little information is known ébouq 1) the
willingness of publishers to provide materials for analysis, 2; the materials
that have been selected andJ3) the plans for inservice, pilet ﬁesting and

A
evaluation of the materials selected, _
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Possirtly, the »rincinal must e willins to kavs tesachnérs with

. - e . v . o :
experinent with new techniques and ways of orzanlzins the subjrct
. g ‘
natter. Hany of the vrojects ¢o not involve serious chanses in

=

the machanics of runninz the school and mizhi, therefore, not
require much flexibility at all,

4.5 Is the level of innovation adpotion of new materials’

.or ifeas influenced by the tax level of the community? Definitely,
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ficher districts often are the source of support of the national

curriculun ovrojects. This may not be as trus for local innovation.



4.0 "“Chara:teristics of the School: What are the charactaristics of
schools that discourage or encourage the introduction and use of new
jdeas?”

Research has indicated a number of characteristic§ which tend
td be true of innovative scacols. Thasz2 may srovide neloful
guidelinas for dissemination efforts. I baslieve an iinportant thing
te consider is the r223500 Wiy such characieriziics may ralate to

innovatfveness for any particular school and tne conditions which
may providé exception to the gehera] findings. The Louisviile
Kentucky school district provides an example worth studying. A
faw years ago it appeared to lack many of thae characferistics normally
associated with innovativeness. Wnen Newman Yalker bacame superintendent
in 1969, he used his knowledge of change processes to achieve the
introduction and use of many new practices and ideas despite the
appearence of adverse conditions. The story is told in the April 1973
Phi Delta Kappan journal.

A history of non-innovativenass may only be important if it
indiéates that the conditions for introducing new ideas do not

— currently exist. Tha timing of general ccmmunity involvement and

support for an innovation can ba very important. Educators may hold
back from innovating, or may fail in their attempts to innovate, due

to a lack of political sophistication. Schools tend to bz highly
political enterprises. It seems frequantly true that a small numbar
of persons with political understanding and ability and power in the
situation are able to control the intreduction or non-introduction of
new ideas. OQOur Northwest Ragional Educatiocnal Laboratorv Rural Schools
Program is working on a procedural model and training materials for

community involvement in improving rural schools. It includes the

jdentification of key representatives of diverse special interest



groups who are then introduced to goal identifying and problem

solving techniques which they can apply to school improvements

o

and to their ways of werking coilaboratively with each other.

I would define 7iaxibility of a school in terms of such norms
as opennass, risk-takina, trust, and collaborativeness, along with
SUCh procecures a3 Tio-03y cocountability, two-way coarunication
both horizohta11y and vertically, clear rewards for attempting
innovation, and a lack of negative sanction for failing in an
improvement innovation attempt. I would add that an especially
important norm szems to be one.that allows for open identification
in dealing with problems rather than a more usual norm of covering

up probiems and nagative aspects of improvement attempts. I think

of an illustration in a middle-sized city scheol district I am

" familiar with where tremendous energy was pht into public relatjons

about the importance and success of the innovative practices that
presumably existed. Faculty members throughout the System were
considerad disloyal if fhey talked about any proolems tnat might
exist. Therefore, problems were seldom dealt with in a constructive
manner, the presumed innovations operated very poorly, the system
was highly defensive about the idea of objective data gathering

that might have contributed to improvements, and steff morale was
generally very low.

The level of academic training of educators is not necessarily
an issue in school innovativeness. Contrary to general assumptions
there is evidenca that new teachers are too concerned with other
things about.their role and self-confidence and acceptance in the

school social pattern to be involved in much innovativeness although

[
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there are obviously exceptions to this. At the same time there i

[72]

some evidence indicating that older teachers who have high confidence

0

in their roles and experiences may be found to be nigh innovators.
Former tindings come 7rom the researcn and davaiopment cantar in

ES

Texas. The later from *the Institute for Social Research at the

Univaersity of Michigan. An imporiant issue ssams 0 22 what a 527500
nas been trained in and the norms that exist in trhat individual's
school district to support expression of gersonal convictions and
innovations and desires.

Many researcn studies have found that scnool innovativeness 1is
correlated with higher levels of financial.support be it from local
or state and federal sources. [ derived several implications from
this whicnh s=am supported by the experiences we nave been having
in the last few years. One is that there ara multiple competing
priorities for any school district in it's dasire to do well and
therefore it is critical for all but the few wa2althy school districts
that an innovation be conceived and consiructed in as économic a
manner as feasible. The thing that stands out in our experience, nowaver,
is that cost is the other side of the coin of effect. While gross
cost may provide an initial barrier to attampting an innovation,'personal
experienca ¢f high effectiveness potentia]iof an innovation can lead
educators and their community to give a sa2emingly costly innovaticn
priority. It should be noted that this cost effective principle
may be blurred in a community where general tax-payer revolt is under
way. Some are arguing that the way out of such tax-payer vevolt
situations is precisely by giving educators increased capability

to demonstrate effectiveness. I tend to agree, and see tha issue

as a complicated and somawhat paradoxical one. The intreduction of



training to provide such capabilities represents the xind of
innovation that we are working at. The introduction 5f changas
toward increased kinds of inservice training to these ends can
call for some pump priming in the way of Tinancial support. Once
initiated in a sound long-range olan, costs of a sophisticatad
insefvice training pregram ars rot nacessarily great. Spokansz,
'Nashinéton District 81 provides a good illustration of how this

can be accomplished. The history of their program is describad in

a recent issue of Theory Into Practice in an article by Harry Finnegan.

. N
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4.0 Characteristics of the School —-- What are the characteristics of
schools that discourage or encourage the introduction and use of
new ideas?

4.1 Does the school need to have a sound history of use of inno-

vation before it is possible to get it tc use new products?

On the contrary, in my experience, school personnel tend to
get jaded after so many years of innovation and often opt for a

less arduous, ''settling-in" period.

4.2 Does the school need general community support in order to

implement innovative products?

It does not usually need this support for implementation, but
certainly does to keep the new program. This community support
comes from proven effect on the youngsters, and not from the

theorizing of "experts'.

4.3 What degree of flexibility does a school need in order to
readily adopt or adipt new products and ideas? How do you

define flexibility?

Some teachers and the principal must be flexible, unless the

program is rzally not new.

4,4 How does the level of academic training of teachers, super-
visors, and administrators affect the adoption rate of inno-

vation within a particular school?

Very little, I think. Their attitudes and innate abilities

Q are much more important.
ERIC
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4.5 How does the median age or median level of experience of the
faculty of a school or persons residing in ti..e community

affect the level of adoption of innovation?
Same as above.

4.6 Is the level of innovation-adoption of new materials or ideas

influenced by the tax level of the community?
Only with respect to the expense of the new curriculum.

4,7 Is there any correlation between the level of support that
a school receives from federal or state sources and the rate

of adoption of innovative materials and ideas?

-y

A support structure that gives the séhobl fiexibility and

control helps very much. One that is :ied to detailed federal

guidelines usually retards high—-quality innovation.

ERIC
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4,0 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS
OF SCHOOLS THAT DISCOURAGE CR ENCOURAGE THE TINT'RODUCTION AND
USE OF NEW IDEAS? '

4.1 The age of teachers has little to do with hospifality, or lack
of it, to innovation. My experience with the Schwartz Citizenship
Project, in attempting to diffuse new ideas in citizenship educa-

tion, has convinced me that the type of professional training, per-
sonality characteristics, perception of school status, and not age,

are decisive in the readiness of teachers to accept new ideas.

4.2 The innovation cannot be imposed by an ambitious administrator
or an overbearing teacher who took a course at a university or went
through a training program at the Consortium and is impatient to

get his new insights accepted by his or her colleagues.

4.3 Vested interests of teachers must be understood and respected.

Human insensitivity to the degree of teacher security has defeated
the best innovations. An innovative practice which substantially
changes the status quo must be preceded by a careful examination
of its effect on the real or perceived interests of the teachers.
Teachers who are found to fear the introduction of new curricula
or new methodology must be recassured and their fears dispelled or

at least quieted.



4.4 All innovations must in some way take account of established
school traditions and must include safeguards for the preservation

of teache 1tonomy.

4.5 Innovations are not automatically better than that "old routine."

We must free oﬁrselves from the wide-spread conviction that a "new
idea" is automatically better than an "old idea." It is the duty
of the innovators or the diffuseré to provide evidence for the
teachers and the studeﬁts that the new ideas and practices they

prepare are indeed better than the established practice.

4.6 Time. Sufficient time must be allowed for the testing of inno-
vations and for their diffusion. We, in social studies, seem to
be a particularly impatient breed. We have introduced a variety of
new projects, in which great human and material resources were in-
vested. Now, after only a few years since the introduction of these
. project materials, without much scientific evidence, many are ready
to pronounce the new approaches as failures and to develop new ﬁro—
jeqts. The 7Tonsortium has already done an excellent job of insisting
on a systematic evaluation of the available project. It must persist

in this effort.
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4.1 We have found that some schools with no history of innovation are
willing to try a new program while eome who have been trying new things
reach a saturation point and will not try anything else. This has been
particularly trye in those schcols near a university which have been
saturated by innovative programs from the School of Education.

4.2 We have found that a carefully planned program to inform or orient
the public must follow any innovation in the schools in order to get
community support and ensure the continuation of the program. This must
not be neglacted., Both in the SEED program and our pre-service teacher
training program in the schools, the community was brought in to see
the program carly and become acquainted with its advantages. In both
cases, they ware convinced and gave the programs full cooperation.

4.4 With regard to the “New Math?, I have aften found when visiting achools
that those teachers who gave the time and effort to take special courses
and werkshops in mathematics were the ones who did try to teach the materia
properly whereas some of those who did not put in that extra effort were
often found to be~teaching the new materials badly or not at all. In a
gsensa, even.if the school had adopted a new program, the teachers did not
teach it as it was intended to be taught if they were not properly prepared
for it.

ls
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4,0 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS
THAT DISCOURAGE OR ENCOURAGE THE INTRODUCTION AND USE OF NEW IDEAS?

4.1 Does the schocl need to have a sound history of use of innovation
before it is rossible to get it to use new products?

Some schoois have earned reputations as "lighthouse" schools. Such
schools accept a special mission for testing new products and ideas.
Strangely enough, such schools often avoid full-scale adoption and
installation of new ideas. Rather, they remain in a continual testing
end experimentation stage. ‘

However, a school need not have a tradition of testing new products
in order to adopt a new program. Indeed, very few people actually have to
be committed to an idea for it to be successfully adopted. It certainly
helps if the principal encourages innovaﬁion in his school and rewards
teachers who try new ideas and products. At a minimum, the principal must be
one who is at least neutral or avoids discouraging teachers who wish té try
new ideas., In addition tq the principal one or two teachers must be interested
in trying a new idea, anc the idea is more likely to succeed if these teachers
are not faced with hostility from their colleagues. Ideally, they should
receive peer encouragement, At a minimum, there should be neutrality on

\

the part of the departmeht:

1

It is not clear what the phrase "sound history" means. If this is

interpreted as meaning that the school should not have experienced severe

"sound history." If an innovative

failure, I suspect the school does need a
program has recently‘brought severe critieism to the school and innovation has
been shown to ccst morg in time, energy and prestige than the results warrant,

it clearly will discourage innovation,
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4,2 Does the school need general community support in order to implement
innovation products? |,

/

By general community support, I interpret this to be providing suffiqient
resources for the school t» meet its obligations while maintaining a favorable
attitude toward the schoois, showing pride in its accomplishmgnts, etec. This
kind of general community support is needed, It is not necessary, however,
to have general community support for innovation, although it is desirable
to have thét support if it is available.

1.3 What degree of flexibility does a school need in order to readily

adopt or adapt new products and ideas? How do you define flexibility?

The degree of flexibiiity‘dependsa,bit on the demaﬁds maie on the school.
In the program Americén Political Béhavior developed at the Social Studies
Development Center, relatively little flexibility was required, as the
program was intended for.use by a single teacher within his own classroom.

The major type of flexibility needed in this case is flexibility in making
adoption decisions. If the APB program must be approved by many groups prior
to a teacher having an opportunity to use it, then inflexibility in the
decision process complicates and retards adoption. But, flexibility in
.curricular design in the school is not necessary for the use of American
Political Behavior.

In the new program we are preparing under the auspices of the American
Political Science Association, we are demanding a high order of flexibility
on the part of the school. Some of the instruction occurs in the classroom;

other instruction tekes place in the school itself. Some instruction is
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individualized; other elements occur in small groups; and still other aspects
take place with the class as a whole, We are also asking for flexibility on
the part of other teachérs within the school and on the part of the school
administration. The amount of flexibility we expect of a school that
chooses to use the new program will complicate the adoptioh process.

L.L  How does the level of -academic training of teachers, supervisors,

and administrators affect the adoption rate of innovation within
a particular school?

I don't know the answer to this question. I have some hunches, however,
I think level of training may be less significant thaﬂlrecentcy of training
and the type of institution from which a person has received his training.
It is not necessary., in my opinion, for teachers to have master's degrees
" or for supervisors and administrators to hold doctoral degrees in order to
have an innovative school. Indeed, some of the most rigid schools are those
in which faculty and administration take a great deal of pride in the advanced
degrees they hold. The result is frequently a very stuffy place, modelled
after a stereotype of a private college. On the other hand, if teachers lack
subject matter competence in their fields or if they are products of Qeak
teacher training programs, they are frequently out of touch with new ideas
and are insecure when challenged by new ways of conceptualizing their
responsibilities, Teachers who are insecure about their training and un-

familiar with leading ideas in their field are poor bets as innovators.
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4.5 How does the median age or median level of experience of the faculty
of a school or persons residing in the community affect the level of
adoption or innovation?

Again, I simply do not know the.answer to this question. My hunch is,

however, that the optimum time to find\a teacher who is willing to accept

new ideas ig after he has taught three or four years and\before he has taught
a decade, The begimning teachef is too insecure within the school. He is
struggling very hard to establish himself and tends to be worried unduly with
problems of classroom discipline and with creating a recognized position for
himself within the school. He also is busy learning the subject matter for
the courses he teaches. He tends to draw heavily on his most recent college \
experience and to model himself, in part at least, after lgading instructors in
the school, After three or four years, the teacher has become about as secure
as he will become in terms of his mastery of the subject. At this stage, he
frequently becomes a bit restless for new challenges. For many teachers this
is the right moment to attract them into new and more exciting ways to teach.

There are many exceptions to this rule, of course, but my experience

is that many teachers find it difficult to change after ten to fifteen years
of teaching., If they have not been interested in changing their teaching
procedures prior to that time, they often become defensive about what they
are teaching., While they talk about the need to change, their resistance

to new ideas has become a part of their professional existence, Freéuently
the brightest and most able of the tcuchers have either left teaching by this

period or have been pulled into administrative roles. Often those teachers

remaining are people who have settled into routine roles as classroom teachers
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and are difficult to change. Again, I do not wish to exaggerate this because
there are a great many teachers who defy this generalizatioﬁ. Nevertheless,
as a general rule, we would not seek out teachers with 20 or 25 years of
experience as ideal types for testing new ideas.

4,6 Is the level of innovation adoption of new materials or ideas
influenced by the tax level of the community?

I suspect is is, but I am uncertain. If tax level refers to the amount

of funds available to‘buy instructional materials, it seems reasonable to
believe that those schools that have more money are more likely to adopt
and use a wide range of instructional materials than those that lack funds.
They are also less likely to depend solely upon materials purchased by the
state in state-adoption situations.

L7 1Is there.any correlation between the level of support tha£ a school
receives from Tederal or state sources and the rate of adopf:ion of
innovation materials and ideas?

State and federal monies havé advanced innovation in certain ways.

For example, the existence of language laboratories and overhead projectors

were facilitated greatly by federal funds. Schools have a greater number of
guidance counselors because of special funding for these positions. Federal
funds have made vari ms kinds of vocational education programs available that
would not have been offered otherwise. w

Changes in social studies instruction are somewhat less clear. I referréd

earlier to the effect that state adoptions have on the innovation. If innovative

J
products are placed on state adoption lists, the state will buy these products



v .
. J
for the schools, and the opportunity to. penetrate the schools are enhanced.
On the other hand, if these materials do not make the state adoption 1ist
and the state does not buy the materials for the schools, state funds clearly
retard the innovation as the school must vse its own funds to buy the innovative

materials. Therefore, it is not possible to give a clear answer to this question.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHCOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF

SCHOOLS THAT DISCOURAGE OR ENCOUPAGE THE INTRODGCTION AND USE OF
NEW IDEAS?

4.1 Does the school need to have a sound history of use of
innovation before it is possible to get it to use new
products?

No, not in my experience. We find increasing numbers of
school systems that would not be regarded as "innovative"
seeking to>use our products. Naturally, there is always the
ten percent of scheol systems nationally that will'adopt almost
any innovation, and it is easy to get products into those
schools. However, careful cultivation of other systems can be
equally successful if one has the resources to do it. The

problem is that most developers are not equipped with the

parsonnel who can handle this effort..

4.2 Does the school need general community support in order to
implement innovative products?

_Increasingly, this is becoming a factor. Again, this
fequirement puts a greater st;ain on the developer. We are now
developing community components £o all our ?rograms and are
s2eking ways of involving parents and commﬁnity people in the
devglopment process at the earliest stages. Undoubtedly, this
will increase their receptivity with communities. School
systems are increasingly developing more sophisticated ways of

involving communities in curriculum decision making.
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4.3 What degree of flexibility does a school need in order to
readily adopt cr adapévhew products and ideas? How do you
define flexibility? .

N | ’
Flexibility is the ability to adjust schedules, physical

_space, and teaching styles to the requirements of new products.
'Naturally, different products are more demanding in these areas
than others. All, however, require some alteration of the

existing system.

4.4 How does the level of academic training of teachers, supervisors,
and administrators affect the adoption rate of innovation
within a particular school?

I have no data to support this question one way or another.

My hunch is that it doesn't make a great dcal of difference.

4.5 How does the median age or median level of experience of the
faculty of a schecol or persons residing in the community affect
tihie level of adoption of innovation?

No data here, either. I doubt if age is a very significant

variable.

4.6 1Is the level of innovation adoption of new materials or ideas
influenced by the tax level of the community?

Most definitely. Innovations are expensive, and the more

affluent systems are usually the first to adopt.

4.7 Is there any correlation between the level of support that a
school receives from federal or state sources and the rate of
adoption of innovative materials and ideas?

Most definitely, yes. In my limited experience, the

availability of Title I and Title III funds has made a substential

difference in the adoption of snnovation.

4.8 Others'

No comment.
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4,0 CHARACTERTSTICS OF THE SCHOOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS
THAT DISCCURAGE OR ENCOURAGE THE .TXTRODUCTION AND USE OF NEW IDLAS?
4,1 The history éf adoption of inneovation by a school would scem to have
dimensions thet provided more predictive power than simple chronology. For
example, one can identify the extent to which personn=l in a school main-
tain contact with other, earlier adopters of innovative materials; the degrec
of openness to rational pursuasion as opposed to committment'to tradition;
and staff peréeption of professional prestige associated with a new progran,
4,2 It scems apparent that general community support might be more properly
considered general acquiesence, Support and opposition to innovation more
often come in thé fé;m of small scale pgroup efforts and most school districts
get along very well most of the time by providing careful, systematic
procedures that offer opﬁértunit& for community input to adoption,
4,3 One extrceme of the range of possiblities for adaptation of new products
in school districts--one that suggests very little flexibility--is shown in
a piétorial way in the cartoon "The Intervéniqg Variable Model." In a setting
where flexibility did prevail, where an ongoing effort to attain curriculum
goals and objectives included procedures for objective materials analysis,
a more bositive outcome than the one pictured in the cartoon might be expected,
4,4 1t seems reasonable to hypothesize that higher levels of professional
training would be associated with higher rates of innovation especially if
innovation was perceived to be& professionally prestigious.
4,6 There is research evidence to show that educational innovations are
more likely to occur in scheool districts that have high levels of financial

support,
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4.0 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL:

4.1 DOES THE SCHOOL NEED TO HAVE A SOUND HISTORY OF USE OF

INNOVATION BEFORE IT IS POSSIBLE TO GET IT TO USE NEW

PRODUCTS?

In most cases the history of innovation in schools is a
positifé indicator of its willingness to adopt new materials. T
strongiy feel that a school's commitment to Innovation throughout
their curriculum i3 extremely important in encouraging its teachers
to explore new methods and materials. However, in many cases there
are instances of a social studies department within a school going
on its own and adopting a new program or a new mode of IiInstruction.
In the last few years I think I could generalize and say that science
departments and social studies départments seem to be the most
interested in adopting new procedures and/or materials. English
departments were in the forefront of this movement a few years ago,
but in the Chicago suburban area they seem to have less interest 1in
new materials at the present time.

/

4.2 DOES THE SCHOOL NEED GENERAL COMMUNITY SUPPORT IN ORDER
TO IMPLEMENT INNOVATIVE PRODUCTS?

‘Although community support is helpful it is not always
essential in its effect on adoption of the curriculum materials. 'In
most cases, unless the materials are highly controversial, such as
the MACOS package, materials can be imélemented without the
knowledge of the community. From my own experiences I would suggest
that this be the approach taken. There seems to be a group within:
any community that resists educational change. If a department or a
school publicizes the fact that it is adopting a radically different
app;oach, this group nearly always coalesces behind a leader in an

ittempt to stop the proposed change. Another tactic that has been
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successful at Lake Park is the careful selection of a "citizens
committee." This committee, selected for its probable favorable
opinions, can be used to ease the shock of a proposed curriculum
and/or instructional strategy change.

4.3 WHAT DEGRFE OF FLEXIBILITY DOES A SCHOOL NFEED IN 9JRDER

TO READILY ADOPT OR ADAPT NEW PRODUCTS AND IDEAS? HOW

DO YOU VUEFINE FLEXIRILITY?

Flexibility means the ability of a school or teachefs to
utilize new ideas or new materials without a great deal of alteration
Iin the schedule, in facilities, and "mind sets" of instructional
staff. Perhaps flexibility in the latter is more iImportant than
the others. The school must be willing to make some alterations
in the environment or the schedule in order to facilitate instructional
or curriculum. change.

4.4 HOW DOES THE LEVEL OF ACADEMIC TRAINING OF TEACHERS,

SUPERVISORS, AND ADMINISTRATORS AFFECT THE ADOPTION RATE

; OF INNOVATION WITHIN A PARTICULAR SCHOOL?

From my experiences, the level of academic training of
teachers, supervisors, or administrators does not effect the adoption
of curriculum innovations. Rather than level of academic training, it
would appear that attendance at NSF or NDEA institutes, membership
in professional organizafions, and attendance at local or regional
meetings is a more significant determinant of innovation. As a
matter of fact, teachers that are highly trained in a specific subject
matter are frequently more inclined to criticize some of the "new
social studies" materials as being somewhaf“less than scholarly or
weak in substantive content.

4.5 HOW DOES THE MEDIAN AGE OR MEDIAN LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE OF

THE FACULTY OF A SCHOOL QR PERSONS RESIDING IN THE
COMMUNITY AFFECT THE LEVEL OF ADOPTION OF INNOVATION?

I do not think the age of the community residents
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significantly effects the adoption of curriculum materials. Our

area has a high percentage of young, narried families and yet has

a strong copservative element that re¢sists curricular change. I

do feel the median age of the faculty is generally an important
factor. Although there are exceptions to this generalization, a
youthful social studies. staff is nearly always more willing to accept
innovative ideas and to try new products, than one which is older
either in age or terms of experience. I also think this is a circular
concept. Those schools which are ﬁtilizing new social studies materials
are more apt to attract younger, more enthusiastic teachers than

those which are still following traditional approaches to education.

4.6 IS THE LEVEL OF INNOVATION ADOPTION OF NEW MATERIALS
OR IDEAS INFLUENCED BY THE TAX LEVEL OF THE COMMUNITY?

There probably is a corrglation between a relatively
prosperous school district and adoption of innovative materials;
however, I do not think this is a cause—-effect relationship. Factors
such as employment of brighter teachers, a more professional attitude
on the part of the staff, and more effective supervisory personnel
are probably more responsible for the encouragement of equcational
innovation than the tax base itself.

4.7 IS THERE ANY CORRELATION BEfWEEN THE LEVEL OF SUPPORT THAT

A SCHOOL RECEIVES FROM FEDERAL OR STATE SOURCES AND THE RATE

OF ADOPTION OF INNOVATIVE MATERIALS AND IDEAS?

Once again, there may be a relationship bgtween outside
funding sources and the raté of adoption of innovative materials.
However, once again, I do not believe it is a qause—effect relation-
ship. Those schools which actively solicit outside support generally

have more involved and interested faculties. They usually have

supervisory personnel with released time to submit proposals and
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTER-

ISTICS OF SCHOOIS THAT DISCQWRAGE OR ENCOURAGE THE INTRO-
DUCTION AND USE OF NEW IDEAS ? '

4.1

4.2

4.3

Does the school need to have a sound history of use of innovation
before it is possible to get it to use new products ?

As a matter of fact, too much history of innovation without planning
for long -term internalization is a significant negative factor.

It helps to have leadership districts in an area move into a product
providing the adoption or adaptation is well planned.

Does the school need general cdmmunity support in order to
implement innovative products ?

This does not seem to be particularly imporfant except in those
cases where the school-community relationship is a problem

apart from the innovation. In such cases, the implementation

of any innovation is a fouchy question. Furthermore, if the change
is brought in as an answer to a problem, it will be involved in

the politics of the situation. It may be necessary to operate this
way, but it is not desirable to think of such an implementation as
exemplary.

What degree of flexibility ces a schooll need in order to readily
adopt or adapt new products and ideas? How do you define flex-
ibility ?

Depends completely on the nature and scope of the new product to
be adopted. The greater the intellectual and/or operational change

the product will cause, the greater the flexibility needed. I

determine flexibility of an elementary school by spending some

-11-
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time talking to the principal. Probably the key question is on
what basis does he make decisions regarding possible changes

in the operation of the school. For example, if he usuallv thinks
first of why, according to district policy or state law, you can't
do something, his real flexibility is minimal. On the other hang,
if teacher or other outside suggéstions are considered first in
relation to their effect on the learning of children and if positive,
édjusted to meet real legal restrictions, a degree of flexibility
is evident. True flexibility is apparent when the principal sees
his role as suggesting and encouraging change as part of the
continuing evolutionary development of the school's program.
Ideally, he sees today'é successes as experience and evidence to
be used ih constructing tomorrow's plans.

4.4 How does the level of academic training of teachers, supervisors,
and administrators affect the adoption rate of innovaiion within
a particular school? '

I know of no significant relationship here at the elementa‘fy‘ school
level.

4.5 How does the median age or median level cf experience of the
faculty of a school or persons residing in the community affect
the level of adoption of innovation ?

There is a popular belief ﬁlat younger teachers, etc., are more
willing to undertake innovations. At the elementary level I know
of no evidence to support.this point of vieiv. Qur experience is

that we need people young in point of view and this may or may not

be related to chronological age.
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4.6 Ts the level of innovation adoption of new materials or ideas
influenced by the tax level of the community ?

At *he extremes, yes; otherwise not really; Schools with a great
deal of tax support tend to try new things at the dabbler level
because they can afford the expense. Schools with very minimal
support can only try those products related to sources of outside
funds. Most s¢hools, however, have the funds to try out innova-

tions if they feel it is important enough to them at that time.

!P-
-3

Is there any correlation between the level of support that a school
receives from federal or state sources and the rate of adoption
of innovative materials and ideas ?

Many innovations have been adopted solely on special federal or
state funding like Title I, ESEA or Title ITII, NDEA. This leads
to what caix be a false level of implementation since too many
districts drop the program when the special aid is no longer
availablie. Schools need help in planning for the use of special
funds as a means of improving the longterm quality of their
operation. |

4.8 Others.

The major characteristic of a school or school system which
tends to encourage or discourage the introduction and use of new
ideas seems to be the staff relationships which exist between the
principal and other administrators and the teachers and also within
the teaching staff. Change in itself causes some anxiety and

insecurity for most individuals and, therefore, an autocratic

administration which, by action, identifies checking up on people,
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neatness of rooms, and timeliness of "reports as its goals, tends
to cause people to play it "'safe," On the other hand, a real
operational commitment to instructional improvement by the
school leadership can catalyze significant educational change in

any school situation.
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4.0 What are the characteristics of schools that encourage or disccurage the

introduction and use of new ideas?

Almost any school may adopt a new product if the need is great enough. A
school with a history of innovation may be more likely to experience success,
however, and with less opposition from teachers because of having earlier esta-
blished an open atmosphere conducive to experimentation and innovation. It is
the history of the people, rather than the history of the school system which
will affect the acceptance and success of iniiovation. Among school personnel
without a history of using innovative products, a product is more likely to be
adopted if it is not perceived as being greatly different f:om what is being
done at the time.

General community support may be very important if the product is to be
implemented with Title I funds since Title I regulations require community in-
volvement through -an advisory board. Regardless of the source of “unds for
implementation of the innovative:product, community support is helpful and
recommended but not necessary. A new product is more likely to be adopted and
the adoption is more likely to be successful if there is general community sup-
port or at least a neutral community ottitude togefher with support from a
nucléus of interested adults such as parents' groups. In its early days, our
project used PTA's and other parents' groups as a means for recruiting tutors.

i
School systems using volunteer tutors often still do recruit their tutors this
way .

Flexibility first of all presumes the recognition of a need for change to
accomplish existing goals in a more effective manneJ. Flexibility also presumes
the ability and willingness of personnel to adjust to changes in work habits
and conceptual patterns necessary for implementation of new products. In order
to be considered flexible, a school needs a combina;ion of administrators and
teachers who are mutually willing to examine and acéept new ideas and products

Qo which shows greater promise of meeting needs than existing materials and methods.

ERIC ‘




-32-

Any school needs a high degree of flexibility to be able to adopt new products
successfuliy. A hallmark of such flexibility is mutual confidence and commun~
ication between teachers and ad&inistrators. Administrators must be listening
to teachers to learn about their needs and their ideas buc teachers need to
adopt positive attitudes toward innovation suggested by administrators.

Our experience indicates that there is no high correlation between the
level of academic training of the professional staff or a school system and the
likelihood‘that they will adopt innovative products. Often, we have had the
greatest difficulty working with school systems where the profeséional staff
are well-edu:ated, perhaps because these teachers and administrators believe
they are capable of handling the schools' needs themselves. In general we would
say that the more sophisticated professionally the staff perceives themselves,
the less likely they are to accept innovative products.

We do nét believe there is a.high correlation between the median age or
the median level of experience of the professional staff and the likelihood
they will adopt innovative products. There does seem to be a high positive
correlation between acceptance of innovation aﬁd participation in in-service
programs and professional meetings, however. Interaction with other teachers,
with university personnel and with product developers seems to facilitate accep-
tance of innova&ion regardless of the participant's age or teaching experience.

Implementation of innovative pro&ucts is affected by tax level of the com-
munity. Schools in wealthy communities and those in communities which receive
largé amounts of federal funds are more likely to adopt products which require
a financial investment. Schools in so-called middle class communities are more
likely to adopt innovativé ideas and/or adopt innovative products via the exploi~-
tation diffusion model.

We have found that school systems receiving federal funds which can be used
to buy tutering kits and/or» to hire paraprofessional tutors are much more likely

to adopt our product. Other schools will buy tutoring kits but rely on volunteer
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tutors. We rarely experience the exploitation diffusion model, however, because
the per-pupil cost of tutoring kits is low (about $3.00 for the reading tutorial
and $4.00 for the math tutorial).

The physical facilities in the school system may discourage adoption of
innovative ideas and products. For example, an open classroom plan may not be
possible in an old building and 4 year-round plan may not be possible in a build-
ing without air-conditioning. Since tutoring can take place in hallways, cloak-
rooms, storage closets or any other area with adequate lighting and some visual
isolation, the kind of physical facilities available do not affect implementation

of our product.
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4.0 Characteristics of the school: what are the characteristics of schools
that discourage or encourage the introduction and use of new ideas?

4.1 Does the school need to have a sound history of use of innovation before
it is possible to get it to use new products?

Such a history helps, but I believe that a more important factor is the
presence, or absence, of an advocate for a particular innovation. In my own
work over a three year period with schools interested in new social studies
curricula, the implementation of new materials occurred in those districts
which had an advocate in an influential position. An advocate is necessary
not only to obtain adoption of an innovation but also to fight for the finan-
cial and human resources necessary for implementing the innovation.

In his study of the Illinois Gifted Program, Ernest House noted the im-
portance of internal advocacy. 1 do not know of other studies which have

focused on advocacy; advocacy deserves more attention.

. 4,2 Does the school need general community support in order to implement

innovative products?

No, it does not need general support. Opposition, however, is fatal,
4.4 How does the level of academic training of teachers, supervisors, and

administrators affect the adoption rate of innovation within a particular

school?

My own experience suggests that academic training is a relatively minor

14—

factor in the adoption of innovations. Although such training may be correlated

with high adoption rates, I believe the real cause of high adoption rates is

more likely to be underlying variables (personal ambition, concern for educating

‘the young, etc.) than it is the academic training of innovators.

4.8 Other

After having answered several of the sub-questions in this section, I realize

[SRJ!:‘ that I disagree with the premise of the main question. I do not believe that it

IText Provided by ERIC
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makes much sense to talk about innovation as a general category. After all,
some, probably most, educational innovations are nonsense and ought to be re-
sisted. I have found that most people distinguish between desirable and un-
desirable innovations and that their distinctions are not motivated solely by
fear of unknown or stupidity. Resistance to change often is based on value
priorities which difﬁer from those of the developer of an "innovation.”

As long as we continue to treat innovation as a general category, we will
be unable to deal with the factors which account for why particular innovations

are accepted (or rejected) by particular schools.
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4. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS THAT
DISCOURAGE OR ENCOURAGE THE INTORDUCTION AND USE OF NEW IDEAS?

If a particular school district has a sound history of the use of innovations in -n
earlier period, it certainly makes it easier for them to have more confidence in making
regular curricular changes. If there have been examples of the adoption of innovative
ideas that were nct successful and that caused major financial or personnel crises, then
school districts move much more slowl into major changes. Another factor that enters in
is the presénce or absence of some brave individuals at the administrative level who are
not afraid of the consequences if the innovation or change is not successful and are
willing to be more experimental with innovation.

If large sums of money are involved in the implementation of innovative produéts,
then the school certainly does need general community support. Recent examples have
been the numevous bond issues that have been defecated even though the curricular change
would undoubtedly have been to ﬁhe benefit of the majority of the students. Too often
the bénefits have not really been sold to the general community in the proper manner.
With accountability coming more to the forefront each day individuals and groups of
persons are going to have to be ocnvinced of the educationz2l return being worth the outlay
of funds, before a&ditional innovation can occur. More effective public relations
programs to produce general community support shéuld certainly be considered.

Flexibility may revolve around the opportunity to bring about change on short

notice, or within a2 reasonable period of time. A school does need flexibility in order to
eadilyradopt or adapt new proaucts and ideas. If ii moves into a long range finanacial
investment, such as bolted down furniture in classrooms, future innovative change will

be slowed considerably and flexibility drastically affected. Or if the policy is ﬁhat

a certain set of textboéks must be used a minimum number of years, whether they ful-

f£ill a need or are still appropriate, certainly does cut down on flexibility. The use of
hardback materials in certain school districts as differentiated from paperbound throw-

away type materials is also an important factor
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in saying whether or not the school has flexibility to change. School districts
where paperbacks are allowed and lower material costs involved may bring about change
more rapidly.

The level of academic training of tcachers, supervisors and administrators may
affect the adoption rate of innovation within a particular school in thét if col-
lectively they have had a wide range of experiences from which to make considered
judgements, change may occur more rapidly. If on the other hand, the background
and training of the staff is all of a conservative kind of philosophy or they mostly
come from-one kind of institution, then‘they may not have experienced some of the
more unusual kinds of things that could happen in a school district and may be less
inclined to consider innovation.

I1f one considers the median age or median level of experience of the faculty
of a school or persons residipg in the community as it affects the level of adoption
or innovation he would also be asking the question whether or not things have gone
well for a long number of years so that the community would not feel a need for
éhange or innovation. On the other hand, even if a faculty or community resident
has lived in the community for a long time, this may not be a factor if the schools
have not been successful and the products beiﬁg used are considered failures. They
may move into a change situation just to overcome the failure rate.

When one éonsiders the tax level of the community as it relates to the level of
innovation and adoption of new materials or ideas, he Has to consider the influence
of availability of funds., And not so much the tax level but the percentage of the
financial support that the community or region has in the past been willing to
furn’sh to education. If an innovative change is going to result in a large increase
in the tax revenue required, then the chance of change would certainly be decreased.

Some correlations between the levels of support that a school receives from fed-
eral or state Qources and the rate or adoption of innovative materials and ideas

@ rtainly was evident when the NDEA funds were originally made available for

ERIC

ammmmience, mathematics and foreign language instruction. As noted earlier, when school
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“districts realized in laying out a certain amount of funds it in turn could have
matching quantities, materials and instructional systems were suddenly adopted that
hadn't even been considered ecrlier. At least in these three fields, the stimulation
from wvhat might be called "sced money'" from the federal or state groups to local
districts had a tremendous impact. Unfortunately, it may have been a situation in
which those that already had, got more and those who were not able to produce even
a little extra had to do without. Other characteristics of schools that discourage
or encourage the introduction and use of new ideas may involve such items as the
image the school.or community has of itself as beiné innovative. There certainly
are school districts, school boards and communities that like to think they are
frequently at the forefront of change in ecducation and are constantly looking for
new ideas. Methods that they have found successful by some school system to get
new ideas implemented include:; seeing that their faculty and administrative staff
members have an opportunity to participate in regional, national meetings and even
in international ones; giving them a chance to do considerable travel; having an
‘opportunity for time to read and study their own professional joufnals; and having
structured opportunities to discuss possible changes within their own specific
teaching areas.

Certainly the administrative leadership of a school board, including the super-
intendent, the principals, the department heads, and the faéulty members enter
into characteristics of the school. What their individual or collective attitudes
are about change, how forward-looking they may be, how open they are to suggestions,
ana how willing they are to consider new approaches are all crucial. This is tied
in with their past successes or failures when they made changes. In addition the
available manpower and the willingness to lay out additional funds to make the
suggested changes are involved. If excited enough, they may even find ways in
which they can reduce costs =0 that funds are made available. For the most part
it has been very difficult for school districts to eliminate a successful program
and move on to another one that might be even more successful since they realize thét

E Tkjange for change's sake is not necessarily always good.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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4.0 Characteristics of the School: WhLat are the

characteristics of schools that discourage or

encourage the introduction and use of new ideas?

The introduction of new science curricula is first in
suburian communities where teachers receive better than average
salgries. Better than average salaries generally go along
with well equipped laboratories, teachers with advanced degrees,
and parents with above average education (one or both have
been to college). It has been difficult to introduce new
science products into large city systems and rural schools.

There is a high adoption of new programs close around
the center where the product wés developed. Test centers for
new products also show a high rate of adoption. Especially
was this true in the early 1960's when testing schools received
considerable publicity.

In the early days (1957—65) of the science curriculum
improvement programs,. schools were stimulated to investigate
new programs by school board members or an intergsted citizen.
Typically, the layman was an engineer, an M.D., a chemist, a
county agriculture agent, or a scientist employed in industry.
This was the period when professional journals carried edi-
torials and articles encouraging scientists to beéome interested

in the science programs of their schools or "Ivan will out-do
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4.0
Johnny." Bester, Conant and Rickover, each in his own way,
eribarrassed schools into seeking new science programs. The

AAAS placed science libraries in schools, the Atomic Energy
Commission supported traveling high school demonstration
teachers, the USOE provided money for equipment and NSF paid
to retrain the teachers. Only the regions of the country

that could not afford to match Federal funds (some New England
states and the deep South) were actually prevented from taking
advantage of the new programs 1f they so desired.

A factor in the adoption of new science programs was re-
lated to the educational level of the teacher. Although NSF
institute programs were ostensibly open to all teachers, the
selection committees of the colleges and universities chose
for the most part the already best educated teacheré. In the
fifteen years or so of NSF and privately supported institutes,
the "“"good" teachers were typically up-graded five or six times.
It is estimated that only about 25,000 of the 125,000 science
teachers took advantage of these programs. It should be noted
that in a number of districts school administrators actually
opposed having teachers participate in re-training programs

because they were limited to science and mathematics teachers.



41 | ,
: -17-
4.0 Characteristics of *the School --

It appears that schools that have adopted one innovation
tend to search for and adopt otheré. American Political Behavior
was particularly well received in schools that had previously
adopted the High School Geography Project and the Carnegie
Mellon Project, and in school systems where there were indivi-
duals who had attended institutes on "new social studies"projects.
Richburg found that schools who adopted the Georgia Anthropology
Project tended to have previouély adopted other new social studies

materials.l

However, in schools with a social studies field
agent, lack of experience with innovations did not prevent teachers
from trying new materials when they became cware of them. There
does not appear to me to be a correlation between adoption of
organizational innovations, like team teaching, or with adoption
of innovative materials in other curriculum areas, like science
or math, and use of social studies'innovations.

Overt community support does not appear to be necessary for
innovation, but perceived community hostility may be a barrier
to trying innovations. 1In a recent pilot study I conducted,
innovative individuals, innovative social studies departments

and innovative schools seemed willing to try new programs even

though they perceived risk in the community. Several teachers

. A sed
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in such situations reported that they simply plan in advance

how they will handle challenges if and whea they arise. Many
individuals in audiences where I gave presentations on American
Political Behavior, seemed to be less willing to take risks and
were more skeptical of trying new programs that might be contro-
versial in their community.

A willingness of individuals to try new things themselves,
and a willingness of the group to re-arrange schedules, to re-
assign funds, and to tolerate changes in behavior patterns of
students and individuals seem to be important supports for change.

Among the audiences to whom I gave presentations on American
Political Behavior (APB) there appeared to be no correlation
between level of academic‘training or of age and willingness to
adopt. Often those in a school who had the most units beyond
their masters degree were the last to innovate. Often those who
were the oldest and had the most experience as teachers 6r super-
visors were the first to innovate. The reverse leems ko be true
in an equal number of cases.

I met with several social studies faculties where the median
age was under thirty, and the deartment was one of the most
resistant to new ideas; members were convinced they were already

doing far better than anything an outsider could present to them.

Individual attitudes toward change and group norms seem to
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be the most important characteristics of the school which facili-

tate or prevent the use of new ideas. Innovative depariments

usually have a place where members get together and talk about

new ideas they've encountered which are relevant to social

studies instruction. Teachers are willing to share information,
:ag, and materials and they show interest in the new things

others try. In those schools where tecachers. do not collaborate

with one another, innovations do not spread and fewer new ideas

are adopted by the various individual teachers. Creating climates

supportive of innovation is a major task, one which is apparently

beyond the scope of this conference.
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4,0 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACIERISTICS OF SCHOOLS THAT
DISCOURAGE OR ENCOURAGE THE INTROLUCTION AND USE OF WEW IDEAS?

4,1 Does the school need to have a sound history of use ¢f innovation before
it is possible to get it to use new products?

This may be a desirable but not a necessary condition that encourages
innovation. Frequently the hiring of key new administrators or teachers who have
innovative ideas is a sufificient input to trigger off new developments recgardless
of the previous history of the school in this regard. In a nearby melium-sized
city in Michigan a flurry of innovative programs commenced with the appointment of
a new social studies coordinator about 6 or 7 ycars ago.

4.2 Does the schaol need general community' support in order to implement in-
novative products? ‘

Here again I bould judge this to be a desirable but not a necessary con-

dition for innovation. ! I happen to live in a school community which. has carried

out a number of innovatkve programs most of which were initiated without widesprecad
community involvement or even knowledge. The general rule here appecars to be, ''Let
them try anything within reason, and if it blows up in their faces the comnmunity will
express its concern."

4,3 What degrece of flexibility does a school need in order to readily adopt

or adapt new products and ideas? How do you define flexibility?

I would consider the matter of flexibility to be a key ingredient deter-
mining wﬁether a school does or does not adopt new ideas. My definition of flexi-
bility is quite subjective in this context., It refers more to 2 pervasive spirit
or a social milieu which encourages and promotes far out ideas.l It in turn must
rest upon a non-threatening feceling of confidence among most of the school personnel
and a high degree of muiual respect fér_diversity v "'hin the system. When I was in

the New England area I experienced extremes of flcxinility and inflexibility in

various communities on the outskirts of Boston,
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4.4 How does the level of academic training of teachers, supervisors, and admin-
istrators affect the adoption rate of innovation withir a particular school?

I don't think it is a matter so much of the level of academic training that
influences innovation as it is the type. Specifically I have had contacts with
some school systems in which classroom teachers held master's degrees and above, but
this factor alone was not sufficient to encourage Iinnovation. In fact, they fre-
quently had the opposite ecffect. 'I have talked with many history teachers, for ex-
ample, who appear to be less and less receptive to modifications in the high school
history program as they accumula:e more and more graduate level courses in history.

4.5 . How does the median age or meédian level of cxperience of the faculty of
a school or persons residing in the community affect the level of adoption

of innovation?

It would be easy to make the glib generalization that innovations are re-
sisted more by older faculty members than by younger faculty members. But my
obscrvations‘and feedback from many student teachers don't support this gcncraiization.
I am especially reminded of the several times my undergraduate student teachers re-
turn after their student experiences and tell about workiﬁg with teachers who have
had ten or more years of experience but who are highly receptive to and interested
in innovative approaches. lere especially the data I have are probably a statistically
invalid sample and so my observations are much more in the nature of hunches rather

than hard facts.

4,6 Is the level of innovation adoption of new materials or ideas influenced
by the tax level of the community?

No data available.

4,7 1Is there any correlation between the level of support that a school re-
ceives from federal or state sources and the rate of adoption of innovative
materials and ideas?

Although I have no firm data to support my impression, I do refer you to

my response to 3.2 which is also pertinent to this question.

O
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4.0 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCIOOL: WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OT SCHOOLS
THAT DISCOURAGE OR ENCOURACE THE INTRODUCTION AND USE OF KEW IDEAS?

4.1 Does the school need to have a sound history of use of innovation
before it 1s possible to get it to use new products?

No, I don't think so, but the tecachers need to be alert to new and dif-
ferent ways to approach learning.

4.2 Does the school need general community support in order to implement
innovative products?

No, I don't think so.

4.3 What degree of flexibility does a school need in order to readily
adopt or adapt new products and ideas? How do you define flexibility?

An essential element in adopting new products is flexibility in the time-
table or the way the time in the school is organized. If the school is rigidly

structured in 20 or 25 minute periods (or even 22 ond % minutes, as one school

: J
I know) then there may be great difficulties 1n accepting new materials. Further,
if teachers are rigidly organized into departments or subject areas, new inter-
disciplinary materials may be rejected without consideration.

4.4 Yow does the level of academic training of teachers, supervisors, and
administrators affect the adoption rate of innovation within a particu-
lar school?

If the products are based in complex, interdisciplinary organization and

theory, the rationale for their development may be lost to undertrained individuals.

4,5 How does the median age or median level of experience of the faculty
of a school or persons residing in the community affect the level of
adoption of innovation?

I don't think the age level affects it at all.

4.6 Is the level of innovation adoption of new materials or ideas in-
fluenced by the tax level of the community?

Yes, since very expensive materials will be eschewed.

4.7 Is there any correlation between the level of support that a school
receives from federal or state sources and the rate of adoption of
innovative materials and ideas?

Yes, since it encourages school districts to seek out new products if they

are assured of financial support for them.
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CHARACTERISTICS (F THE SCHCOLs URAT AKE THE CHARACTLRISTICS OF SCHOOLS THAT
DISCOURACE O LKCIURAGE THE INTRODUSTICI AHD UJE‘OF HEW IUEAS?

4.1 Does the school need 4o have a sound Lb5r01r of the use of innovation
| ig possible to get Xt to use new products?

4.2 Does the school necd goneral community support in ovdexr to fmplement
inenovative products? _
To do ihis cuestion justics, the general comsmrity necdy to be ahalizede
There ave some clenents of the general comunity that can help, wmany
thet will chLper help nor hindery end a fow that can precipitate
a generel calanitye
Schoals should have ~hc Le itive support ofs
the board of educaiion :
the local nows “’rirp
the local crurch lcadey 4§ the csminnity has a sivong, single chuzch
purcnnmsbuool aasnciaticna :
~ teachny aifiliations or teacher unisng
It is gencrzlly impossgible to cot the support of reactiorszry organizations
such as the Citipn®s Lezcue for Lower Taxcs and the 1ike.
The snswer is bic:rl yese The cuestion of acnerating supporrt and
avuicing lethal action bhefere a program can bocene estzblished is
§ conplex onee and ia gencraly is spicific e cach comvmmnity.
4e3 uhab deares of flexinpi!ity does 2 school noed in oxder to readily
adopl or &dept new pyrounCis and ideaeg? How do you define fleanibility?
Gchonls are agenclcs of societys A
Seme schools huve mansowd to oeniera
others seenm <o be the r*rcnwza‘ v
adminisiyaiive practices and public
o
it
n
s h

3 such, thelr conduct i govesmned,

te a roceptive, suppertive atmosphexaeg

opdng ooye A civedul znalysis of

relations effoxis fe needed &N

r2ation prones”

idiwye. 1 \JJlu think thet commuanity

and fransia
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wit flew

sgeriifyiny gchools vni noare "inn
Flewibilityes {he enivnym of o
srnsitivity :p’cd with a cle
uhat schiools srould e up {0 -
this contexta

able uncerstanding of

LAYy would bLe defined in

4o Huw doos the level of acadenmic tralning of zeachcrs, supervicorsg and
: adwinistrevers affect the adcpticn ré=¢ of innovation wivhin a DGG‘IC”Kc
schonl? lost swidics goom to indicatle that ithe correletion hétwoen
acacenic training end “quolity teaching, supervising énd adminisoring®
i3 not wory hiche [ oould chocse to leok a2t the specific eleminin of

the treining, including intirnshing within systemg where there i3 2
recepiivity 1o scund, annovative practiceyy, iIF I were looking forx
hich, positive coryelationz,
4.5 Hox docs .oe medlan coe ox vedian level of oxperlonce of the faculty
of & cchool or persons residing in the eommuniyy effedt the lovel
of adoption of dnncvetion? Frem expericnce, I would say hat 2 yaung,
recently cducated faculiy cid 2 young commmnity with 2 1A1r‘y high
editcasion livel would e the most reciprivee
4e6  Is thc level of ;nrmvation adoption of new nalerials or ideac Influcnced
by the %ax level of e cormuniiy? Yos, but only indizectly ip that
the tax levely imposed by the xsidents, 38 an indication of the ccucational
values stxuctiure of the comwunitye
4e7 Is there any corrclation between che level of support that a school
receives from federal or srtate cources and the rite of adoption of
innovative maticrials end idecas? Yeos « in genexal, one of the smallest
o items within a scheol Ludget is for *ecaching matsrielg. lany fedexal
ERIC and state grants focused diyccr ]y on this bud get.llcm ﬁﬁd‘hCﬂC@g hed
e, e great influence on acquisiiion of necded innovative materialse -
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4, SCHOOL CHARACTERISTIC

Isolated innovators often run into serious acceptance problems. If two or
Three respected teachers in a school are willing to try the materials the
chances are high. But young beginners trying to buck them will likely get
ostracized.

Some school districts try using staffing and central policies to get
innovation dissemination., This produces considerable stress.

More districts are merely willing to leave the initiztives to teachers.

If the innovation will zeneraite favorable publicity or student interest.
the administration is pleased. But they don't lead toward innovation.

A situation where tescher initiatives are listened to proaotes innovation.

Students have brought about some change. Ten years ago values and
controversial issucs as subjects for the curriculum were unpopular. Now
nany schools accept the idea of including the study of values and of
contioversy as legitimate.

Does person who orders materials (text, etc.) do so arbitrarily or seek
teeam participation?

Does social studies faculty control its own resource center or can they
decentralize the library to fit their curriculum?

The currency of a faculty can be crucial. If they graduated from an
institution where new curriculua developments are not mentioned, they
miss the whole movement and remazin unaware once they get e job.
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4.0 Characteristics of the School: What are the characteristics of schools that

discourage or encourage the introduction and use of new ideas?

4.1 My experience in&icates that, although it's helpful to have a
school district or an individual school thét has a history of
experimenting with a variety of educational products, it is
often the case that an individual teacher or a particular department
within a school is amenable to innovatién. This is to say that within
any given school district or individual school, there may be
individuals or small groups who are willing and able to innovate even
though the district or school is reluctant.

4.2 In some cases, general éommunity support is necessary, and in
other cases not so. For example, the introduction of "Man: A
Course of Study" into a commumity (e.g. Phoenix, Arizona) without
general community support creates fantastic controversy and dis-
order. On the other hand, the infiltration of existing curriculum
frameworks and courses with only minor modificafions does not usually
require anything but school peoplé as supporters.

4.3 If flexibility means the freedom and power to choose among and
allocate various resoufces, then it seems to me a school needs most
if net all of the following characteristics of flexibility in order
to readily adopt or adapt new products or ideas: |

—~School district and building administrators should have
flexibiitiy in the assignment, load and transfer of teaching

personnel.
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~=Within a given school, the principal should have the ability
to utilize a variety of student-teacher organizational
pattemns (e.g. large group, small group, independent study,
non~-graded, multi-graded, etc.). |
~=Individual teachers should be able to use a variety of in-
class student grouping patterns.
—A sch;ol district or school or teacher needs the flexibility
to allocated funds Budgeted for curriculum materials for a
variety of.non-textbook products.
=-Within a given school sufficient released ti@e for inservice
rrograms is necessary to insure retraining of teachers to use
new products and ideas.
The data that I have scaned indicate very low correlations between
academic background of teachers and effective use of new curriculum
packages. This has been ronfirmed in such projects as SRSS and HSGP.
Another set of data with respect to school administrators indicates '
that climates of innovation are primarily set by the building
administrator on the individual school level,

I have seen scant data related to the question. A few studies

- indicate that having some teaching experience is positively correlated

with veceptivity to change. This is to say, that a perceptive,
experienced teacher has had the opportunity to 6bserve~tﬁe needs and
problems of students, whereas the novice teacher, though young and
enthusiastic, is also likely to possess a variety of biases totally

unconfirmed by experience.
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The chief consideration here is that the school district or schocl has
sufficient monies available for purchase of new materials and for
released tome for “nservice training of teachers. Although these two
factors are related to per pupil expenditures in a schocl district,

the difference between communities with respect to tax monies avail-
able maj be only reflected in newness of buildings and teacher salary
schedules. This is to say, that the percentage of the budget allocated
for inservice and curriculum materials is more important than the total
amount of money expended for education in the school district.

I suspect that school districts with growing populations and increasing
funds for education have more "wiggle room" in juggling budget categories
from year to year than do districts with stable or declining school
populations. This suspicion would suggest that néw towns and suburbs
are more.financially able and flexible to finance curriculum innovations
than are established towns and large cities.

It may or may not be significant that most of the descriptions in the
literature of implementing curriculum innovations are case studies of
individaul schools rather than of school districts. School districts

tend to innovate in organizational patterns (e.g. Berkely, California

‘Alternative Schools Within a Public School District), whereas it is

individual schoolg which are the subjects of descriptions of teaching

and curriculum changes.
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