a

N/

. %

PUB DATE T4
JRONTRACT ) NE-C—00—3-0066 OEC-G 10-108 ;
NOTE ﬁ' ' 3'3P¢ ' v ) i R
" EDRS PRICE MP-$0.76 HC-$1.95 Plus Postage 5
'~ DESCRIPTORS *Adoption (Ideas); *Case Studies (Educatlon); Change
: ‘ Agents; changlng Attitudes;, Educational Change.
X - Educatlonal Innovat;on- *ngher Educat;on
. *
' ABSTRACT = :

. DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 111 773 ‘95 . SP 009 463

A A » e « ‘
AUTHOR Farrihgton, Jay A.3 And Others : - .
TITLE Represéntative Incidents in the Adoption Process,c
INSTITUTION Texas Univ., Lust;p. Research and Developnenﬁ Center

: o
SPONS AGENCY

for Teacher Education.
Natr§na1 Inst. of ®ducation (DHEW), Washington, D. c.,
Office of Educatlon (DHEH), Hashlngton, D.C.

* incide

This paper presents three case studies of 1nnovat*on.
based on interviews with six adoptlon“aéents. Key episodes and

Kts which illustrate important principles are drawn from the
experiences of these adoption agents. The case studies offer examples
of both success and failure--by both internal and external adoptioa
agents. They also emphasize the fact that adoption is a long-term
process, requiring good communication between the adoption age t and
-ghe adopters,’ and . freguent evaluatzon of progress. (Author)

, o K N .
N ¥ - .
/ . . . . . . ) ‘? -

Lo
.
g

. - .

¥’ [

"'**************************************ﬂ********************************

_ Documents acgulredshy ERIC 1nc}ude many informal unpublished
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes eyery effort
to obtain-the-best copy available, nevertheléss, items ‘marginal
reproduc:bllzty are often encountered and this affects the quality .

responsible for the qualzty of th

original document., Reproduciions

via the ERIC Document Reproducthg Service (EDRS). EDRS is not

‘supplied by EDRS are the best th

*****************************************l***********#*********%*****

can -be made -from the original,.

* *
* *
* *
* *

_ * of the microfiche and-hardcopy reproductions ERIC mdkes available  *
* ok
* *
* *
* *




NN 'qj}:” )
N . .
N~ . \
i .
i ¥
-
ff o} i , .
‘ Lt S : I ce 8 X
. . REPRESENTATIVE INCIDENTS IN THE ADOPTION PROCESS .
. D 3 :\.‘ ) T\ - - -
V L :‘ . ’ : t
K4 . by Jay A. Farrington
- -
. -
N
: : : R : . : £ HEALTH,
s : o A . withr Commentary by : u.s.:;‘;:gg::s‘&h:%;
' . S T v . RAL N :
e ' ' Gene E. Hall - ' "um‘““""so"uém REPRO
, : E : Brad A. Manni - THIS mé;’ﬂﬁ:: AS RECEWED FROR
o) : : - - ra - ning .- - ¢ ) 232?5!50" °"°'§,‘2ﬁ'fé’v¢%‘3’$nmous"
. ’ . ' ) ‘ Richard_ Cc Wallace ;;::GEETDZOI‘N%}SNECESASLAm‘S';qRE"EROEF
’ : - SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL LB CY
; CATION POSITIO
. A €DV
AN
* ’ »
{
14 .
. Summer 1974 :
A L ' ‘ . 4
A . ,‘LJ" \
\\ !'!. = v . . .
\.\ » 1

_ The research. reported herein was supported in part by U. 8. Office of Educa-
tion Contract OE-6-10-108 -and Natiqpal"lnstifute~of Education Contract
NE-C~00-3-0066,, Research and Development Center for ‘Teachér Education. The
opinions expressed herein do not necessarily reflect - the position or policy

'of the Office of Education or the National Institute of Education and no.
official endorsemént by those offices should be 'inf_erre'dv.- . L\

.
A

’*‘f\
N
N

. L. . i
<

15}

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

‘ . - N
. . . c o :
. . : 1
. . . ' .

- )
- o ‘ . S T . . BN
." N ,. L .
, . . .
A P

-




Table of Contents

A - ] '. ‘

LY

.
Introductio A S 1 T
* The Neal Tapes ' S & o, o -
Bill Stone's Memory L 1s = o
_ . Benton University: Rest in Peace h 22
' - Synthesis ' f ‘ B - 426 o \

: .(fénclus:lb‘nv_ e - . 29 SN

N

»

~_ Rgferences




‘.
assignment when he sets out to "observe“ the

process of institutional chihge. His fundamental problem is one‘of narrowing 1
1

zs ‘a special kind‘of change, being deliberate, °

’ . 4

‘ocedrres, values and objectives. Obvi-‘

}‘s place coutinuously within ‘an insti-h

oy

‘\rs to the alteration of conc_ptual

or perational structura in an- instituti

Fiially, an institution may undergo such
oy

tion of the innovation.- In our work; the .-option process is not complete

qtil the innovation is institﬁtionalized, W\

incorporated into the established

system of institutional funétioning. BN

#
¥

SPECIAL NOTE: The characters, institutions an&&stories decribed heréin are
generated out of g montage of real, experiences And likely events. Any resem-
blances to individuals, living or dead, is purel) coineidental. T
A
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. adapted or reject&d. To use a biological ana{ogy, the organism will not long

'endure an a11en'agent' it. incorporates it in some form, or casts it out. '

\ .

-

Innovation adoption, the while“an observable phenomenon, maf#occur over
. ‘v “ AY

a long period of time and may entail countless events and incidents. Indiv- ,

viduals involved in an adopting institution find,it almost impossible to gain
L] &

an overall perspective of the. adoption process while it is occurring They «

v

may be able to see changes in behavior, /: ttitude, procedures, stated objectives

and organizational structure, but usually these changes are relatedgio their

"own view of the trees._ Inevitably, the innovation either becomes entrenched,

-

’

Innovators, then, hether internal or external agents, need rather de- ,ooo
W\ RN

-tailed information over time to evaluate the process of adoption 1n a given .

institution. . T \‘& A f' o YL
. . . A . /, N N . 4 . .
This ‘paper presents three case studies of the adoption process as it has

unfolded in teacher education instftutions.frlt is compiled frOm interviews S

\,\,
_ with 81X adoption agents whose notes, tapes and conversations provide incidents

- v
and details -on the adoption process in a wide variety of settings. Drawing
9 ’
upon their experiencés, their successes and failures, the six agents ﬁEEE -
relatEd incideyts which they believe represent important principles at work An °
\ . ~ %

, vivo LIn other words, the adoption agents have told stories which indicate '

L 4

what they believe to be key ! episodes. A single incident, meeting, perhaps,

"

during a. three-year period might contain clueS'about the entire Qdoption pro-

cess, as in "The Neal Tapes." In *'Bill Stone's Memory,’ an agent rev;ews an .

X o
internal incident which foreshadowed the outcome of “his efforts long before he S

knew the outcome himself. ‘5ﬁeptgn_gniv:r§ity. Rest in Peace," shows hyi a.s . .
. ~ "

seemingly external eveng influences the outcome of the adoption procesS' -
1

The people are real, the incidents are factual. Names, dates and places'
< -~ o -

- are fictitious. {. "‘- R ' . \\\\ . -

L - i
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Following'the three'case studies, the authors of three,related papers1

. »

'have provided their anglyses of the incidents as they relate to key variables

L
e A f

-of the innovation adoptipn process. Our intention is_ that the resultant paper .

M .’

i

will.provide new insights_to the reader who is_attemptingrto ‘facilitate or

1

R. %i Wallgpe:fE;bh his own man:’ The role of adoption agents in the -

| implementa on of personhlized teacher’ education (Austin, 1974) e

. 4 °

\

B. A, Manning, The e uble-shooti g!" checklist: A manual to aid educa-.
. tional change agents in the prediction of organizational charige potentialr(Austin,vu‘
11973). : . . _ - : '

" study the€ innovation adoption process. ' . e
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R - sketchy infprmation about our program. The conversat.Lg we had was’ basically

Instztutzcmal Settznge." My name g Dr. Mwhael NeaZ a:nd I ana member of a -

Vagents." I say harvied because, at the present moment .Z' an ' flytng to a .

N adoptwn agem‘: I hope these tapes will be helpful to you, in your study.

of 1969 s I received a ca11 from the Dean . of Education at Central State, Tom .

\' o .- The Neal 'xapeé ‘ » | L o _
May4 Z975 | P S o

- Th'z,s 1,3 the f'maZ af‘ a semes of tapes an "The Adoptwn of Innovatwns m
rather harmed group of mghly specwlzzed people ZaoseZy knawn "adoptwn :

meet'mg at Uentral State Unwerszty, a meetmg which I anticipate mZZ be ,

)
. T

anabher "cher session. K e 1

| I'm not the ner»vous?type, usually. Nor da I mmd fly‘bng, aZthough Zong

(¢}

fl'z,ghts uSuaZZy throw aff my equzZzbmum far a time. And I ardmamly dan't
mind attendmg meetmgs sze the one today, or Zw'mg in hotels, or eatmg out
aZZ the tme, or no gettmg @augh sZeep. d But when all these 'l:hmgs are
gomg on at(once mszde, I get edgy. I realize you ‘are prabably not ‘mtez”ested
m my cher-nerve syndrome - nearly 8o much as my anaZysw of the change process -
in mstv{:utwnaz settmgs, but I feel very etrongly\wl:hat 'l:he process of adopy «
twn cannot be understood apart from the mdwiduals who parthpate. That is.
why I mswt an statmg my exgemenees samezohat subgeetwelg( in order to gwe

3
you.\someth'mg of the f‘Zavor of my pw{esswnal and persanal e:cpemences as an

_\‘y Let me give son§e backgroux{d on this. meeting at Central Stace. In August:

Richardson. He' d heard about our PAF (personal assessment feedback) system : Lo
\ K e

during a Science Education conference 'in Sacramento and wanted to know moye

aboutLita < e . R \‘1 s | )

2
4]
\
' Richardson knew h friend of mine. from Michigan and had received some

N
A S

- - . B

. ) .o
- \ : ° -
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.
congenial but didn't yield much information about their sltuatlon. Still

-

-, we exchanged enough ideas to warrant another ca11 a week later._ The Dean had, o

2

meanwhile, talked with,zhe department chairman and two or three faéthy '_
leaders. They wanted me to’ make a trip over there to show them.wha we had. .

I took my tool kit (a film on Personalized Teacher Education, a couple

d% self-paced modul’s, and the strong conviction that we had something good

LA

to. offer) and flew over 1n early September. They had already laid out their
program ngr the 1969 school year but were interested in planning gome changEs .
for 1970' they seemed to have the resources to do it. |

} l
-1 was met at the airport on that first visit by Ed Dooley, Chairman of

-

the departmenﬁ<;and Sally . Swift Director of Elementary Education. Ed and
'SaZZy mZZ bot attend the, meetmg today. . E'd will have his usuaZ cancerns .

abouf: runmng a smooth depar'tment. "ever take an outmghp standj aZways

.

support the status quos don't rock the boat." SaZZy szZ be her usual wurm
and graczous selfg fhczlztatzng the dechate process of intevaction. Over -

the last two years, more than any othar zndzvzdual, she has been responszble e

.
.

. for brzngzng change to teacher edﬁcatzon at Central. " \w T
\ ’ ' 'ml_ . ‘ , . Fs
Ehe Chairman was genial but forma{ as he, introduced ey I tried to o

b

‘ didn-“t ‘share

determine ‘the mood of the group. I had theTfEeling that

the Dean's enthuslasm ot knowledge aﬁout ‘our program, he ‘exp ined my presence
‘ L A

there as something Iike a public relations" presentation for modern ‘tech~

niques in teacher education, 1eaving the impressi@n that nothing more than

¢ ‘

entertainment was to be expected from the meeting. After being introduced, .

1 re-oriented them on my purpose. ) e

I had experzenced this befbre, of%en those in posztzons of authormty in .
]
‘ _ r
an.insti%ution-féel the necessity qf.erposzng_thezr,people to ﬂnew ideas," "

3 . ) rl . ’ - ’
. - ) . o . s - ﬁ




i “and yet mazntazn onZy a superf%ctdz znterest This gives them an aura of

I

¥

-

*

.

o

.. that Dooley hadn t mentioned'to the group) in our»program. I made-it clear

+

.
- A B o . _ ,
; .
. ,
ST . : ,
. . . ’
.

.

modemzsm and flembzlzty whzle in mealzty, they continue along the'sa:ne
procedural and phzlasophwal Zznes as before. I decu‘z’ed on the spot to gwe

them a. few "zingers.” _ - o
~ I began by saying that the Dean had first expressed interest (a fact
14

-

‘ P
that my institution was less interested in’ pdhlic relations than- in seeing a

S -
successftl personalized approach to teacher education. tested and exported as

widely as possible. As Dooley became less comfortable, the others in the

‘ group gaiped interest; The meeting developed into a brainstorming session
that threatened to preempt the formal‘presentation. Earl Kennedy, one of th@

younger faculty, was fascinated with the Personal Assessment System, and Ruth‘,

/ +
4
Jones demanded more 1nformation "about the developmental sequence of teacher

concerns. Even when‘Chairman Dooley stiffly excused'himself to attend
.another meeting, the pace did not slacken. |

‘ I finally showed the film in- the afternoon. It put~to§ether forfthem
the bits and pieces we had been discussing. Earl, begged fbr some ‘kind of

\
follow-up.

you? I mean, we really want this stuff, and we've just barely had a glimpse

of it. What happens next’" ' g ’ o - ﬂ'iA ‘3?3

* - L]

leat happened nemt was not a part of the formaZ agenda but was neverthe-

‘less a very emportant step in the adbﬁ%zon pracess. The znterested-partzes

7 decided to go have a beer and talk the sztuat%an over. I made arrangements,

* to catch a’Zater,pZane home, then went across the street to a. campus pub wzth
Sally, EurZ Kennedy, Ruth anes and Geonge S@mpson, one qf the counseZzhg
mtems in thew doctomZ program - L o

N4 -
oay . . ‘A ,

"Mike, you re not just going back home and leaving us at this point, are

C e

~
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i °8a‘bd "E'arl doﬁ't forfget that even zf you do commt to thia, you
.“have a year 'g preparatjon ahead of" you, you not onZy have to seZZ thw to~ the

other f‘acul'ty members and have it authomzed by the mstztutwn, you aZso

’ |

: .h'ave mohthsfiof p'Zdr’z"hf and building before you can aof:uaZZy begm "o

"Look, Mike," he azd, MI've spent years preparmg "already. I beat my

"

brains ouj: in graduatelschaal I 've eamed my. stmpes in thzs pZace, and I'm

- ' &

tzred of waztmg j‘or 80, s'tuffed shwt to deczde we are readyz to. do good
. thmgs in edueatwn. I think ve shouldn't 'waw um‘:w next year. ﬁ’e should )
- try to ‘msi:aZZ some of these thmgs rzght now, get. it ga‘mg. George,\Ruth
what do you thﬁlk‘?" o e e e

-

‘Even though the members of’ that smail group couldn t agree on strategy,

Land l'pd different 1evels of interest and concern, they becdme the nucleus %
. T a forceful group ﬁlthin the institution. That evening over beer (which&lasf
| , until two in the morning) ‘tumed out to be. more Iimportant than the day s o
formal presentation.‘ Out of it‘evoJ.ved strategiés for de\:eloping an inteé- ,

A . institutional system of mutual’support. After ‘long discussions on the

R}

‘subject, Earl consentfd%o come to us for training in uSe of the counseling

. .(

feedback sy‘stem. “He decided to come in October for a 'three-day workshop,

brﬂnging three Oth//counselor-types with him. \*)

o . ’
Meanwhile,, Sally Swizft, in her calm, rational way, worked on the Chai'rman

¢ -

{o

and brought him around to comnitment. ’ ;,l

lj_ .

The year rocked along. Sally and Earl became my ‘contacts. We exchanged }

L]

day in November to meej: the developers and to see “‘if she could gain a more
0 ' R
in-dept:h understanding of the conceptual base’ of the program, Earl continually

pushed for the_entire . package" to be sent to them 80 they could be.gln. I

-~
I . . . . »
, . M " o . 3 . 3 o

.

»
»
3.
3
’
A

<

phone calls and correspondence. Sally decided to com to the/Center for a - '

=t




-t my viewpoint was conv'mcmg them thaf the program was»an emtremely compteac R e

\]

‘D'X stuff that they have, and they can't seem to fiqg any continuity between the

s
. L

o
a

held h1m off o gradualg,y‘ feeding them pieces of the sYstem, btﬁronly after he T

had demonstrated understanding of the process. T S . e

13

"‘ -Loeking - back'!an tha{: fwsz': year, I auppose the hardest part of it from

th'mg, I ur'ged over cmd over on. them the 'Ldea that 'LnstaZZ'mg and operatmg
the P.TE' system was a deveZopmentaZ process._ It never geemed *o oc:cur to them o ! '
' thgt they could not arate up the system and wrport ’b‘b read the mstructwns,

ol put'bttogether, andaperajew. R e P

P Har'd reaZ'Lty cameg Whe spmng of 1970 E‘az'Z and SaZZy had retumed to

Central State mfh dsz‘erent omentatwns but equaZ amowzts of zeaZ Eaij

~ . -

a year early, t ey were ,f'md'mg d'bff'bculty in sei'mg the system. ‘-_ o
‘. Earl called in early February, 1971' »' - “« ', e L
"Mike something s sc;ewed up. I have the. counselors working okay, and o T

we a11 like the stuff we're do,;lng. The students are really excited about the. .,
PAF sess:mns, and‘*it looks like a go-ahead on videotaping for next fall’:\ But
1t 1ooks to me as if we re the only\ ones doing anything an - tha pr:)gram. The', A
\ , S L

: curriculﬁm guys oser there seem to ‘he going on, .as they always have , never T

. -*

aware we have a new: approach. Man, ve have the same kids going t’hrough our

departments. What can’ We do?" g ’,; P L "

| Ral

/
I suggested a meeting between his people and tma C&l peOpla and pointed

t coordinate

out’ that in their efforts, to establish faculty teaming, they

~ .
'

'.thea‘.r“efforts. 2 . : o - o
"After all,% I said "the idea is to exchange informatjgn with each other

-

gin a way that is beneficial to the students




"

uf

/

-

" B0 hard to coordj,nat% things. 1 think you'd better ‘come down and straighten

, us» OU!: . - , S . ) . - i ..’,. .

.

v o . . o o
PR . “ . _"-,)S

1 . - K J-. . '.-}'ﬂ'v LI ‘ , Ty ) ) . s - : V . .

a

He was*a bit more cynical ¢ He said I sounded like I was r'eading from

*'7. . . -,

B ¥

- a m,anual. "Look we' re in reality down here.= I n%ver dreamed it would be e,

- £
PR L/L] :

N t R -
- v a
= S

A "What does Sa11y think about it?" o N AT

¢ . I
‘ "HéllfI don' t/ow what Sally thinks. ‘I just know.what I think. You

4 - - -
U . . K - . S e -
" - . s .

need to comehelp us outz s - A A

LI, | oW

So, a meetmg was scheduled and I "’went. We had a meet-mg whwh 'meZuded
g:m’rieulwn people and coynselors. They were’ alz surpmsed that they shared -
common gaals regamdmg the POE system, but they were epen more surpmsed ta |
f«md that they had never. aetually met together ‘to taZk DooZey came to the .
meetzng and read off a eouple of "r tald yau so gt and the sparmng gz'aups
wzmedmtely umted to eonfz’ont hzs attztude. Aﬁ“ter tugo houz's of gettmg Out
eoneerns and a few hostzlztzes, they settZed in o taZk to eaeh othez'. By C
the end of the day, they saw that they d"bdn 1t aetuaZZy nee%l me, they had found |

strength of thezr ow/n resourees.‘ Hamever, they dzd make me promse ‘to be. on ” L

eaZZ in case they needed heZp. {made a ‘note to send th,em some more matemals, {;& -

L4

and they se,Zeated .sa‘ez'al faeuZty members to make a‘nother tmp o the Center

far j‘urthep fazmng | " M, . : l., o ;.&’. ’; l_., ';,'

v Y

3

In ‘the fall, they started ap their "pEP" (Personalized Education Program)

They had one éxperlmental faculty team, working with about twenty students. ; ,\'\

) ’

' ’I:hese studepts experienced PAF under -the guidanscc:e nf Earl Kennedy and George

¢ 'y -

Simpson. ~Earl was satisﬁ}ed,,\but Sally wasn' t. She expressed concern during $.00,
» 1 e IZ

oneﬁ‘ of my visits that a11 the things going on were not coordinated. . "It 8.,

JuSt a. bunch of isolated activities.'_' she said. "There seemg to be no con-

nection between any of the components, part:lcularl'y from the student s view- :‘

-

-
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point. It's just like the old program as_far as they are concerned,” except

for the counseling.. . o ®¢
A ; e
I explained (again) that the installation of any innovation was a long,.

painful deVelopmental procesa, and that, while each part of the system might

L]

. be used, no visible benefits would" éome until the various parts worked smoothly

- together. T // ‘ S - -
« . . . : ‘ ‘
'"I understand that but we ve been working with you' for over a year now, -

1

) l
+ and ve ‘ve, had our- PEP program in operation for months. -Some of the facuitg N

| 1aare getting tired. The new has worn off. It's not that we don t believe i .
Jthe principles of personalized education, we de;. But we' re having a. rough'ﬂ\xv
time seeiﬁg thé payoff for all the work. It is as if the system‘is wonderful \\
“on paper, but in rea1ity, it is not possible to make it a11 work One big
lkadvantage we can see is that, now, the facul;y and staff are working closely
| together for the first time. o
They ‘had made fantastic progress. "Look whﬁre you were'onedyEAr‘ago.
'Just talking about d01ng something different than just having self-contained
courses, and now you are we11 on the way.'sfi'

"But the point is thig' you're too closely involved with the program

to see it from my perspective. You have made great strides in improving your :

operation. Look even, Dooley is coming around. He ‘told me yesterday he never

'would have believed the ambunt of sheer effort being put forth by your group,

’ »
)

SN

for no apparent reward except better education for your kids ow

&
She smiled a tired smile. "That s worth a lot."
"And don t forget, some institutions tske four or five years to get

where you are now. Not everybody is a Sally Swift or an Earl Kennedy. I -

“think it's time to review your progress and find out where you are. Maybe you

-

I




+

ER

- suits your needs more. - I think your next/xep is to integrate the componeﬁts

the experimental PEP do that it becomes the teacher education prograg\ - Let

g
.

could get all the peop"le together again in a month o:c two and go over strat’egies
for your second 'year; weed out difficulties, plan changes so that the pr‘bgrhm

of the program and try and further dissolve course distinctions and to efxpand

E

' me warn you, though, it will méan more hard work. It will mean meétings,

planning, and individual work. It will mean blocking out courses and curriculum,

. fin“tegrating’the work of the counselors with the instructors and the module

people, tying it all together. I gue‘sa what you really need at this p'oint. is
some leadership th\t comes from outside any one area of interest. Get what

I mean"" . ‘ . \
- ’ -

She looked at me for a long moment with a puzzled expression. At }ast,
she. grinned broadly and said, "Dooley'" ‘

They had been warkmg around Dr. Dooley, using preeaure; at tmes even |
bemg eoercwe, in order to get the gob done. - Under Sally's Zeadersth, they
begar to use '7j dzfj‘erent tactic. - Us'mg ‘the pmnczples of persanaz concerns, -

they bedan to taZk mth Dr. 'DooZey from the mewpo'mt of hw eoncerns. rather

l than their oum. .S'aZZy and Earl fmaZZy began to- understand that his concern

far a smaothly functwmng depart-ment was a Zeg'btmate one; if thase coneerns - |
were addressed and resolved, he wouZd be tha zdeaZ man to carry off mtegratwn |

of the PE‘P with mstztutwmz support. . o

. ¥

During that year and most of the next, I was® increasingly involved in our .

-own operation at home and with other collaborating institutions. We did keep
in touch‘, but now Central State was off and running. 'l'he program didn t look

exactly like I had hoped it would, but 1 had long since learned that no program,

-

. no matter how excellent in conception or development would look the same in

O \




N\

any two institutions. Sally succeeded in getting fnll comm‘itment from Ed

" » Dooley, although he exhibited l':‘l.ttle of the zip and vitality of an Earl

R

‘Kennedy. Almost mechanically, they plodded‘ through the tasks necessary to

get ‘the program institutionalized. Where Kennedy s explosiveness had -gejnerated
‘_action, Dooley 8 meticulous, sométimes frustrating attention to details carried
the action out. It was as if the program had shifted geaa.’s, o J even vehicles.

Before, it was a drag raceQith screeching ti%es and high speeds. Now, things

felt more like a sedate drive"’in the coun\]:ry. But they were still movitfg

. The last visit I made with ;hem was m March aj‘ this year. There was no

» reaZ cmszs > but we needed a raut:mé contaci: i:o see how things were gamg

&

T 'AZZ the now familiar faces were at t:he meei:mg' Dochy, Smf%‘ Kennedy,

‘Simpson (now Dr. .S’mpsan), Jones, and numerous &i:hers. !

E’d chawed the meeting and broughi: us :tp i:o “date. I eoul‘dn't' mioe the R
dszerenee between t:hzs and that meei:'mg t:hree years ago.: The people.were
more relazed, assured cmd seemed to know one another bettev. This, for n;e," 3
was the payoff, zf nothing eZse ever happened I wasn 't reaZZy needed anymore,
and’ zi: ert good. \.'Z’award ai:he end of the meetmg, Earl Kermedy seemed unabZe |

‘ ™
: i:o eontam his secrei: any Zanger and reqztested our attention for an "armounce-

©

ment. .t | _ | |
: "I want i:o bmng up for your consideration the most fantasi:w i:h'mg\to
Q eome aZong in education gince textbooks I 'm gomg to recamzend that we mstaZZ
:L.f[: __aZong.; .m;ibh‘PE"P. It: rg eaZZed soc." He looked as ‘Lf he had aust climbed Mt
Eueregtj \) 7 , . .. ' . ‘
 Whatlthe hetl'is Sock'*’"l‘»asked | . .
o E’arZ and Ruth Janes exchanged,&szgmfwant gZanees. "Tell ‘S'em, Ruth," . .

>

he said.

/‘N_"

-
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| "“tuclept Orgamzed Curmculum, " ghe said, emhtbz.tmg the brochure. ”It ST

WG develaped by students and faculty at Valley University. Jt reaZZy i8 ths

" and ,zae thmk we can do it here L . . . _ . (

’ slgfﬁ_zy, "ok my god, here"me go again.?j

mast ea:cztmg thmg we've seen :m a Zong time. Earl and I have Zooked it over, = -

v . ’
As they were talkmg, the athers began to be caught up m thew enthumasm.

I Zaoked at Ed ‘Dooley and smiled. He Zaaked back at me with an ancwnt e:cpres-
sion _af fatigue. “He shook his head sZawz,y), and unheard except by me, satd.\

J

” o . Lot . «

Epilogne < , : :
E ‘ ’ , . ) N . *
1 don t know if the experiences I have related here will shed 1ight on /
adoptions of innovations in a wa.y that,"will be useful to studeutp of change. P
V . .
I do know, however, ‘that this case represents a very normal" kind of abunormal o
. ‘ &

: experience from an adoption agent 8 perspective. The meetinz I w:lll atte a - .. _

" no longer needed. They have arrived at sophisticated usage ‘of the innovatiou, e

N

today (and the plahe ig about to land now) marks the ehd of our formsl 14 kage

relationship between institutions, *for the simple reason that.the 1inkage is

v

they ’have integrated or insti’cutionalized the innovation; they have matured to .
\ . f‘

the ‘point \of "renewal" (witness Earl 8 new innovation), they have adopted.

I have to put this thmg away and fasten my seat beZt.. .o

- -
. . R . L. i . . . -
- ey K N . .
s e ' X ' ' | - -
. . . N : .
N ; .




\ to revamp the Colle

°‘\ | | " 14 , i S
V ., | osulSeme’sMemory . - .,ff

Somdh of the Department i;;‘ Educatwn, /Efmsv‘:oum |

is major task, decording to the Dean, would be .~
of Education and establish some form of ,

teacher educatwn program. : o

’

. Bill Stone became
. (ollege, in ¥368.

"aompetency-based"
Dr. Stone 18 b mZd, polite inan who seems to take himself and hzs
professional life seriously. In the ,following narrative, he relates.
- from memory several nczdents u{hwh took place over a four—year per}.od
2968 to 1972. (Ed. )

<

i

- . o . . P
. . iy . .

.

-
\

I first v1s.1ted Elmstown in early August of 1968.- I met with Dean Jones

" on Monday, then, he asked e to stay on for a , few days to see the schojl ‘and -

meet some of my future colleagues._" S i“' , - ' ‘1‘ , ,

LI

" a move just now" May mig £

o

' from what I'm-accustomed to." - - o, S : \\

"

Tuesday, I met ‘with Jones again. I was pretty sure to téice t’le pos:l.-

tio alreadf, but I 'felt the need to sort some: pros and cons. Aside& from the

professional consideratio

leadership among facult/y wives. The boys would . finish high school"wigthin'
}:hree yeays. Would wé want :o give up all.our friends and associ tions"
, Jones and I had lunch with Dr. To arre:rll a man who seemed to wield
much 1nf1uence a‘in the Department. He . :i\been there a long titee and gave the
impression that he represented a powerful group in the faculty., ) Jarrell teok

me(;n a tohr of the Bchool after Jones had gone back to his office for a
/ »

B meeting. I 11 never forg?t\gur conversation as we walked acrosa the beautiful

’\, ". . - v o .

campus" . EE o

.

. "Whet are you thinking, Bil],""

PR |

[ iy just admiring the beauty of the place. It's really so different °

. = - : R y
SN :/ . B .
. a ) o R
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: “I'm glad you like it," he said. "Will all.this help pers ade you to

ome here with us"” -
. .;) £
I felt he was prying a little but didn t mind. " ¥ actually neeljed to dis-
. cuss the possi'ble move with somebody to sort things out in my, mind.

"Yes, I. think so, I meanﬁ:‘he environment is so important to ouy lives

= - IS

these days. This would have to have a good effect on me and my family
Jarrell walked along in silence for a mpment then said. "ﬁill le

) get down to the nitty gritty, ok?" | He 1ooked at me ahd then went on 931: out’ \

-

an angwer. R

.

‘".I m sort of the. spokeaman for a group “of facqlty members ,who are conerned
with the welfare of the Department. We\l;@ the Dean's private fe&ings ab ut
the Departm t, and frankly, we have to Tight for our very surviva.l

i don understand,“ I said. I wasn\t sure 1 wanted to get into this

¢ \ : 9’ : : .

with a man I had only met an hour ago.

4‘, -~ ’ i

"Well, there ga strong minority of us, nearly hflf the faculty, who

féel the Depart\ment doesn t have enough autonomy. It boils down to a’ question.,

» €
»

'of academi freedom, at least in an administrative sense."/ - T, ‘

o

, "I don‘t s?%hy you re telling me all of this," I said. I was losing
patience Wlth he situation. It is not. that I am insensitive to important
'polltical problems in’ the academic world, nor am I uninterest\exi‘n the structure

S I

of the College. It is just that Jarrell seemed to be intentionally involving
me in somét“ning, something I had no inforhation on. ' . ,

"Our group feels that your coming here is very, very important. So o
important that we felt we needed to know something about where you would stand

before you ‘came. Don’t get me: wrong, we can't really influence the Dean pro

or con on your appointment (did 1 detect a rpsentment ‘here?), nor ‘do we wish to. : R

o .

.*v"‘r

L4
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the approach I would take in any ‘case. You say you represent a minority, and

4
- cent- of the faculty members whose opinions I haven t had the opportunity to

) . Coale T
o~ . : . - . ~
n, iact we are verXipleaSed at the. possibility. You come highly recommend

He smiled and touched my elbow\reassujgngly, but became serious again and went

on quickly. "But we have felt an acute lack of input into decisions which

» \ - 3

affift us 'all. We see your appointment as a-—a freah start, a chance to
injtiate a'more dEmocratic approach to. the administration of the School of
Education.f Through your leadership, of%course.: ' 3 . .

. P k |

N 3 appreciate your concern, Dx". Jarrell. But 1et ine assure you, that is

-

althougﬁ\ you point out it is a large one, that leaves something over fifty per ’

-

s ‘ _
Jhear,. and 1 assume their Opinions would. be somewhat different from yours on ’

(épecific issuEs. ot ‘ “; ‘ \\ , E .

= -

"ﬂrue. Buq percentages are misleading. In this case,'our.group actually

2

'represents a controhling consensus ih the Department, since there are some " .

"

' neutral members who go with us on important issues, giving us a. majority when

o

it counts* . 3 ' ‘f a f R . o o ’ .

i

These\terms convinced me that I had sensed'right

. Neutral? iate’
Neutra’

1 : f
about the nat £ thé\group Jarrell represented. I wanted to get the conver-
sation over and be a one for a. while.

"1 must ask again, Dr. Jarrell what has. a11 this to do with me at this
. i
particular moment° If you have control of the Department,/hhy are you approaching

me. for assistance, even before I have been officially appointed?"

~ ” 1

‘v "That s.just it.A It has everything ta do with you,. for this reason.

Even with a consensus on major decisions, the Dean overrides_us. He controls

the Department,'even'though he hasn't the foggiest'notion_bf what is going on:
. | -

T
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.

Here & the point. He has great' confidence in you and hopes- to place upon you

, the responsibility for runni'ng he Departnent

vy would hope so," I murmured. o '
i

"But if we can rely on you |to support us, it would benefit everybody.
e _

As 1 said, we don't speak from position of weakness. You would find us a

. very strong force in your' corner, For example, you mentioned your'family.

- " . * . )
kY f-:

Does your wife work?" \ . : | e
I w;us surprised at this new || tack. w"\She aid before; Sl"if has a Haste_r:'s

in ed. admin., but what g=—7" ' B
J'We could make sure she fincs some very ful¥illing enployment. The

feeling, we l'mve, and \S} ve talked about it, is. that we should all try to help

each. other every wa; _we can .,Do you understand what I mean?” * &

"1 feel sure 1 understand

told me many things, and I have d lot to thiWk about. If it's alright with

i

»-

? .
you, I 11 just walk back to my . Thanks for the tour.

to working with you. Good-bye. -
'-‘ I didn t let the incident eep me from taking the appéintment:. AI'tookv
:-the position because it offe d me the chance I had been looking for to build

an innovative teacher educ i'on program. I ‘had. been rocking along at my

previous position, ténur .
) H

faculty, secure and 7h forth for too long, I
nee&ﬁ a change and a c a11enge. o k ’ '

| Also, the Dean wa promising me that we could completely restructure the
Sc&:ol of Education i I wanted to. He believed the time was perfect for me
He was committed to putting in some form of competency-

-
based teacher ed. A the same time, he believed the faculty to 'be 1ess than
: A _ .

to come to Elmstown.

v .
competent, particularly regarding productive change. . -

s

t ydu nle7n Bo you mind if we ko now? You ve ’

-
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‘' We had a- few problems due to the efforts of the-Nasty Nine, as I came \0*
-call Jarrell's clique. But, 100king back on those years, years of intense

concern and effort for me ana'several other people, I think the biggest hin~

.drance to adoptitn was the organizational structure of the Department and its
L \ o

relationship to’ the ollege administration. For’ example, the appoi tment of a

" director of elementary ed, ostensibly a. straightforward act, called for a dual

A

rather than a. single appointment for political reasons.‘ So, we had ‘co- - :
E L

)
ot d rectors for el ed' this kind of complication is representative of the entire

) g situatidn. I was’ walking into terrible situation and didn t know it The
% KN ) . . “ . » \ .
ny

older faculty, and there were o hem, were.tradition ‘bounid. Mbst of .
¥
them.had lived in the valley a long time. hey owned the place, and most were.

threatened both by my appomntment and by the changes I wanted to bring._ They

never saw me as one of them, I was irrevocably linke& withfthe Dean in their

minds. Therefore, what should have been a cooperative effort to build ‘a program

W

became a Struggle between two forces. ' V; S R

¢

T try, in retréspect, to see the thing philosophically I gu?ss the

ce:!pal conflict in such cases is. the interplay between individuals, institu—'

.

»

-tional policiesi'andsinterpretations of these. I respect the rules of
- e e A
inst1tutions and would not presume to thwart their intent._ But I do not see
indivxduals as subservient to institutions' ingtead, i belieVe institutions

should serve the people who make them work and,ﬁiven more. important, those for

N kl
AN

whom the organizations exist., But, if . the very workings of the institutiOn, in

this case a college, deny their fu£lest potential, then steps have to be taken .

to correct the system. Such steps must not-be unilaterally taken by single

individuals, no matter what their office. If all involved in an effort desire

sitive outcome, their roles. become tools instead of weapons.

Wy N
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\ ° - ‘." ' . . ’ . ’
- But, at the t;;L.all this was happening, I was confused ahout my own Co
s o

Vrole. I was placed in the breech between failure and manipulation, and I

never accepted either. o o
. ; S . o e
Another factor, I think, was my own personality. I am pretty easygoing,

~

don' £ like cenflict. I Iike for things to go along smoo&hly, without intrigueS‘;' _
and deception. On the other hand, I‘can be very hard when it comes to Some= .
thing I believe in strongly, and I did believe in the program we started. We

had some . rea1 headknocking during those four years, and I didn t always lose.

N

Looking back on it, I wish I had been even tougher. Some of those people~
s Was ,
Y e

didn' t’understand anything but ruthlessness.
. If I had it to do over again, decisions would be a key. I wasn't strohg
on making decisisns, particularly ones which P yedda pol icpl role. They
kept pressing me, these different factions, for my decisions on appointments.
‘1 put them off, @talled for time, I neede.dC to know more.thanl did, more o
than I could find out in a day or two.- Every few days, someone would'come to_
- me e and ask ifI had made the appointment.l Now I would simply tell them to go; ,

away and 1eave me a%ong until I had made up my mind. Also, in retrospect r. - .

|

|

! '.' should have been firmer on the decisions I made. I wanted to be flexible,

' but the opposition saw this as a sign of weakness:o‘Frankly,fliwas.up.againsc‘l
\impossible odds and didn t know it. | |

By my third year there, I of course, saw the handwriting on tﬁ£>wall I
was, by then, cdmmitted to getting as nnch of the program in as possible, and
I didn t care any more about staying on. I had taken a beating, and a11 I., . '
wanted to do was get out with my shirt on. I considered the situation and-

decided to go all out to salvage what I could;’ we put in*an off*dampus office

- for our program and got campletely iyay from the Department., When we answered

. :




the phone,»we.even ai “New School.", That worked, because‘then we meren‘t,

LN -
. -

asgociated with the\old structure. We did our work there and managed to achieve

- 3}

somé:degree of success in working with schools and prospective te&chers.

4pother succegs Wag a thing with the students where we cpmpletely circum-

vented the. structure. A small group of . students came to De and wsnted to put
b ?

in a Lab Wewjust did it without going through the' faculty or the Dean. The

-

-program had been operating foj’nearly a year before anybody bothered about it,l,'

Kl

and by then, the students hadﬂalready been given~credit, 80 they letit. stanﬁ
’s;d‘This kind of thing had to be done, even though I didn\t parfitularly like the

. methods, It was necessary because of the,top-heavy and archaic superstructure
- \ ~
M of the local and state administration of higher education. Here is an example '

13

‘of the situation: TFor.a professor to change the nsme of his course, \had to(
© L ot
’submit his request first to the department dﬂﬁirman, me, d then the - request ’0

_ had to go -through nineteen steps before it éould be approved and implehented.

¢
Nineteen. The request went through four or. five committees, some of them more

i-._than once, all the w&y through the College a&ministration ;nd to the state :
:capitol and back down the line to the department. By the.time the thing was
) approved, the course had run for another year, or two or three, on the old title,vl
and the professor might not even be there any longer. I think this is indicative
‘of the structural weakness that kept us from adoptiog a CBTE program.
I might still have gotten the program installed if I had had support from.
. the President. "He committedfhimself'to supporting me at"the beginning, but,
when the crunches came, he couldn 't be depended upon to follow through. '
-1 realize that Elmstown is a unique institution. In fact, part of the

whole idea wheg going there was to "tsilor a teacher education program to syit

. the particular needs of the.ingtitution. So, when I consider what caused the

LIS

-
an
.




program to fail, I often‘wonder if we missed the'mark, or failed td create a
* ¢ ' ) M - " -

e

3

proper "fit," so to spéak; The'entire situation being considered' I don't

think that was what went wrong. In addition to the_things. I have already
‘.

- stated as possible causes of the failure, 1 think the’ following factors were

- just _as important. L g R 'rwv , v

-

1. Institutidnal climate: ~The- 8ch001 Kas old and complaisant, in |

_ spite of what .the higher'officials said about "change." N
Students di/d not -meet national standards; and graduates foqu/ e
_ little competition in obtaining job*\\ . o e

£ [
2. Power structure and communication system' I did not know thé. _
actual power lines in-the school. Perhaps many of them didn't - -

+

either. Further, there was a, complete, working system of infor— N

mation which was not written on-any organizational chart. . .. T,
~\, Those Who maintained this system did ‘not initiate nor- did they A

f

. support change. ‘ o ‘ Sl R

3. .Individ ls withinj;he institution. - Few faculty members cared

to support the.innovation; those who were threatened resisted,
" and most of the others saw no personal advantage in making a .
committment.‘ A1l in all, a negative influence.prevailed., B

' °4 " My own role. From the beginning, I was cast in a role which 2
hindered me. I was involuntarily allied in a partisan posi- T
- tion ratheér than having an objective administrative position. -
"I never got to really be myself %nd use my most effective .
characteristics; I was always putting out "brush fires,"
_settling disputes and defending my position.

'The last thing I want to say is that “if I had it to do’ over, I might not~ ’

g0 there at all. But, I would definitely g:‘somewhere else\gith the same
convictions T had ithen. T have-never changed‘my feeling about the "ethics
of change." I also believe it. is worth the effort to produce change in educa—
'tioﬂ)‘regardless~of,the personal cost. Somebody has to do it. But,,I don 3
- ;thinhﬁpeople involved;in,institutional~change, adoption'agents, as yéu_call {”
them,'mahe nearly enough ;oney to make'up for(what they go-through.

5

-,
“?
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-
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- Benton universityr' Rest in Peace e
~ ) Co ‘ L . : .

. . - [ .

. The beZowzng narratzve i8 recanstructed from zn%ervzews with Drs. &
B Harold Bradshaw and Fred Tull, internal adoption agents who workeds :
- " for adoption of an: integrated teacher education program at Benton e
' .o from 1966 until 2970. (Ed J ' f

¥ . . St e

'f; Bradshaw. .When I came to Benton as Chairman of the Department of Edudation -
in 1966 there were 1, 200 students enrolled in’ the school, and half of those -
N & - PN R ‘\f. e

. were teacher education ‘students. The University, at that time, WaSafacing a .

]
R X s, .

cri31s in its very existence. It was _adly located-—a poor section of the f Lo

. moves toward educating blacks,, t was not on the receiving end o neeﬂed - SOl e
‘ 4 s ! . EN . L]
/ A f’ ¢ e . -

> -

The first obstacle to: the development “of a new program in teacher educa— R

- tion was an elderly Academic Vice-President. He had been responsible for the K-

..

dismissal of three University presidents, and was against teaqher education ; )

' in general. " The President appointed this man as Dean of Arts and Sciences in

s -

order to open the way for, change in the School of Education.
N I brought in Fred Tull and three other strong young Ph D. s, and we began

o remodel'the School of Education through a team effort.' In five years, that
g

L

team wrote foux'pﬂllion dollars worth of prOposals for. federal funding through
e ¢ _
the U. S.~0ffice of Education. ' e

- .

', - we hade a concerted effort to establish communications with the faculty, e

and we had the power to reorganize the staff of the School. When I arrived

..v-

the faculty had ten members. I increased that number to fourteen, and by the ’

i fall ofsl968, there were 27, mo re than half ofnwhom were ﬁew people brought in

by MO‘. . 'r - . . e ’ . s ’ . . .

N . : : Y ol

3 “ ' .
’{ v 4 : » s < e
) \




We used group dynamics and confrontation techniques to-pull the faculty o

* I .

_ into what we conceptualized a& a "family group. B . . 7 S -
v . T N JEE e L 7,
. - - . P . « . - . - - . ) .
. . b : . Tt A B 4 ‘ K : » ’ - ~ Tk .’
.‘ o *"\*’
o Tul 1: cWe began by taking the “ProblemrSolving approach.‘ Each bf the fﬂhr
) ot . \ i ’ Ly (l“"

<+

new people headed up a division, and each had special skflle in the team effort.m{

Harold gaf the source of impetus for our work, he had come in strong*and had -

. - Pl
e the charismh to get it started but then we had to pick up_the ball at special
s IS
_ Ltimes whe, our strengths could be brought to bear on the program.h Harold rq/
. e 7
‘}rifnhad always thought of me as the\mechanic, or engineer, for keeping the progrmm%

. - ¥ ‘f' B
‘ yfleadership as the program'went through its development 1 Stages._ The group » B

f‘v;f3running after the novelt&'has worn off. Differenﬁégnes of us moved énto ﬁ{py

'

-5dynamics approach had its merit as far as’ making the faculty feel like a team,jf

_‘ 'Jnd 4t brought great personal satisfaction to many of us, but it had its - - S

v

pdrawbacks, too.v First there was the feeling that group sensitivity and confron-'f

Q;tation was a great risk, some of the faculty simply couid not get that close.

Ty L

":Also, there was the problem of getting too involved with personalities to get

L”gthe work of the program rolling. : 3 o /
. _ s SN

"'A{{f * But 1in the last analysis, a group of . people sitting around a table, eye N

:;}J‘to eye, ith a group bond to reinforce their efforts, managed to’ brainstorm .
| B

: 'cheir way to & total committment to the program._7v

. . D PR P N

[ i

' Aide, Tutor; ASsistant Teacher and Associate Teacher._ e Sent faculty members

‘all over the country to glean knoﬁledge and strategies for improvement.. In

.

a three-year period, we called 150 consultants to our own campus to. conduct

workshops. - By 1969, ‘we had completed development of modules for Associate

(_Teachers and‘Tutors. AR Lo o ‘,,71;
\¢ : .

S T

Bradshaw. We performed a complete task analysis of the positions of Teacher " e S,




2% 1 .

v -

Tull: The irony is that, despite all our -efforts and all our progress, the °

program is now deadfand'the entire inStitution threatened. 'There'are now 6n1y‘
.. 500 students in the entire University, federal funds have dried up; the School |
is caught in a raciallpolitical vise, ‘and it looks as if those years were all

for nothing. Nevertheless, we learned a lot there, and now we know how to- do -

it-~give us a reasonable situation, and we will succeed on the next go-round.

Bradshaw' The reasons for the failure are not what I would consider the usual

- ones. In fact the program was developed and operational and appareﬁtly destined

P

to succeed. But, adoption implies more: than just development' it also means
continuity and renewal in the sense of ongoing work.
I had aligned with and supported the President. When the'State University

: Board fired the President over racial conflicts, T resigned along with»37
' f
faculty members out of 82 Federal fpnds ended and in the end, the program

was scrapped because the faculty had to f!ll back on conventional courses after

b
[

severe funding problems.

”

The experience taught us an important truth about adoption of innovation.
EVen the best programs and the best efforts can be thwarted by external fotces,

and outdated methods become the only secure approach due to withdrawn resources.

-

What happened? We had teamwork,,drive and strategic success. We could handle
administrative details, actual workaday tasks and. a substantive concept of the
~program.v We had,people who could and did deal with each area of effort. We
had a family group feeling about our innovation; we had the opportunity to .
create a first—class teacher’ education program, competency-based

we had a rough choice to make., We could align with the President and hope

.

4 he made it.‘ If he did, we could keep~our*jobs and keep our program. If he lost,

. P . o ) . .
. , : e .
. . £ ° ) : . o L:.P’”I" M . .
v . hkoo g o . . . w
. . A 3 ~ .
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we lost everything. Our other choice was to refuse to support the President,

-

in wh&ch case we riaked losing durxjobs, but could hope for continuation of the

- program, sinee he aupported it. We& supported him; he lost, and we lost our

‘jeﬁg and the program as well. We chose thdgly‘b6cause we had no desihe to

' keep our jobs if the program was lost. we still believe we made the right

choice, and, as Fred said, we.can use what we know to try again. The only

problem is that there are often forces over which we have nox control which

"y

- can torpedo a program, no matter how good it is.

1

I think teacher education and higher education in general is jubt about ‘

‘ finished as we know it. It has not been accountable in the past, and it is too

1ate to change, con?idering the incredible complexity of innovation in agy .
institution. I think education in the U. S. will undergo drastic changes in
the near future, with emphasis shifting.from academic to vocational areaa.«'IA

think such changes could be beneficial provided the academ’p diaciplines are

. not dried up altogether, teacher training, good teaeher training, is cruoial

~

no matter what the subject content, and I'm afraid teacher education ia on

[}

the way down. S . RN S e

2 : 2 S - «.




. .~ Synthesis

Based on case studies such as these, it is possible to drav some general
) . \ =
inferendes about the role of adoption agents, as well as‘to discover the

i-portance of organizational variablea in the adoption of“innovatious. -

AY

Role of the Adoption Qgﬁnt. Studies have found that the presence of an '

adoption agent is the most crucial factor in the aucceaaful adoption of an
innovetion in an educational setting (Richburg, 1970). Demonstration and
planned diaaemination apeed up the diffusion ‘process (Hughes and Achilles, 1971).
One study even states that outside assistance aeeme to be the key factor in
determining adoption of innovatione by administrators (Kerins, et al., 1971).
Several etudiea streae the inportance of a cooperative relationship
Abetween the agent and membera of the clie;L’aysten (Hall, 19713 Harriaon, 1970,
Snith 1970) These interviewe offer sone ineighte into this relationship.

In "The Neal Tapes," the adoption agent'l role included being an ingormation
.aource and specialiat, an adoption catalyat, and, finally, merely -an encouraging
aupport. The agent's interpereonal akille were evident throughout the adoption
B process. Finally, he knew whee-to ‘atep out and let the members of the institu-

tion take over. In "Bill Stone's Mcmory,"“the adoption agent suggeste that
‘:_lthe personality of the adoption agift and the role of‘the agent in the inati-
tution may be important factors in the success or failure of an innovation.
!inally, at Benton University, it seeml that the position of’ the agent with
reapect to the political situation of the institution and community may be .

of critical significance in deternining the success of an innovation, even '

vhen other conaiderations ‘are favorable to adoption. For further analysia of

'adoption agent akills, see Wallace, R. C.» Each his own ‘man: The role of -

”

wan
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) sdoption s;ents in the mleuntstion of glg rsonalized teacher education, from'

the Ressarch and Dcvslopsent Center for Tescher Bducstion, the Univsrsity of

t L
' Texas at Austin (1974). ‘ , A

.

, Ogg izstionsl Variables: Several organizational characteristics, as

‘they affect the sdoption of innovstions, hsve been nentioned in thase cage
studies., At Central State, the adoption agent hss it;diclted the importance
.of personalities and lesdershi? styles of key f,sculty and: administrators involved
- in the adoption pracess. At Elmstown College, the sgent has espbssized the-
i-portsnce of the orgsnizstionsl clinste, the chsrscteristics of the students,
‘ fsculty and sdninistrators, tly power structure and commumication systens, ,
and the relationship of the depsrtnent to the colleze sdlinistrstion._ At
.Bsnton University, the sdoption sgent hss enphasized the importance of funding,
as well as the commity and political situation in which the university is . A
lo,csted.\ L ' ' ' ' L o '
Although much has been written on chsrsctaristics of adopting instit:utions ~
h snd the importance of these charscteristics, systenstic categorisstions of
organizational varisbles as they affect the adoption process have not bt
found in the literature (Hsnning, 1973). Distinguishing inn\ovative instituti.:ns
' f nonhinnovative institutions depends on institutional variables such as
‘co-nunicsticn sources, environnentsl conditions, organisstionsl strnctures .
and chsrscteristics of. persons involved in the chenge process (Rogers and .
Shoemsker, l971) ~ Since these organizationsl vsrisbles, in patt, determine
the strstegy which the ch.;nge agent uses, as well as t:he role of the change
_ sgsut in the )henge process, it is essential that the adoption agent be able
to disgnose institutional charscteristics before comitting himself , time and

-~

resources_ to a particular institution.- |

A
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> ~ In order to collect and organize information on organizational charac~
. teriatica which affect ‘the adoption process, a prototype -easure, the Troublf-
Shooting Checklist (TSC) has been developed.~ For more information about

diagnosing organizational variables, see Hanning, B. A, The "Trouble-Shoot g

Checklist: A manual to aid educational change agentg in the prediction of

- orga nizational changeppotential from the Research and Development Center for

.Teacher Education, ‘the University of Texas at Austin (1973).

. Phases and Adoption Stx!iégiest In each‘ease'story,~the implementation

of the innovation took several years.' One assunption underlying the CBAM is

that adopting innovations ‘does take' several years. Five to eight years‘is
B
not all that uncommon. Within this period of relative disequilibrium, key

-

strategies can be enployed to "gane plan" tbe change. . .

In "The Neal Tapes,"_a typical time flow is documented from first having .

heard about an innovatiOn, through examining it, to trying it out on an exper-

charge toward change as, a knight in shining armour. Unfortunately, his under—

estimate of the potential difficulties led to a partial fizzle. At Benton
t, W

was lost.p
For information about phases and adoption atrategies, see Hall G. E. B

'Phases in the adoption'of educational-innovations in teacher training institu-

»

tions, from the Refearch and Development Center for Teacher Education, the

I AN

Hniversity of Texas af Austin (1974) A“'.

x

phases can be identified and, depending on the aitustion, different adoption ;ﬁ_'

imental basis. Tn this case, the faculty were using outside consultants, along

with a boot-straps approach to change. Bill Stone kas attempting to lead the -

‘University, an experimental team was eatablished and did most of the innovation;

work. As happens all too often; when the team disbanded, use of the‘innovation ;




Conciusion

: N ‘ :

' 'I'he adOption proceas,, whether "a tale fu11 of sound and fury, eignifying
nothing," or a "sweete and gentil recollection, nectar to the :oule," is
always a story. The proapective adoption ageat will find that he is dealing
with characters, plot, conflict, and suspense when he participates in insti—
tutional innovation. He canndt obtain an "omicient" perspective on his ‘
story; he is trapped :ln(ide his subjective observation. But, he can observe.
the other charactefs, interpret incidents and attempt to influence the l’ine »-‘_
_of action. Such an understanding of the adoption process could giv‘e him a

- more creetive approach to situations as they unfold. He my not know the .

" ending of t17 study, but he, at least, has the opportunity to apply his akills

in a. delibe ate attenpt to give his story a happy ending.

_/J/”
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