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Conceptualization Stage

OUr activity in a e.a.pa;ticulai innovatidfiL

team planning .process egdh iti the'Sfti g.of 1975' and lasted approRimately

project 'to .ditf

two and-One half years. 'Cur-firattask was tb do a retrospective Analysis

,
OUthg,firit two yea'rS f.the.projecta 'h 4 functioned in two elemen-

'";"\

'tary schools: Based:upo thapanalysia a suiVeY_of the.diffusiom

literature we were tOid ntify Which.aspects;of.the pilot work in the

two schools could be dif

for diffuSing them to Oth

'

to be:1.n keePing with the

1

The local4bUndatlOn

preCtical methods and Mechanitta\

recommendations werevof course,

nding prOposal.

funds had taken care not to

idet TheyAised'a.push an innovation the

dWindlihg fUnding device orted. initial work to define

and develop'the innovation followed-bY su Port for diffUsingthe innovation:

.

\\.: .. . 1 .

This meant thaLtheteaurp panning process ftet it was initially' developed,
.

..::-

. \_.

had to be supported by.juns from the schoo system, not- the Foundation.

This funding deviCe\helPedtb assure that\t e innovation would be an

sNi I

-educational-reality rather\ithan merely .an a

-

.siphOning.foundation funds InOthe system.
P

tinistrative device

Tlur first task, then; was to do a retrospective analysis of two

4earswork in two pilot schools to try to f nd what had been\done there,

aided by developmental funda, which could bedone elsewhere without extTa-

taxral financial support. Our task as. diff4cult by the
,

fact that the innovation`, the team p anning process,' is not a thing but

The process`; .s baSed upon the assumption, belief ora complex process.



hope that teachers canwOrk\together to sOlve problems they can't solve.

individually' or as a.collection of'individuals. If educational experiences

.

are not what they should be then. teachers are a part of the problem and

must be a part of thg'solutiOn The assumpton:is reasonable but the

'diffusion task and its-eyaluatiOn are difficult. It's not a matter of

developing a learning package and shipping it out for teachers to use .

after a bxief,training period. It! s a matter of changing frbm go-it alone

to team,plapning -7.fa change of process and deCision making procedures at

the two pilot schools.

,

A review of the minutes of team planning'sessions at the two pilot.

schools enabled us to. determine issues, and problems the teachers-had ad-

,
dressed as they attempted to 'evolve team:planning processes. COUpled

with resUlts of personal'interviews with those involved, the minutes.

enabled'us to note differenceg.in planning efforts betWeen the two pilot

schoors_and to tote similarities among the problems encountered and the

SOlUtionS attempted.

Major probleMS;not surprisingly, 'revolved around .defining new

roles. Who. was ,to hg responsible for what?. From whom would leadership

.

' and direction come? Who would decide what goals would be worke toward?

1\
WhowoUld say.how things. were to be done? Who would decide:from among.

the cofipeting suggestions? These problems overlapped with queStions
---,

about what resources wee available and how the resources would be
.'

allocated.

There seemed to be a consensus on two conclusions:

. 1. The proCess of. Planning.team deVelopment was oaten frustrating t
those involved:but, at-the .same Preferred the "new",
frustrations to the "old" ones. -



. The greatest satisfaCtion came when problems wee clarified so
'

that teachers could work together_to solve all problems perceived
to be, relevant to:general goals.

.Our Second 'task was to:review the literatUreon diffusion and make

recommendationg for diffusing the team Planning process. This task

brought us to a role. confUsion of our own. The;grOup responsible for

receiving our recommendations
l

and deciding what to do Withthem (eg.
.

accept some, reject some) was a diffusion task force. jlevertheless, when

iwe continued in our role as evaluators We would le-evaluating activities

which were influenced\by our own input. In,,one sense;. we were evaluating.

the'quality of our own recommendations comprOmising our role as outside

evaluators.- This was'in keeping with a belief that evaluators' recommen-

dations and/or data should be made reactive ie. become a:Part;of the

guidance or management, become formative -ratheethanmerely summative.

We didn't attempt tO\13reserVe the awkward, outside evaluator role:

Working to make evaluation formative brings-the evaluator into closer

involvement, some of which becomes luite personalas:one likes. or dislikes

ELN

r individuals or policies.or aims of the project. Making conceptual and

strategy recommendations as we were to doJn our second.task brought us

from outside.evaluatOr role to one which is closer to.the anthropologists'

notion of participant observer.: In any .event, we clearly had at. least

one foot in the door and were faced withthe prOblep of'keeping it firmly

groUnded rather than Vb. our mouth.

The diffuSion literature Aid not contain an easy way out of:our role

.confusiOn but we decided that HaveloWs "Linkage Mddel" would be a:good

starting point, for helping to clarify other roles in developing:planning

teams and diffusing the team planning process. The'linkages referred to

by. the model are between a Resource System ana a User System

C-
g.



- .

diffusion group as resource linked to an evolving planning team as user),

:

The linkages themselves are'in the, form of 'inputs and feedbacks. :The.Y

linking inputs .and feedbacks are connected to the problem solvingcycles

of the User.System and the ResoutCe SysteM. A planning team function's

as a problem solving team,and what they get from a Resource System is
;

.inputs.to their problem solving cycle: They don't get solutions or"

this" commands; they.geeresouices:

Wewere quite pleased by the flexibility and elegaet. simplicity of

the Linkage Model and 'its potential for creative, extension and application

tomajOrprbblems of the diffusion project:

.1. Whaeis to be'diffused? '(Answer - Planning teams with internalized
Problem solving cycles'WhiCh are linked to resources in such'a way
that real edUcational problems get solved.).

How is it-to be diffused? (Answer - Potential.planning teams are
to be identified, problem solving cycles established and links
forged.)

What. is he role:o the planning team? (Answer--.To internaliZe
problem solving-:Processes, get resources, not directives; from:
wherever they-can, and solve problems.).

.

What is the role Of central project staff
, :(Answer Te establish

their own problem solving cycle such that they can model and train
use-rs;in problem solving,- facilitate internalization of problem.
solving .cycles and .the. forging, of links between and among ifi4
creasing.numbers of users.)

What resources are available?: '(AnsWer the expertise of the central
staff plus whatever else can be found)

Implementation Stage

The diffusion implementation stage began in 1976 -77 and continues

beyond this date. During. the period, 1976-7E, the "linkage" concept was
,

_tested through the diffusion of the team planning process'into six
" b.

The six schools provided a.'formidabie challenge for
: 4

elementary schools.



thesuccessful implementation .of the innovation (team Oanning) and the

diffusion model 'clinkage concept), fOi aeveralreasons:

- 1. 'The entire school. system was faced with twin traumas. - -.an
ncreasingly bleak financial picture and a slowly developing
desegregation plan promising very serious dislocations of
teachers and students.

Pre=test interviews of principals and faculty at the,six schools
chosen to receive the innovationshowedgeneral low teacher
mOtle. In addition, faculty votes in regard to participation

ROect activities .revealed ,a clear split between those teachers
i4irViewed innovatiorvand change positiveland those who ,opposed
it.

3. As the teachers had a limited exposure to shated decision making
and little opportunity to work in teamplanning, the innovation
was foreign to their experience'and the normal achool culture,
Principals also faCed:the prospect of working in unfamiliar
territory'.

4., With team planning being a highly complex-and judgemental process,
it could not be implemented in the six schools in an algorithmic
fashion. 'Yet, our retrospective analysis at the two original pilot
schOols,, indicated that more direction and structure was needed;
more attention would have to be devoted to trainineplanning teams.

With full awareness of the difficulties implied by the complexity o

°the diffusion taak', a series ofdecisiOns were made which proved to be key

elements:in-the diffusion:stage*,of the project. First; a diffusion

manager was employed and trained as a '!linkingagent between central

office (Resource system) and project schools (User system). Specifically,

het-role' was to help the partiapatingschools develop systematic problem /,

solving processes within the planning teams and to help link.the teams

to eXisV.ng-resqurces within the, school system: curricaumexperia,
.

.

F

Special'money. sources, teaching devices, effective practices discovered.

elsewhere, etc.

Sedond,- theconcept of the mini- project because Of its micro- system

focuawas-btought into being as the expected product ofiteam.planning.

Mini-yroject*. were to be designed to meet a s e&ific classroom need; moat
1



appropriately to involve asmall number of studeqts.

development permitted planning teems to':coMplete a ptoblem solving cycle

piobleM definition, seletting,program ptions, implementation and evaluation;

in a.relatiVely short periOd of time, thus prOviding particiPantS With:

maximum knowledge of results and success.

Third, a training'syStem,encOmpassing both a product dimension

(developiRg(Iminiprojects) AR4 a:process .dimension (building team

1

"solidarity) Was designed, .Facivnew planning,team the%siX diffusiOn.
#

A 4

schools'was trained to develop, Implement and evaluatea mint-project:-

created by the group. In addition, aSsistance'was ptoVidechrOugh).

team'
1

the diffusion manager, to assist each team to monitor. tead balding pro-
.

° greSs. Finally, the diffusion manager in her role aS."linkage agent H,

brought.human and material resources from the central office to each

.planning team.

Fourth, the diffusion task force accepted the responsibility for

overall diffusion direction. It:was hoped,thatthis:tagk force would

solve immediate prOblems, especially the res'ourceb'to beallOcated to:.

the project.. It would also tonfrarit the'difficult'long range'need7to

..organize elementary schools to support a team,planning'..*del of decision-
.

making.

t

, H.
The concept. of

/
'linkage" proved' to .be.a useful one for diffusion'.

of a complex, process-oriented, judgemental innovation, The diffusion

manager functioned in a way which evidenced-the efficacy of the model.

From interviews with all paiticipanES she was credited withy"providing

guidanCe, a Onse.of direction,, de eloping leadership Concepts,.clarifyin
.

4



issues and providinggmaterials:and consultanr'personnel."* All forty-.

'three'Teraons interviewed had positive things to say about, her There.
o

;,were, in fact onlyfour isolated coMmentscwe could classify as negatiVe.

The diffusion task 'force's PerfOrManCd, on 'the other hand, was

'mixed.' Immediate problems were confronted and solved: Long range

problems were avoided. In part,.thia can be attributed to role 'confusion,

The Project, was managed: by they Division of Reaearch- and Development.. A'

number of tatforce members came:from other departments and owed a.11egiarice.

to Alfferent'leaders; Significantly, the assistant superintendents who

could 'have played a salutaryrole in long range planning; absented them -

selves from task force activity,, thereby increasing a feeling of , .

powerlessness 'and isolation. Furthermore, the environmental effects of

,.budger.constriction anddeseregation:dislocations were significant)
, a.

factorsAmAmitiog task fACe action. In effect, then, the linkage

concept so carefully built into the task force role%/as only_partially

'successful.

All planOIng teams were trained; they each develop4 and implemented

a mini-project. TrainingjnHthe.team planning procesa facilitated team.

development and cOntrfbuted_rOthe design of mini-projects. Observarion.

of planning team sessions and analysis of minutes and other data indicate

that planning teams improved considerably in the way they functiOned as'.

the planning timeprogressed.-'

The,mini-projects were well designed for first efforts; evaluWons

showed an overall pattern of successfully attained Objectives. \.Tbere

were failures to attain some objectives 1n particular:mini-ptOieCtS but no

overall failures.

NN *It must also be said that the success Of this aspect of the project
was attributable to the enthusiasm, tactdedcation and resourcefulness.
of the particulatperson chosen as diffuaion "Manager.



It4is instructive to examine project success as evidenced.by all the.

project specific evidence -- interviews, mini*projeCta, planning teamob-
,

servations, minutes, etc. The project specific inforntion was uniformly

positive in tone and substance; interviews with the identical persons who

were pre - tested showed dramatic changes in teachers' attitudes toward the

project and its goals. Table 1. shows the specific results.

The three items in Table .1 which show the gteatest shift eoWard the

positive are Student Achievement, Sharing of.Ideas Among Faculty and

Personal Teaching Satisfaction. Responses:to Student Attitude, Conflict

in the School and School Morale remained approximately the same. The

seventh item, Resources or Interference from Central'Office showed a.small

, -
change toward more negative responses, possibly in keeping .with-_a healOW

growth in assertiveness on the part, of planning team members. ,Nemerthe7 .

less, responses to the item were positive by a ratio of 29 to 12 in .

November and by 25 to. 16 in May.

It is worth noting that the data in Table 1 lend credibility to a

.conclusion that the May interviews were obtaining data based upon actual

perceptions rather than a generalized set'fbr feeding positive piformation

to'evaluators. The three items focused most directly on Project activities

also_shOWed the most pOsitive shifts. FurthermOre a set to feed

,

positive inforMation to the auehotities would not account for the

increased negatives in respot0#o Resources or Interference from

the. Centtal Office. , .The increased positives in:StudeneAChievemett,

Sharing of Ideas Among Faculty and Personal Teaching Satisfaction and

the slight tendency.to increased positives in.Student Attitude and School

Morale.suggested that the projects perceived as having important' .,-.

(



Characteristic
.000.0.000 Mem.

:Pre-Project
Iroliember, 1976

Ppst Project
MaYp: 1977

Negative Positive
Responses . Responses

Student
Achievement

Student
Attitude

Sharing of Ideas.
Among Faculty

Resources or
Interference from
Central-Office-

Cohf15.ct in the
School

School
Morale

, -

Personal
Teaching
Satisfaction

20

t5

20

12

2"r

21

Negative
Responses

Positive
Responses

8 33

TABLE :1. HOW TEACHERS':AND.PRINCIPALSAT THE :SIX DIFFUSION SCHOOLS
.FELT:413OUT,THEIR SCAOCtS'BOQU AribAFTER THE 17?:.Z.E.-
PROj2CT. c

,



,'.

positive effectS'on'mattera:close.at hand acid # perhaps is 'just beginning
: pi e< ) :

to affect more global. items 'of concern. 0
. .

The belief thf4 licsitiVe changes in-Sdhool_clitate accrued from
. . ;

,

prdject activity is not consistent with resultaofrom the Op nionaire.

)

Purdue
A

, :6'

The changes, fromHpre-testing to post-testing with.the Opinionaire wire'

.

small; mo5e often than not the small chan/ ges were negative. Thus, the

e

data from the two sourdeSappeat to conflict: One:interpretation of the
A v

results is that this project treatment was insufficient in effect to make::

a difference compared to the many negative 'factors which bear on.large,
. .

urban school
.

SystemS. A Second interpretation, and one we chooseto
:\- '.:2, .:.

support is that there has beerintufficient time for the project to
.

accumulate power. We believe: that:the dataindicate beginning,
." r ,

and continued project activity- would xesult.in.greater impact on more

general, issues in -the future.



.

:WhaCgpneralized implications can we extract from the various

conclusions rerated to the diffusion.pr4j'ect at the six elementary

v.

.Tie linkage concept in the form of.a "linkage agent".(in our case,
the diffUSion manager) can be:help ul communicating with both
Resource an User.sxstems, The 1 na.agent wust be apablp,
.credible, an well eduCated in the innovation to:be diffused.

2. In latte:school sYStems:i the implementation andmanagementOf.
innovation should be divorced frOm its develOpmentind evaluation.'
Specifically, in our project, the)iviSion of Reseatchand
'Development generated the'grant which supported-the project,
managed its implementation; was responsible for its diffusion:
throughout the system and'eValuated it effectiveneSs. 'In large.:
part, the role confusion of individuals Within the diffusion task
force'was a Product:Of therole confusion betWeen departments' Of:,
the school system.

Evaluators of complex, processoriented innovations cannot divorce
themselves ftom the development phage of"the prOject. Although
our role as diffusionevaluatorS bedauk symblotic.in. regard to the'
project, we did. not feelunhappy-about it 11,1e notice:that..

IlichaeI-SgriVen'hascreated the conteptbfxesnonsiVe evaluation
to legitimixe thedevelopmental tasks that we engaged in as:a
result of forMatiye evaluation data that we; putselveb generated.

_

4. 'The concept of the mini-project is an exciting for othex.
educational agencies tO:cOnsider:`The Problemareas noted in
the first set of mini-projects_Were the diffigulties encountered:
by theteathers in narrowing their foCus toward a true micro-
system and their lack Ofexperience in designing 'criterion-
referenced 'asSessmentprocedures.

5. Team planning is also a worthy innovation to be diffused throughout.
a,schoOl system. Such ,a system could be composed of, three categories
of schoOls:

rstarstartup" schools in their first. year of experienr,e with
teaM:planning;Whte only a portion of the4dacher6
actually participate;

(

"transitional". schools WhiChhave.had at least one year of
experienCe withteam planning and.are extending the. proess
to.other teachers



c. "team planning" schools in which all teachers and the
principal elect to partiCipate'.in a fully functioning
team planning environment

. We :cannrit see,how the last stage of diffusion -- internalization can

be accomplished in the normal organizational and administrative'
structure of elementary schoolS. jf'tearriplanning is to become a
reAlity, then drastic ch6 t.nges.musbe Made. in-riie schoCI culture end'

the "way things aredOne."'

a
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