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ABSTRACT

This paper surveys the recent literature on iﬁblementation of educational
i suovations, reviewing and synthesizing research findings and recommenda-
tions for improving educational practices. 1t focuses on the implemen-
. - tation processes, influeﬁces, and effects that are considered to bhe im-
e portant variables in ed;caticnal change, and éxplureq patterns of inter- |
action between external agencies and local school personnel engaged in
implementing innovations. The major section of the pape; includes a
di§cussicn of ;fends in research on educational implé;entation. It re-
views six models of the change process and presents case studies illu-
strating these models. It also discusses barriers and fagilitators in-
P f luencing the planning and iﬂmplementation of innovations, ancg ‘
describes the roles of internmal and external groups and individuals in-
volved in these processes. The summafy and conclusions section em-
phasizes that the processes of planning and implementation——-including
communication, training, and assistance--require systematic attention
in order to ensure project eftectiveness, Finally, it is suggested
that greater use should be made of research findings, tict collaboration
between internal- and external groups and coordinatiqp of resources are

desirable and probably necessary for effective implementation of edu-

cational innovations.
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INTRODUCTION -

This paper Qgscgibes‘mndels, studies, and research findings related

to the implementation of innovations in educational organization and in~-

struction, and discusses implications of recent research for those in-

volved in efforts for school improvement. The paper is intended to in-

form and guide those who are unfamiliar with the literature ard who may
L 4
need to understand the processes, influences, and effects considere. to
be impor:anﬁ variables in the implementation of educational innovations.
Certain perspectives-bﬂbed on recent research and practice influence
the content and organization of the paper. These perspectives are:
e Full. - utilization of tested research and development (R&D)
outcomes, by local schools is needed;
e Educational practitioners can improve their capabilities in
. school improvement by employing principles and processes of
effective implementation;
e The findings of recent studies of implementation may guide
the ways in which collaborative efforts for school improve-
ment are conducted by external agencies and educational
organizations.,
The contefits of this paper, without claiming to be comprehensive,
should be sufficiently representative of the field to provide useful in-

formation *o those involved in school improvement efforts. Throughout

the paper it is emphasi;ﬁﬁ that employing researchkfindings on implemen-

- P
- -

. 1
tation requires taking fuil account of factors in the local situacion

and the active patticipatiap of local perscnnel in designing as well
. L N
as conducting change programs.

I
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The literature review on which the paper is based included study of

« — -
b S

immediately available materials, an ERIC search using key descriptors, a

citaiion search based on bibliogruphies, and an authour seardh via the

1 *

Current Index to Journals in Education, Little attention was paid Lo

!documengs published before 1970.

-

While this paper's chief focus is on studies of implementation, it
also includes a review of models and studies dealing with the entire pro-

-

cess of selecting, planning, and conducting local change programs,

€
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' REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS OF RESEARCH = - 4

-

This section of the paper includes eight parts: (1) tremds in thé '
{ A\ ]
study cf implementation of {Fncvatlons, (2) models of educational change,

(3) review of seven studies of implementation, (4) cross-study synthesis

-~

of findings, (5) barriers and facilitators influencing innovations, (6) "

“

barriers and facilitators influencing implementation, (7) role§_and re~
. & .
sponsibilities of internal individuals and groups involved in educational

change, and (8) roleg_and responsibilities of external individuals and

groups involved in educational change. &

o
Throughoutqthis section, three dimensions of change weave through the
\

discussion: processes, influences, and effects. Processes include ac-
tivit'ec and modes of communication, Influences include Ehe roles and re-
sponsibilities of individuals and groups internal and external to the
educational organization undergoing change, and the nature and source of
the innovation.- Ef fects include the outcomes of tge implementation of

the innovatisa, such as student ochievement results, internal changes in
: A

organization and imstruction, and nature and extent of a?option. |

Trends in the Study of Implementsation of Innévacions

.
-

Gradually, the focus of studies k.5 shifted away from what bappens

4

aftef sn innovation is used, and toward what happens while the innovation

¥

is introduced and implemented, ‘The discussion that follows illustrates

this pattern of change. . ‘
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-During the early 1960's investigators tended to focus on the fimnal
% ' ‘ ) @ -

vuticomes of innovations. Questions most frequently nasked related to the

extent of improvement resulting from an innovation, and to the extent of
adoption of the jgfovation. When results were analyzed, ir was frequently
. ‘ Lo
found. that a givén fnnovation could have varying results, ana that even
[

when an innovation appeared to be generally successful, it was not, neces-

srily widely adopted. °

AL .
LN

ijfer some researchers began to explore the processes and influences

-

t s

felat g to'educatioaai change, At first, attention was focused on dif-

. *

fusion and adoption, Gradually, investigators began to pay more attcation
to ghe actual use of an innovation, attemgging to determine whether or

.

not the innovation was implemented as platned or as specified by the de-
- ‘ N .

veloper: the degree of implementation was studied. More recently, at-

tention has been paid to the procecses of planning and implementation,’

and the infiuences cperéting before and during those processes.

Focus on Qutcomes and Adoption

Most major innovations, and studies related to those’innovat’ons,

have been dominated by such models of change as the Research, Development,

‘UiifusinnL,Adgptien Model (RDDA), proposed by Brickell in 1961. and re~
W ‘\'{ D

fined by Clark and Guba in 1967, and the Social Interaction Model, de-

scribed by Rogers in 1962, both of which focus on diffusion and adoption

of an innovation, Goodwin (1777, p. 111) argues.that the use of these

and similar models was based upon the assumption that rational behavior

11
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would prevail in school systems, resulting in the selection and ad?ption
of meriéoriaus innovations geﬁeratedfby R&D.

In order to deterﬁine, agd possibly validate, thé relative merit of
an innovation, studies were conducted, usually designed to assess program

gffectiveness. When implementation was not studied, or when it was given
only cursor}ractencion, the outcomes of an innovation were €requen£;y d .~
termined by comparing achievement scores of "experiménﬁhl“ and “cqn;rot“
groups. che&ér, since the nature of implementation (i.e., the way in
&hichjeach user ingerprets and uses\she inncv;tion) ma§ vary considerably,
and since it is possible that some coﬁponen:s ofnan innovation may be

used with "control" groups as well aé with "experimental” groups, reports
of “éo significant differences" wece not uncommon, and may well have béén
meaningless, not only/:o the researcher, but also to éﬁe practitioner who
was trying to decide whether or not to adopt an innGVatién (Goodwin, 1977,
p. 110; Gross, Gilacquinta & Bernstein, 1971, p. 33; Héll & Loucks, 1977,
Heathers, 19723. As Charters and‘Jones point out (1975), without measure- .
ment of impilementation "eyaluation studies may end up appradsing nonevents,
with no one the wiser."

W?en it was believed that an innovatiun was meritorious, either be-
cause pf.empirical data or through consensus of "expert" opinion, the
assumption was madz that the innovation would be adopted (Gross et al.,
1971,'p. 22 0hme,.i977). Much research focused on the adoption pro-

°«

cess and the characteristics of schools and educational organizations that
&

did or did not adopt innovations, In general, findingsigndicated that -

c s
« N



the hoped—for widespread adoption did not occur., For a vérjety of reasons
the assumptions that practitioners ;ili behave rationally, and that im-
péévement will necessarily follow from application of relevant research
are no longer viable (Short, 1973). |

Factors influencing Fhe relative faillure in widespread adoption of
innovatibns are numerous and diverse, Fughrists {(e.g., Cornish et\al..
1977, ch. 1; Kauffman, 1977, éh. 4; Toffler, 1974, ch. 1) point to\EQ§
acceleratiné rapidity of change and the "knéwledge explosion,” arguing
that many people cannot keep up and therefore prefer to retain the sezurity
of the status quo rather than .risk something new. Sociclogists ana those
in related fields (e.g., Firestyne, 1977; Heathers, Roberts & Weinberger,
1977, o. 3-1-3; Kirst, Note 4,) refer to sncial‘patterns of change such as
the increasing demund for participation and influence in deci;ion-making
which is a double-edged sword: multiflevel active partiq}pation may re-

sult in rejection of an innovation; lack of provisién for participatory

decision-making may result in sabotage of an innovatior (Firestone, 1977).

- Some educational researchers (e.é., Maguire, 1970, p. 5; Short, 1973;

Connolly & McGrsil,'Note 25 .cgue that practitioners have difficulty in
interpreting resegrch findings and in successfully implementing innova-
tions, partly because of the ndature of repﬁrts and the nature iqd demands ;
of an innovation, ‘ .

The emphasis on the study of adoption is widely discussed in the lit-

erature. Such discussiong‘are‘frequently followed by the conclusion that

¢ H

far greater attention should be paid to the study of implementation (e.g.,

13
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Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Hall & Loucks, 1977; Heathers, 1972); . The Rand

study of Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change (Berman & MclLaughlin,

1977, Vol. 7, p. 12) provides a summary of this consensus of opinion:

Much of the social science literature focuses on the
adoption of innovations and virtually ignores imple-
wentation; the implicit assumption seems To be that

. innovations are self-executing--that once adopted,
better technologies invariably produce better out-
comes...(But) implementation, not adoption, dominates
the outcomes of innovative projects.

This argument, and others, led researchers away from the fqggs on

adoption and toward a focus on'implementation.

Focus on Implementation

Some investigators began to explore implementation, initially with
the assumption that the innovation would remain unchanged. For instance,
one of the earliest studies of implementation (Gross et al., 1971) defines
the degree of imp;ementation as:

the extent to which organizational members have changed

their behavior so that it is congruent with the behavior
patterns required by the innovation. {p. 16)

\

. ¢
This expectation of conformity by practitioners prevailed. in the litera~
ture and in RDDA projects for a number of years. The idea was that an in-
novation was designed, developed, tested, and revised by an individual or

group outside the school, and then offered to practitioners who were ex-

pected to use it exactly as it was; the practitioners should conform to




pr——

P

the design, changing their own Lehaviors if necessary but not changing
H

the innovation. Therefore, when implementation was measured, evaluators™

held the fideiity perspective, determining the "deéree of implementation
of an innovation in terms of the extent tc which actual use of the in-
novation corresponds to inCenégd or planned use" (Fullan & Poufreot, 14773,
Until recently, the‘fiuelity perspective continued to dominate the
study of implementation, However, this ﬁg;changing. Kritek (1976) stutes
that "in the last four or five years researchers have beéun)to pay ex-
plicit attention to the implementggiqn process,'" and Fullan and Pomfret
(1977) suggest four reasons why implementation should be studied., These
reasons are: (1) that which has changed must be measured, (2) understanding
‘ ¢
ot possible reasons for failure of innovations is necessary, (3) studeat
outcvomes must be interprered and related to determinants of implementation,
.
and (4) tailure to measure implementation may result In confusion.
If implementation is so iméortant, why has it been ignored? Answers
mayv be “infrried from some reports (e.g., Gross et al,, 1971; Heathers,

1972}, which suggest that in order for implemeatation to occur to a high

depree of fidelity, factors of process and influence need to be tightly

controlled, and that such control was not anticipated until after the in~

novation had been introduced. Thus, only after studicz had been conducted
did it become apparent that attention should have been given to the im-
plementation of an innovation. Implementation may have been ignored be-

cause researchers had not anticipated its importance, or because it was

assumed that practitioners could and would adher to external guideliner.

15
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Coodwin (1977, p. 119) suggests other reasons for the lack of study
. 8
of implementation:

It is cosély and time-consuming . . . not of primary

interes* to chose who might fund such research . . .

does not promise to yield short-term visible results

to .ederal funding agencies.
iall & Loucks (1977) argue that implementatiorn can be measured in a cost-
feasible manner, and since their research and the research reported by
Berman et al. (1977) is supported by federal funds, Goodwin's arguments
t 4y no longer be valid. Regardless of the barriers, such as cost, cur-

-ent research appears to place greatel emphasis on implementation and the

processes and influences affecting it.

Measurement of Impiemertation

. It is important to differentiate between measurcment of implementation
and measurement of program effectiveness. The pattern of .change in the
focu§ of research studies indicates that the latter examines the extent
of i&provement, Cefey stﬁdent achievemeat, and extent of adoption. Mea=
surement of implementation does not necessarily exclude examination of

. improvement and adoption, but the emphasis is placed more heavily on

examination of other effects, Effects of ;mplementation that mry be

studied include:

e Goal coungruence: the extent to which implementation is con-

' gruent with the goals of the innovation, "protects the orig-

inal vision, (does) mut betray it or abandon it" . (Miles, -
Note 5).

16




e Problem—coping ability: the exteat to which those in-
volved are able to cope with unanticipated problems
during and after implementation so that the problems
"stay solved; don't recur" (Miles, Note 5).

@ Stakeholder satisfaction: the extent to which those
involved, especially practitioners, are satisfied that
the innovation and the way it is implemented achieves
"things important to them and their constituencies"
(Miles, Note 5).

') Adapfation: the nature and extent of adaptation of the
innovation and of the users (Berman et al., 1977).

e Level of usefassimilation: the extent or level to which
individuals, e.g., teachers, implement the innovation
{(Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7, p. 19; Hall & Loucks, 1977;
Paul, 1977). :

e Incorporation: «&he extent to which the school or district
incorporates the inrovation as an integrated part of the
educational program or system on an on-going basis (Berman
et al., 1977, Vol. 7, p. 186).

¢ Institutionalization: the extent to which all inﬁernal users
(from ciassroom to district) accept and use the innovation
on an on-going basis (Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7, p. 182).

Not all studies measure the above effects, and many studies examine
other factors or effects of implementation, Methods, measures, and de-

sign of studies of implementat e influenced by a variety of factors

including the nature of theaf novation,\{ime and other resources avail-

able, and perspectives favored,
[ 4

The nature of the innovation., The term "innovation" is variously

Bl f\
-defined in the litexiiture, One broad definition is oifered here. Zaltman

LY

and Lin (lé?l), citing Barnett, Bell, Robertson, and Rog:rs and Shoemaker,

suggest that innovation is "any idea, practice or material artifact per-

ceived to be new by the relevant unit of adoption." This definition,

17



»
focusing on the pe%ceptiun of the user, allows for the fact that a given
practice or product may be an innovation for one person or ofganizntion.
but not for another. 1t also points to the fact that an inpovation mav
be material and/or abstraict, and that an infinite number of innovetions
is possible. If this definition and its assumptions are accepted, it
becomes apparent that studies of the implementation of ipnovations will
vary according to the nature of the innovations. (For instaice, an
innovation consisting of packaged independent study materials designed
to be "teacher-free" would probably call for a different set of study
techniques frém‘that appropriate for an innovation congisting of new
tcaching practices.)

Available resources. The amount or time and other resources available

for the study of the implementation of an innovation ﬁecessarily influence
the nature of the study. For instance, federally funded studies are more
likely to be able to tap more resdurces than those cénducted by a local
school district.

Perspectives. Two common perspectives of implementation studies are!
(1) fidélity-_the extent to which thé innovation is implemented as
planned or designed, and (2) mutual adaptation—-"in which the ﬁ}“jeff
~ és adapted to its institutional context and Jgrganizat jonal patterns are
adapted to meet the demands of the project"” (Bérman et al., Vol. 7, p.5¢
1977). So far, studies have focused on one perspective, but Fullan and
Pomfret (1977) suggest that the two perspectives are not necessarily

mutually exclusive. Although the perspectivé of mutual adaptat¥on is

growing in popularity, Fullan and Pomfret argue that the fidelity
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perspective may be more appropriate in curtain cases. Hall and Loucks
(1977) appear to favor the fidelity perspective, measuring the levels of

use (LolU) of an innovation, not only in "experimental™ sites, but also

in "control" sites.

Methods and instruments. Reports of studies of implementation indi-
cate the use of several methods, namely, direct observation, interviews,
use of questioﬁgaires, and analysis of key documents. Instruments are
related to the methods and perspéétives, and vary in content, emphasis,
and degree or level of structure. Fullan and Pomfret (1977) argue that
"it is probably desirable to enploy more than one method in any given
situation,"” especially since some dimensions “can be directly observed”
while others "can only bé inferred or determined through quest joning"
ur'thruugh analysis of documents.

Tocus of measurement. With a few exceptions, implementation is
measured at the level of the primary unit of use or adoption, e.g., the
teacher tn the classroom. However, recent f;ndings ié&icate that intgg—
action of a number of variables influences the na;ure of implementation
4t a given level. This suggests thag measurement should expand to
include the secondary unit of adoption, e.g., the school, and the tertiare
unit, v.g., the school system or.local school district.

Interacting variables vccurring before and afteré(as well as §uring)
implementatisn have been identified in a number of studies. The researchers
cither rep;rt how tiese variables have been studied, or recommend that
they should be stqdied. Fullan and Pomfret (1977) identifv four categories

of factors that are "empirically derived from the (15) dtudies analyzed."

> ' ]2‘ . ) v

19



The four categories are: (1) charucteristics of thv.adnpting unit,

(2) stragegies used, (2) characterist;cs of the innuv#;&cu, and (4)
characteristics of the macro soclo-political units. The Rand studvy
{Berman et al, 1977, Vol. 7) reports three categorie;: (1) federal
input, (2) project characteristics, and (3) classroom and institutional
setting. Paul (1977), having analyzed over 100 studies, finds three
categories: (1) processes, (2) influencés. and (3) effects. Charters
and Jones (1975) identify four categories: (1) institutional commitment,
(2) structural context of the ‘innovation, (3) role performance of
teachers, and (&) 1e§rning aétivities of studgnts.

Although the terminology used in the four documents ¢ited above
varies, the intended meanings are found to be very similar when the
faccors within the categories are examined. A synthesis of wvariables
influencing imple&entatién, which can and should be measured before,
during and after impleméntation, includes:

e Characteristics of the innovation--irs sources. nature, purpose,
target audience, demand on resources, explicitness, complexity,

and scope of change.

¢ Characteristics of the planning/implementation process—-the nature
and extent of training, assistance, support and feedback.

e C(haracteristics of the internal education organizatlon (i.e., those
individuals and groups directly involved in the change experience) -~
the nature and extent of influence of such factors as commitment/
support, climate, roles and responsibilities, use of resources, and *
demography and communicatidn patte.ms within and amoftg levels or
units of the system, ' '

® Major external characteristics—tha2 nature and extent of influence
of such factors as input from federal, state, or.other external agency, -
evaluation and design demands and constraints, incentives, and socio-~
political complexity.

13
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Models of Educational Change

Hény rodels of planne! educational change are dfgcussed in the
literature and have been conceptualized and analyzed in a variety of.
ways. Trends in predominance and use of a given model are infiuenced
by séveral factors inclgding: the'relevance of the model to Fbe problem
or situation, patterns in distribution of fede;al funds, and ;he per-
ceived faportance uf the roles and responsiﬁilities of internal and
oxternal individuals 3nq.groups involved in educationél change (Berman
& McLaughlin, 19%4, Vol. 1; Hall & Alford, 1976, p. 23 This last »
factor appears to be strongly influen;ial in determining the acceptance

///;qd popularity of a model: when intermal groups, i.e., practitioners,
| are perceived as playing a passive and ratiopal role, certain models

&

(such as the RDDA) dominate educational change; wheneinternal groups

-

are perceived as influential--playing & collaborative role--models

such as Linkage or the Local Process of Change become dominant. The
percept ions dppear to be influenced by general social ‘trends, and by
the findings and conclusions of current studies.
~ _ A review of the literature re#ea}s six models thact are or have been
_ strongly influeptial in educaﬁié%al change. Each is different in terms
of processes, influences, and effects, although all are designed'to bring
;C. : Labnut school improvement. The models are: (1) the Research, Development, -

N

| Diffusion, Adoption Model (RDDA); (2) the Social Interaction Model;
N\ - N T y .

(3) the.Problem—Solving Model; (4) the Linkage Model; (5) the Organizational

'ggvelqgmenq_yodel (oD); aadxj6) the model of the Local Process of Chaﬁge*

(LPC).

—————




tach model is described in turu, the descriétings heing based on a
framework of assumptions; history, stages, processes, in{luences, and
effects. Following the separate descriptions, a romparison of the models
in .erms of processzs, influences, and effects is presented based on
selected opinions and findings from the literature.

As stated earlier in this paper, prggesses include activities and
modes of commmication; and in/luences refer to the innovation and to
external and internal individuals and groups. Internal groups are those
within the eduéatignal organization experiencing or implementing the..
change. Hall and Loucks (1977) ide;tify three internal levels, ranging
from the teacher to the locai school district. External groups (for the
purpose of thié paper) include federal and state educational agencies
and agencies or {ndividuals such as consultants, universities or R&D
laboratories and centers. The term "effects" may be chosen to designate
only those factors im a complex situation that may be definitely attributed
to a known cause, or may be used in a more general way. For the purpose

of this paper, effects of (mplementation of an innovation include goal

congruence, stake-holder satisfaction, problem-solving rapability (Miles,

| mute 5). tevel of use/assimilaticn (Berman et al., 1977 Vol. 7§ Hall &

Loucks, 1977; Paul,. 1977), incorporatian, institutianalizatioq\(Berman

»
et al., 1977, Vol. 7), and Student achlevement {Coles & Chalupsky, Note

1).%* In the follewing discussion of models, effects are described in

general terms, with emphasis on those most commonly measured or explored

by studies relating to the resvective model.

-

*Gee pages 9 and 10 of the paper for further discussion of effects.

*
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The Research, Development, Diffusion, Adoption (RDDA) Mod&l

Tre RUDA model has dominated major educational change efforts tor a
numbv? of yearsi, and is still used by such sources of fanovation as
publishers, colleges and gniversities, and some R&D agencies (Hall &
Alford, 1976, pp. 20-24). | ‘ o

Vo -

§§5uggtiag§: The model has a paternalistic approach based on the
asfumption that "experts' can and should plan forg rather than with,
practitioners (Mdruish, 1976, p. 42). Havelock and Havelock (1973, p;12)
point to five assumptions guiding the application of the RBDA ﬁodél:
there is a rational sequence through the stages: large=scale planning
is cuéducted over a relatively long time span; division and coordination
of Tabor accords with the rationality‘and planning; a passive but
rational consumer will accept the innovation; and benefits in ef ficiency
and quality will offset high costs and be persuasive in.mass audience
dissemination. . . “ -

History. Hdavelock and Havelock (1973, p. 12) state that the RDDA

model was conceptualized by Brickell (1961) «in his report of educational

innovation in New York State, and further developed by Clark and Guba

in 1967. Clark ;nd Guba State_thaé their "classifieation schema of
processes,’ was ”constrgc;ed on logical grounds and is largely uﬁsupported
by research.”" Paul (19?7) cites Clark and Guba as the primary creators,
and states that they "have claimed that their coﬁceptualizaCicn of the
changp process was not intended as a model.f

Stages. According to Clark and Guba (1967), RDDA has four phases

which can be further subdivided into eight stégesf "The research pha;e

\
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includes one étage--to advance knowledge to provide a basis For invention,
The development phase includes two stages: (1) invent fon-~to innovate bv )
. ) . -

tormulating a solution to an operating problem; and (2) design=--to engincer
by constructing an innovation package of solutioif components. The diffusion
phase inéludes two scages: (1) disskmination-—tc inform by creating aware-~
ness_of fﬁe invention among practitioners; and (2) demonsérafian—-to build
cqnviccion by providing opportunity to exagine the invention in operation.
The adopti;ﬁ phase includes éhreghstages: (1) trial-~to test the invention
in the context of a particular situiation; (2) insgal]ation——t6 operatiuné—-
lize the invention for use in a specific instxkutinn; and (3) institution-
alization--to establish the invention as an.integral part of the system.
deparate educational institutions may be involved for egch phase (Hall &
Alford, 1976, p. 20).

Processes. Research and éevelopment activities predominate in this
model. The mode and pattern of communication are from the source of
innovation to the practitioner, usuall} in written form. Extensive
resources are usually t;pped by the external agency, and may include the
use of several thausands of dollars over a period of ycars for a single
innovation.

Influence. The external agency, as the source of innovation, is the
strongest -influence, dominating the intern;l group, which is perceived as
rational and passive. The innovation is usually prédetermined by gﬁé“
external agency, and rarely incldﬂes'provfsion fou compréhensive on~going

. &

training of theuusers of the inﬁovation.(e.g., see CGross et al., 1971;

Kritek, 1976). ; | .

b]
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Effects. Qutcomes are usuélly determined By measuring the extent of
improvement resulting from the innovatimn, and the extent of 2dnpti&n.
The stak~holder is the source of innovation and £§ satisfied if improvement
:rcsults are positively signifiéént and if adoption 1is widespread. Concern
"y ith needs and disposition;‘oft;sers is viewed as unnecessary and/or in-

appropriate’ (Paul, 1§77, p. 33). Adaptation of the innovation is not

supposad to occur, and goal congruency should be high.

The Social Interaction Model

-

Since this model fucuses cn adoption, it is most commonly used in

.
diffusion and dissemination efforts. It-may be perceived as a continuation
~ - / oo -

of the RDDA model. .
Assumptions. This model assumes that research and development have
beep completed, and that the innovation is a whole package‘9r process
ready to be used. Havelock and Havelo;k (1973, p.18) discuss fivé genera~
lizations about fhe process of innovation diffusiop; ‘Lﬁe network of social
relations to which a poteﬁtial user belongs influences pdubtion behavior;
the degree or rate of acceptance can be predicted by the user's place in
the netwnrk;_infcrmal personal contact is strongly influential; reference
proup identification is a major predictor of individual adobtin;; the rate
of diffusion follows a predictable Sréurve.
History. P;ui (1977) states that the work pf‘Rodgefs (1962) is
associated with the development and refinement of this mgdel, which Morrish

‘(19?§, p. 109) refers to as:'the rural sociology model, since it emerged’from

research on the diffusion of agricultural inpovations.

18 '
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Stages. The stages are: awareness, interest, evaluation, gfiaf and
/ . ~

adope jow, . . .

This follows a certain sequence whereby a new idea is plirsued bv
one school after having carefully observed its use in another . .
The I{nnovation .comes all of a piece to the receiver, and in consul-
tation with others he will decide whether or not he will accept

it, and to what extent. (ﬂoryish, 1976, p. 43)

3

T — st

. ~
' Processes. Communication is one way from those who know about the

innoyation to those who do not know about it. Once awareness and interest

- -
~F

have been arou§e§, the activities focus on implementation of the i&ann}ion.
Key resources-~apart from the ianovation itself--include the social net-
worl to which potential users belong, the way in which the network is used,
and the methods and materials used to gublieizg the innovation within'the
aetwork., The amcunt of time usednvaries according to the numper of initial
contacts made by tﬂe field agent, the length of timne take to implement

the innovation, and the overall goal of the project,

L

Influences. The external influence is usualiy a field agent acting

v
.

as an advocate for a complete program. and assuming that members of the

-~

in"ernal group will behave rationally. The more effective the field apent

is, the more widespread adoption 1s likely; the more successful the

.

{ innoviition, the more the field agent is likely to be effective, . Thus,
. &

Edeally, influence should ripple ovtward from the initial contact as waves -

rippl> from a stone tossed in a pond. \'

_Effects. Outcomes of the use of this model are commonly determined

by assessing the extent.of adoption within a given period of time (usually

v

not more than five years). The greater the satisfaction with an innovation

« LA - ‘/ O
bv adopters (who are not expected to initiate major adaptations of the
4
19 )
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ianovation) | the greater is the iikelihood of widesprvad adoptioen.

-ng rublcmggolvingéﬂndel. j '

~-

e -2 - -

Unlike the KDDA and Social Interaction models, the Problem-Solving
N < - ) —— 3

Mode! does not revolve around a completed innovation, neither does it

- cast the internal group in a rational or passive role. Instead: this model,

which is gaining in popularity, is open-ended and focuses on the needs of

the internal group.

o ' Assump:ibns. Havelock and Havelock (1973, p.8) stréss figg‘points
of  importance in this madel: user need is the major cénéideraticn; diagnpéié‘

-

is essentiai to the total progess; change égents should be nondirective;

internal resources should beojg!ay utilized; users will be wmost strongly

committed to innovations that are self-initiated and self-applied.
History. According to Maguire (1970, ».15), this model was developed

by Lippit, Watson, and Westley in 1958, and was influenced by work relateé to

T-yroup sessions conducteé at the National Training Laborafories.‘ 5uring its

evolut ion, the model has also been influenced by Kurt Lewin's three naases of

unfreczing, moving and freezing (Morrish, 1976, p.44). s

_ 1
ages. Morrish (1976, p.112) identiYies six stages of the Problem-

N
ol

i

Solving Model: (1) translation of a perceived need into a clear statement of

the problem, (2) diagnosis of the problem, (3) scarch and retrieval of infor-
mation relevant to a problem solution, (4) adaptation of an innovation sclected
from alternatives identified in stage three, (5) trial chrough installation and

implementation, and (6) evaluation of the trial in terms of satisfactory sol-

. ution to the original perceived need.




PrnCVﬁﬁgé. Cnmmunicatinn is two-way betweoen a chnﬁgv agent” and the
{nternal group, with the forme; providing resources and assistance t°
fulfill the lagter‘s needs while Fhe internai group provides relevant
(prablém topic) information to the change agenf. Both partics identifv

and provide resources and offer feedback related to the activities within //

-

cach of the stages of the wodel. The amount of time spent varies. .

Influences. The external person or group is in the role of a con-

sultant, guiding the internal group which is in a cooperuative role.*

The innovation is usually an adaptatdon of an innovation generated clse=-

?

! whiere.

tffects. The ideal outcome is the satisfactory application of an

¢ — =

appropriate solution (which could be an adaptation of a "packaged” innova-

s

tion) to the problem initially identified. When the intermal group percelives

that the problem is solved, 'satisfaction is high, and problem-coping

ahilgty should be enhanced.

- The Link:dge Model

€

-

R The Linkage Mpdel is very similar to the Rﬁgﬁlgm:ﬁolqﬁpgAMndeL in its

-

form and purpose, but is different in the }equired‘rnles and responsibilities

P

-

ot ‘both internal and external groups. ‘ .

Assumptions. The most important assumption of this model is that both
impr it , A ,
internal and external groups will work in a collaboratign mode;* neither will

be the major source of information. In Training for Change Agents (1973, p.23)..

*A cooperative practitioner is an interested and-receptive volunteer,
whose motivation to cooperate is activated and channeled by ‘the change agent,
(iieber, 1972), A collaborative practitioner i« an aqual nartner with the
change agent. ‘
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Havelovk and Havelock discuss the roled” and responsibilities of those
RN

working within the Linkage Model: o

’ ’
The user must be meaningfully related to outside resources . .
must enter into a reciprocal relationship with the resource system , , .
Resource persons must simulate . . . the need-reduction cycle of the
user . . .Only through an interaction and a feedback from the user can
the resource person learn whether or not this model of user~behavior
is correct. At the same time, the user should be learning and beginning
to simulate resource system processes such as scientific evaluation
and product development. The reciprocal and collaborative relation-
ship . . . (and) these overlapping linkages form an extended series
which can be described as a "chain of knowledge utilization:"

History. Paul (1977) refers to the Linkage Model as being the

"most recent and probably most popular change model in education today,"
He cites Bhola's work in 1965 as being one of the earliest -attempts to
use linkage, but statesythac Havelock is "widely viewed as responsible
for raising eduéatnrs’ level of awareness about linkage as a process of
charge."” | £

Stages. As described by Havelock and Havelock (1973), the linkage
model follows the same stages as‘the problem-solving model, moving from
a felt need and diagnosis to a problem statement, carrying out search and
retriceval in order to find and apply a solution. |

Q{Qﬁ?ﬁgﬁi' Communication is two way be:ween‘the change agent and

%

the internal group--focusing on collaboration in all activities, and
cemphasiziag mutual,léarning. Intérnaf‘and gxternal resources ave tapped,
"but the change agé;t is perceived as primarily refpnnsible for identifi-
cation of appropriate resources. F

Influences. Internal and external groups collaborate, simulating cach

other's roles, and selecting, adapting, or developing an innovation relating




Y

Nt

to the identified need. The amount of time taken varies, ranging from

S

“two to sevén years (Moore ¢t als, 1977).
Effects. ldeally, the problem initially identified should be solved
. to the satisfaction of both internal and external groups, although igternal.

. group satisfaetion is usually considered more important. Adaptation may

T + occur, although goal congruency should remain high. .

The Organizational Development Model (OD)

Schmuck. Runkel, Arends & Arends (f977, p.3) state that "OD is at
once a cuné;pCual framework and a strategy." '"There is a good deal of
disagreement &. to what 0D, as it now exists, actually involves, and
what it can do in education" (Hayman, Note 3). However, many writers
in the field agree that OD borrows from a number of disciplines, including
economics, general systems theory, an;hropology, sociology, and psycheology
‘{Alderfer & Brown, 19753 Margulies & Raia, 1972; Schmuck & Milés, 1971;
Havman, Note 3).

Assumptions. A synthesis of the literature results in the following
summarizing stgtement: Relying heavily on concepts of applied behavioral

’ seiénce, OD practitioners in the role of consultant/humgn relations'
experts, involve members oann organization in self-assessment and adaptive
beﬁavinral change using interventions designed to improve systematically
individual and organizatﬁonal communication and achievement through
planned and sustained effort.

According to Schmuck et al. (1977, p.9) the ultvimate goal of OD is

"organdizational adaptability by which we mean planneé and constructive

23 : ~
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_adaptation of change." Margulies and R4ia (1972, p. 5) offer clarification,

stat’'ng: v

0D is almed at developing new organizational learning and now wavs of
coping and dealing with problems . . . (with a) focus on improving

the ways in which the techni-al, administrative, and personal-cultural
systems interact with each other, as well as the way in which the
organization relates to the .external environment. '

Hayman (Note 3) points out that OD is not an "easily applied method
which can be handled by amateurs." It is appafent from the'iiterature éhat
a change agent is always involved in OD. The change agent méy be internal
or external to the organization, but is almost always ;n external cagsul-
tant. |

History. Organizational Development evolved from time qnd'@dtiBnt
studies conducted in industrial settings. Kurt Lewin and the wo?k by éhv
National Training Laboratories in T-group trgining in 1947 helped to
shift the emphasis in OD toward affective rather than intellective methods.
T-groups were first used in OD with school district personnel in Seattle
in the early 1950s. 1In the early 1960s, OD was influenced by two concepts:
McGregor's Theory Y (1961), and the problem-solving approach proposed by
Lippit, Watson, and Westley (1958). The‘former——Theﬁry Y--pictures the
individual as inherently curious and trustworthy,‘and capable of growth .and
Initiative within an organization, a concept perceived as highly innovative
by those in industry and commerce participatiné in.CD activities at that

time.. The latter-~the problem-solving approach (see The Problem-Solving

Model, p. 20)--was perceived as a usefuvl set of strategies. The first

systematic testing of OD in schools was begun by Miles {n 1963. Most recent
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Ob activities include TFgroup sessions, are influenced by McGregor's
Theory Y, gn@ incorporate problem-solving stfategies ¢Schmuck & Miles,
1971; ch.1).

. Stages. Alderfer and Brown (1975) describe four phases: (1) entry
and contract setting;.(Z) data éq&lectiqn ana diagnosis, (3) taking

action, and (4) evaluation. In the literature, emphasis is placed léss .

.on stages and more on three aspects of strategy.. '"OD is . ... a set of

personal values, a set of change technologies, and a set of change
processes' (Friedlander & Brown, 197/).
Processes. The change agent conducts small-group sessions related

to self-analytic diagnosis of internal members. Inter- and intra-group
communication, much of which is affective rather than intellectiye, is |
9mphasiied in order to increase openness and to diagnose the needs of

the nrgnnizatian.‘ Action interventions, usually designed by the changc
agent, may include change in socio-technical systems, job design and

enlargement, and job enrichment (Friedlander & Brown, 1974). Resources,
such as knowledge, methodology, and diagnostic measures, are provided byv

the change agent. The innovation is the process itself, ‘nfluenced by

the values inherent in the assumptions presented above, and it is designed

to result in organizational changes to improve communicatior and productivity.

The amount of time varies according to the contract and may be as little as

one year or as much as four years (Scigﬁck et al., 1977, p.35). Within

that time period group communication sessions are cqﬁducted, some of which

last for as long as ten hours {Alderfer & Brown, 1975).

TN
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Influences. ' The external ohange agent. in the roie of consultant or

: human telations expert, - applies mothndq emurgin& from the bethiOF;l
 sciences (Margulies & Raia, 1972), such as the techniques used by Cagi
Rogers and others in group enco;nter sessions. Internal group member# are
expected to be cooperative and adaptive, Internal aﬁd'exferﬁal individua;s
and groﬁps work to overdome the problems diagnosed,‘bringing about changes

in patterns of behavior and mcde .of operation,

Effects. Ideally, the effects of OD include the ability to cope with ...

change, prcblem~solving capabxlity, and adaptive improvements in communi-
cation and technology. ' User satisfaction should be high., However, outcomes
may vary according to the specific needs or goals of the intemal organi-

zation.

The Local Process of Change Model (LPC)

This model, evolved during the Rand study of Federal Programs Supporting

Educational Change, is first mentioned in Volume 1 (Berman & McLaughlin,

1974), and s described more fully in Volume 7 (Berman et al., 1977, p.18).
Initially, the model was used as a framework into which federally sponsored
programs ' loosely fitted

Assumptions. The model assumes that mutual adaptation will occur,

that is, the innovation and the internal organization will change. It is
recognized that a variety of interactive factors--such as incentives and

constraints, opportunities and conflicts--influence the process of éhange.

and that political considerations are strongly influentéal.
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The model assumes that the course nf a local xnnuvatinn--inrluding
its cont inuation--results from the interplay between a constantly
evulving project and an institutional setting ltself subject .to

& 5 . change proupted by the innovation or by a variety of internal and
external factors . . : Some activities and decisiuns associated with.
each phase flow chrnnclogically . . ..In addition to this linear
soquence, theAg Ses are interconnected hy complex and not well
understood feedback relationships (Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7, p.17).

History. In Volume 1 (1974, -p. 16) of the.Rand'stﬁdy. Berman and
McLaughlin proposed a 'three-stage process of innovation: support, imple-

. . mentation, and incorporation," as an alternative to "the usual five-stape

model of glannéd ch;ﬁgé" (The Social .Interaction Model). They argued

that the traditional conceptsrof rational practitioner behavinr,finvariant
;ransfer of innovations, and internal dgsire“for change were unrealistic.
As the Rand study progressed, the mode., ewvrlved: in Voiume 4(1975) the
qtdges are called initiation. implementation, and incorporatinn, in Volume
7 (1977) the phases are called mobilization, impleentatiun, and instito-
tinnalizétion. During the process of evolution some concepts mutated,

-

but implementation remained dominant. The model gufded Rand's data collec-
tion and analysis, and was influenced by the natuve and findings of tﬂe'
study.
Stages. The stages ofAmobilizatién‘ implementat.on, and instltution-
alization as presented in Vylume 7 of the Rand study are described heré.
The mobilization phase begins wi&h a stimulus to change aﬁﬁ results
in an adopted project and institutiopal attitudes towarq“it:- Tasks in,
. ' - this phase inc}udé problem definitfon, solution-seeking and selection, agd

generation of local support. Decisions are made relating to "educational -

method of treatment." the "scope and complexity’ of behaviors to be required

.

i
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-of staff, and the nature and-scape of "implementaeién stratcgies;" -Duging
the period of mobilizn*ion, individuals—~frdm the central office staff to
the classroom teachers—-develop attitudes toward the project which are crucial
to its s&ccess or failure.
Implementati;n involves the mutual’ adaptation of the innOVation and the

organiaational setting. Those involved in the Rand study argue that the

nature of the adéptations'influences subsequent decisions and actions, and

that, therefore, data collection is important during the implementation

“

phase.

-

Institutionalization is a combination of assimilation by individual
teachers and incarpgraiion of the innovation by the school system.
When the tgacher-"inStitutionaf&zes some personal adaptation of the project's
methods or materials"” the term "assimilation" is used. When the Schnol
systeg "routinely provides for the project's maintenance" the térm
"incorporation” is used. Institutionalization may bégin during the'
implementation phase and is dependent upon a variety of factors.

Processes. Activities are integrated across all three stages and
are particularly important @uring mobilization and implementation. Attention
{s paid to planning, support, aad training activities and to strategies of
implementation such as the use of feedback and scheduling of meetings for
teachers. Communication occurs among all levels or units of adoption and

-

may include external agents.

o

4

Influences. The internal organization and its members are far
‘greater influences than the external group. The internal group is perceived

as cooperative, adaptive, and influertial, If an external group is involved,

28
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for instance as the ~source of innawatfan, or as a consultant, the roldé Is

" usually that of an expert linker or field agent. The innnvétion mav be

~

one of two kinds: it may be one frsm an external source that begomes

adapted and influences changes .in the internal system during the process

of change, or it may be one which 1§ generated'by ghe internal group with

the help of an external group. |
Effects. The ideal outceme is the institutionalization of an inno-

vation which, ultheugh adahted, refains its initial integrity, and satis-

fies the uneceds of the users.

Comparison of the Six Models of Change

Table 1 summérizes the stages and identifies the developers or pro-
ponents of each qf the six models of change. 1t is apparent:that evolution
and mutation of several céncepts_have occurred. Although it‘may be of
iﬁterest to explore in detail the reasons-for and the specific nature of
this process Sf*ovolutinn. for the purposes of this paper it is more rele-
vant to examine the differences among mcdéls in an attempt to determine
relative advantages and disadvantages. ’

it should be understood that each model was developed fof a different
pu}puso in response .c varying needs. Sieber (1972) argues that cach mode 1
of educational change is 'rooted in a particular image of the practitioner,”
and is distinct from other models in its "locus of change, the channel |
of influence that it utilized, and the type of change agent that is invulved.”

Morrish (1976, p.109) agrees with Sieber and points out that each model

"views the change process differgntly" and implies a different strategy
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o Table 1 b
. Stages in Six Models of Flucational Change ’ '
¢ Soc {al Problem Local process
Modei RDDA Interaction Selving Linkage oD of change - v
b e ve v cmie s e . e i v a4 aea e _1 —— —_— — _._-_v_______*_,._. et~ ——— .._...._.«"
Developers Brickell, 1961 : Clark Rogers, 1962; Lewin. & NTL, 1947; | Bhola, 1965; Lewin & NTL, 1947; Berman, et al.,
and/or & Cuda, 1967 Rogers & ‘Lippit, Watson, Havelock, 1969 McGregor, 1961; 1975, 1977
proponants Shoemaker, 1971 & Westley, 1958 Lippst, Watson,
§ Westley, 1958
—— e - SRS SN SR ——
I ) ‘
Ntages 1. Research 1. Awareness 1. Trunslation: 1. Identification 1. Entry & Contract 1. Mobilization )
s need-9 problem {of need) Setting a. Problem definition
. b. Solution seeking
c. Solution selection
3 ‘ ' . d. Generation of
, ! ‘support
¢. Decision-saking
e e e e e 1. . (ve: strategies)
2. Development 2. Interest 2. Diagnosis 2. Diagnosis 2. Data collection 2. luplementation:
a. Invention (of problem) {of problem) Mutual adaptation of
b. Design project and organ-
e — - L - - - e e e e e iytim? — ] )
N 3. Diffusion 3. Evaluation 3. Search & 3. Problem 3. Diagnosis {(of 3. Institutionalization: !
“ a. Dissemination Retrieval Statement organization) Assimilation by
b. Demonstration teachers and Incor-
' poration by school -
. system
- - . - - B S S S ISR DR SIS SR e = - C e
4. Adoption’ 4. Trial , 4. Adaptation 4. Search & 4. Actfon
a. Trial {of innovation) Retrieval {ntgrventions
b. Installation - . -
c. Institutional- u -
ifaatd
| ation |
. t v 1
5. Adoption 5. Trial “. Selection (of
. Innovation) l
.ﬁ. Evaloation - 5. fmplemn: at{on - ! 38
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and a- different series of techniques. Maguire (1970, p.4) emphasizes

L}
4 -

tﬁe differences amoné models, pointing to the varying degrees of -abstract-

ness and completeness, and differences of perspectives and variables

covered, and recommending that anyone faced with the task of seleéaing a

— . . - *

model appropriate to a given sitvation should first.recognize "that

¢

existing models do not all speak to the exact same issue." -~
L J o . . :

The literature presents several analytical comparisong, using a

yo.

variety of perspectives, dimensions, and criteria, and examining some of

the 5i$ models discussed here as well as others. However, no i{wo writers
{

/ ‘ ,
use the same dimensions, and no single writer compares all six models

under] consideration here. In order to standardize available information,
the domparisons prescnted in Tables 2 and 3 are syathesized from a
varifcy of sources. Tables 2 and 3 should be interpreted with a certain

deggee of caution, since the statements presented arg general and do not’

&

alljw for variations.- Also, it should be understood that many factors

o :

cungprovc influential, positively or negatively, within any given dimen-
. - *

sidn. However, even at a general and‘§umewhat simplistic level, the

- tabulfted comparisons méy serve to clarify each of the models and the

~

differences and similarities among them. ; -

The broad dimensions of processes, influences, and effects are drawn

PR
.

from Paul (1977), who analyzed over 100 recent empirical studies. Othersx
who influenced the following discussion include: Berman et al., 1977;
Havelock and Havelock, 1973; Morrish, 1976; Sieber, 1972; and Miles, Note

.
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Processes. Table I presents two. components of process: activity
B : > “
arid commﬁnicaticn; Both are described in very general, terms, fncusing-“
on the dominant individual or group and cogmonly prominant activities /
) ¢

ard modes of communication of a given mddel.

. . ' “
In all six models R&D resources and/or growledge are used to some

.~
.

extent, However, the degree of emphasis on R&D utilization varies among

. the models. In the RDDA and Social Interactipn models, the inncvation is

based on R&D and is provided by an external group, such as an R&D agency.

This may also be the case in the Local Process of Change (LPC) model,

but Ehe R&D impf&t is modified by thes dnfluences brought to bear. In

- o ~
ha S -

the models éf'Egob}em-Solging, Linkage, and Organi-ational Development

+

(OD) , R&D may provide a knowle’ge base for change agents and/or practi~

tioners. R&D resources and methods are usually chosen bv the change

agent to meet practitioner needs. . - ﬁ\\\\_;;_

% . T . : .
Technical assistance or training is incs:éed in every model, and

is most prominent in the”models of Prcblem—Sngéggltkgggggg, and OD.

In- the Rxgﬁlem-Sulviqg and Linkape méﬁels, technical assistance is aimed.

at building practitioner capability in problem-solving techniques and -
- . ¢
in. the use of skills ans knowledge relevant to the practitioner's needs.

In Qp.gfechnical assistance activities are mote affective, fotusing on
communication skills, self-analytic diagnosis by practitioners, and

sometimes the use of problem- solving techniques. In all three of these

models, technical assistance 1is usually provided by an-ekternal change -

agent. In the RDDA and Social Interaction models an exteenmal change

- ) _ ) \ > : A

.
]
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Table 2

Models of Change in Terms of the Dimension of Process

Processes

_Rétivities

e - eamtme e ey

Communicatidn

RDDA

R&D provides innovation and
related technical assistance

One way: from R&D to practitiomer;

intellective “ N

i

Social Interaction

&

R&D provides innovation and
related technical assistance

<3

One way: from those who know to
potential users; intellective
socially .interactive

Problem ! ~lving

ijh

CA provides resources,
training/assistance to build
practitioner capability

— ? e

Two way: CA/practitioners—-
each providing information;
primarily intellective

$Development

r........._.-‘. et 2 e o e e e e e e of

i
Local Process
of Change

cation sessions related to
self-analytic diagnosis of
practitioners

S el - -

CA and/br practitioner use
of resources/assistance;
integrated at all stages by
all practitioner levels

I

'
.

-
| VOSSP ___A_m;_‘._,__ -
Linkage CA provides £Esnurces, Two way: CA/practitioners—-
training/assistance to build building chain of-knowledge;
“; practitioner capability g;imarily intellective
i Organizational CA conducts grbup communi~ Multi-directional: CA/inter- anc-

intra~group communicatien,
primarily affective

!

o —— ——— - — _

I3

Two way: CA/pragﬁitianers and/or,
multi~-directional, inter—group

'Key: R&D=Research &

Development CA=Change Agent

33
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agent aléc provides technicél aséistanée when it is required 5y the

nature of ﬁhe innovation. In these two models, ass;stance Is primarilv

intellective Aﬁd designed to infprm practitioners about the innovation.

In the LPC model, an external change agent may provide technical assig-

tance, or internal group members may determine, design, aﬁd deliver

technical assistance to each other; activities are integrated, involve
. — ‘

all practitioner levels, and are strongly influenced ty the nature of the

innovation.

In the RDDA and Social Interaction modelsg communication is one-

way-~from those who know about the innovation (e.g., an R&D agency) to
| .
practitioners, In'tﬁe LPC model, the same pattern of communication
occurs if tﬁe iﬁnqyéticn has been generated elsewhere. However, two-
vay external-internal communication, and CroSs~group {nternal communica-
tion is also likely to occur in the LPC model. These same multi-
directgonal communicatioﬁ‘patterns also occur in the other three modeiﬁr

with intellective two-way communication dominating in the models of

Problem-Solving and Linkage, and affective inter- and intra-group

communication dominating in OD. There is a major difference between the
?rnblem—sélving and Linkage models in the nature and use of infermation,

In the Problem-Solving model, information is traded and validated

to and frou between the internal and external groups. In the Linkage
model a similar process occurs, but each group is expected to internalize
the other's knowledge, building a double-linked chain of knowledge and

skills,

34
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Influences. ‘There are three ;nmPnnpnts to the dimension of in-
fluence in the process-of change: internal (practitioner) roles and
responsibilities, extemnal fchange agent) roles and responsibilities,
and the nature of the innovation. Table 3 illégtrates thé‘similaritigs
and differences §mong'models across these three compbnents.

In general terms, the crder in which the models are ?resented in
Table 3 indicates a rank order of the degree of influence exerted by
practitioners, ranging from very little power in the PDDA model to com-
paratively greater §ower in the LPC model. Although practitioners are

&

expected to be rational in the models of RDDA, Social Interaction, and

LPC, in the first instance practitioners are relativély powefless, in
the second they can influence others to adopt an innovation but can exert
little influence on the innavation,'and in the third instance (LPC)
thev ran adapt the innovation and may also adapt their own éractices.
In the other three models, practitioners play a cooperative role. This
ranges from the application of learned knowledge and skills in the
Problem-Solving model to reciprocal and collaborative application of
knowledge and skills in the Linkage model. In the OD model, practitioners
cooperate with each other and with the change agent on two levels: (1)
directed toward changes in pattefns of behavior among internal groups,
and (2) directed toward changes in mode of operation within the internal
agency.

External influence is held by an agency or its representative —-

generally referred to as a change agent--who may -play a varietv oJ

35

43



Table 3

Models of Change in Terms of the Dimension of Influences

Mcdels Inf? .ences
Internal Role External Role Imnovation
&
RDDA Rational, passive Expert Prespecified "package"
. L .f
Social Rational Expert/field agent Prespecified "package'" !
Interaction %
i
Problem Cooperative Consultant/experf Solution to {nternal |
Solving E problem
- e
I
Linkage Collaborative Linker Solution to internal
problem
0D Cooperative Consultant /human Changes in patterns of
relations expert behavior and mode of
operxation !
t
A .
LPC Rational/Adaptive/ Expert/consultant Modified version of :
- Cooperative - prespecified "~ackage,"
and/or solution to
internal problem
_ — -
£ \J
M
\
36
s
’ E sy



roles. When the innovation is prespecified, for instance in the models

of RDDA, Social Interaction, and somet imes in LPC, the change agent is
an vxgsgxxcﬁ that innovation and may prnvide appropriate traininyg or

”Wfé;gnical assistance to practitioners. In the Social Interaction model
the change agent also enlists the intgrest and support of practitioners

in a communication network, attempting to achieve widespread adoption

of the innovation. In the OD and Problem-Solving models the change agent

is a consultant, using hqun relations/behavioral science expertise in
the former case, and, in the lgtter case, using expertise rélating to 1
variety of arcas, such as evaluation, nceds assessment, resource utili-
zation, and program improvement. in the Linkage quel the change agent
{s a linker, linking human and material resources to meet practitioner
needs.

The nature and source of the innovation Influences the process ot

change. In the RDDA and Social Interaction models, the innovation is

prespecified and often consists of a complete program package designed to
be used without adaptation by practitioners. A prespecified innovatien
may also be used in the LPC model, but, because of the perspective of
mqtunl adaptation essential to this model, the innovation will probablv

buv adapted. In the models of Problem-Solving and Linkage, the

innovation is one designed to satisfy the needs of the internal organiza-
tion., Thus, it is possible that a prespecified innovation is adopted as
is, or with some modifications, or the innovation may be generated bv the

internal group with external assistance. In general, the innmovation in

¥
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oD consists of patterns of behavior and mode of operation designed to

s

facilitate communication between internal groups and to increas® produc-
tivity. The exact nature of the changes is dependent upné the ;esults
of the self-diagnoesis of practitioners. |

Effects. This §imension may be examined from several perspectives,
such as student achievement, stake-holder satisfacti?n. goal congruence,
and the level of use of the innovation. Although there are attempts in
the literature to generélize about effects for each of the models, the
results are somewhat vague. Without examining the specific per:.pectives,
it appears that internal satisfaction is likely to be higher when the
internal role is cooperative or collaborative rather than passive or
poﬁérless, and that when practitioners perceive an innovation as a use<

ful solution to their own problems they are likely to make efforts to

fmplement it effectively.

Generalizations -and Propositions

- - — — ———

Paul's analysis of empirical data provided the basis for a series
of generalizatiens about implementation. Classifying the generAliza-
tions under the dimensions of processes, influences, and effects, Paul

rates each statement on a four-point scale ranging from "firm" to "specu-

#
1

lative." "If the generalization...is strongly supported by a number of

1

studies, then it may be considered firm" (Paul, 1977). Those generali~-

zations rated as "firm" are summarized here:

S

¢ ‘'Change agents must be perceived as legitimate and must overcome
resistance in order to improve awareness of innovations.

38
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e Teachers tend to rely on and work best with fellow teachers in
collaboration fqz}change. ‘

e Participation in decisioﬁ—m&king by those affected by a change
program is beneficial.

e The relative advantage, compatability, and complexity of an
innovation influences its implementation.
Havelock and Havelock (1973, p.38) report the conclusions of

change experts who participated in a conference at the University of

Michigan. Four models were discussed and ranked. In order of preference

the models are: (1) Linkage--25 participants plice this model first:

(2) Problem-Solving--19 participants placed this model second (8 had

assianed it first place); (3) RDDA--17 participants place this model

third (3 ranked it higher than third nlace, and 10 ranked it fourth):

(4) Social Interaction--21 participants placed this model fourth (12
gave it third place, and 11 ranked it higher than third).

Havelock and Havelock report that propositions relating to cach of
the four models we}e discussed by conferees, who were asked to determine
the relative importancg and validity of eacﬁ ;rupositian. Havelock and
Havelock present a detailed expl;nation and argument for each propasi-
‘tion. Thnse‘perceived as "essential" or "very important"” to success by
7% percent or more of the change experts arce summarized here.

Important propositions relating to RDDA (Havelock & Havelock, 1973,

p.14) include:

e Successful innovation usually requires formal planning, short-
term and long-term;
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e Innovation is more effective when formal evaluation is con-
ducted at each step of development, diffusion, and installa-
tion. ‘

Important propositions relating to Problem~Solving (Havelock &
Havelock, 1973, p.9) include:

® The user's need is the paramount consideration in any planned
change activity;

® User’'s needs must be translated, defined, diagnosed, and
clearly stated in order for the needs to be served effec-
tively; '

e User~initiated change is likely to be stronger than exter-
nally-initiated change.

Important propositions relating to Social Interaction (Havelock &
Havelock, 1973, p.20) include: ’

® Influential opinion leaders facilitate effective dissemination
and utilization;

e Informal person-to~person contact is an important factor in
effective dissemination;

® To achieve utilization a "synergy" of combined, sequential, and
repeated messages pertaining to the innovation must be directed
at the potentisl user.

Important propositions relating to Linkage (Havelock & Havelock,

1973, p.29) include:

® Resource persons must be able to simulate the user's problem~
solving process; ‘

o Effective utilization requires reciprocal feedback;

. ® Resource systems should develop collaborative relationships

with a variety of users and a large diverse group of other
‘resc.rce systems;

40




e Users should develop reciprocal and collaborative relationships

with a variety of resource systems (have a "cosmopolitan" out-
look);

e Resource persons and users should have a willingness to listen
to new ideas. ‘

Maguire (1970, p.4) points out that practitioners are supposed to
select an appropriate change model, suggests that understanding of the
models is essential, and argues that the availaﬁle literature does not
appear to be of great value to practitioners attempting this task.

Short (1973), writing three years later, supports Maguire'é position.

In presenting their arguments, both writers address the situation where
practitioners are working without external assistance. However,'both
Maguire and Short continue their discussions by suggesting that external/
internal linkage could be“useful in alleviating practitioners' dif}icu1~
ties in effectively implementing educational change.

In the last three or four years, several studies and syntheses of
findings have been reported which seem to indicate that it is possible
for change agents ﬁo collsborate with practitioners in effectively using
research-based innovations. With a view to exploring this possibility,
the next part of this paper reviews some recent studies based upon the

six models of change discussed.
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Reviews of Seven Studies of Implementation ‘

This part of the paper reviews seven* recénc studies of implementa-

tion. The selection was guided by three factors: (1) the purpose of

*

the paper, (2) the relationship of models of change to studies, and (3)

features of particular interest in available studies. T

Since one of the purposes of the paper is to inform and guide those

who are unfamiliar with the literature, the studies selected iilustrate

the kinds of factors congidered important in the study of implemenﬁation,

such as processes, influences, and effects. An attelpt was ma&e to éind

studies related to the six mdéels of change in order %9 illustrate the

application of those models. Finally, some studies were selected be-

cause they include a featurerf interest such as method of measuremeat,
. - -

the nature and use of the innovation, or the kinds of strategies used

to facilitate implementation.

‘ The first study, reported by Hall & Laucks (1977), focuses on a

method of measurement~-Levels of Use (LoU)-~used to collect data on the

use of individualized instruction in reading and mathematics. The pro~

gram including this innovation was developed and. disseminated following

the Research, Develqpmen;, Diffusion, Adoption model. Findings from the

Lol based on traditional comparison of "experimental” and "comparison"

*Two studies illustrate OD, and one study is reviewed for each of
the five other change models.
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groupé indicate no significant differences in student achievement. How-
ever, analysis af users of the inanation, whether or not they are
classified as "expecimental“vor "comparison,” indicates that in some
cases student achie#ement is clearly affected by the level of use of
the innovation.

The second sgudy, conducted by the Bureau of Applied Social
Research at Columbia University, focuses on the activities of field

-~

ageﬁts operating within the concepts of the Social Interaction model to

éncoufage practitioner use of information resources.

The third study, conducted by the Stanford Research Institute,
describes the implementation of six Project Information Packages (P1Ps)
initially devéloped in local school settings. The assumptions of the

project imply the orientation of the Problem~Solving model. However,

there was no personal change agent; the packages were intended to ful-

fi1l that role. Therefore, this study is considered to be am example of

a modification of the Problem-Solving model.

The fourth study, conducted by the Center for New Schools, is based
on six case studies of technical assistance groups (TAGs) working at the
school/commmity level. The behaviérs of field agents (TAG facilitators)
reflect the linker behaviors advocated by Havelock and Havelock {1973),
although the sequence or pattern of activities deviate in some instances
from the Linkage model. In spite of these deviations, the TAG study is
included as the closest illustration of the Linkage model available at

/
present.
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Two studies are included to fllustrate Organizational Development

(OD). The fiist, reported by Alderfer and Br;wn (1975), is "a case égudy
of activities within one schéo{; and relates primarily to intefper§onal
communication behaviors of students and faculty. The second, desériﬁed
by Schmuck and Miles (1971), fécuses on teacher application af 0D tech-
niques designéﬁ to improve student group érocesses and 1ntetgersonal
communication skills. Two studies are included since no single s;uhy
using OD values, processes, and tecimiques way be considered dtypical,"
but two different studies may illustrate common alternative approaches.
The last study, coﬁducted by the Rand Corpora:ion, stimulated the

development of the Local Process of Change model, and describes the

{mplementation and extent of continuation of four federally funded pro-

grams.,

A Study of Levels of Use of an Innovation

Recent research undertaken at the Resgarch and Development Center
for Teacher Education at Fhe'University of Texas at Austin focuses on
the study of implementation of innovations in schools and colleges. One
outcome of this research is a measure called Levels of Use (LoU), which
includes eight leveés identified through clinical expefience and subse-
quently verified through application (Hall & Loucks, 1977). The complete
measure consisté of eight levelé, eaéh separated by a decision point in-
dicating’a definite action, and each operationally defined under seven

categories of knowledge and behavior. The content is designed to measure

’
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the behaviors of users and nonusers of an 1nn%vation. Table 4 summirizes

- - . v LT N
{ .

the levels, decision points and definitions. - . R ] . ..

7

Hall and}Loucks 11977) report several studieé” in wﬁich'the;LoU was

used. Vsing a focused interview gith the specific innovaﬁiqp as a frame

v

of reference, the interviewer conduzzé‘what "appears to be a casual con-’

versation about what‘the.interviewée is doing in relation’ to the ihnova-
i g o ’ % . - .
- tion," taking abodi 20 minutes for each teacher. The taped interview is

.

rated independently by two or more trained raters to determine the level

of use, When raters disagree, the contents of the' interview are analvzed

f

A v
and rated by a committee. In one study, ethnographic observation was used

L]

in addition to the interviews'for pdrposes of comparison and validation.
One of‘the several studies reporéeq_éy Hall and.Loucks prévides an
example of their work.® In collaborafion with tﬁe Austin Independent .
School District, center staff qoﬁducted an evaluation study of the
individualized instruction in second and fourth grade reading and mathe-
matics components of the Individually Cﬁi&ed Education (IGE) program.

The Lol was used by interviewing 134 teachers from 22 schools, 11 of .,

which had been implementing IGE.for two or three years, and 11 of which

were non-1CE schools.

Findings. Comparisons were made of student achievement in IGE and
o ~
non-IGE schools. "A sizable number of IGE school teachers were not in
fact individualizing, and many of the teachers in the non-IGE schools

were individualizing their instruction" (Hall & Loucks, 1977).
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expiores modifications, alternatives, qew
developments and goals to increase client

outcomes

< L 3
* » s * '}
: . “Table 4 - ‘ . ;
Levels of Use: Af3q¢mary bf.a Measure of Amplementation
Levels Definition - .
N ' O
‘0 Nonuse User has mo knowledge of or involve-
ment with the inflovation
Decision A ' Takes actionfta learn about innovation
I Orientation Is acquiring information; exploring v
: value orientation and demands of
innovation
.
Decision B Decides to use the innovation; éstab-
lishes time to begin ’
II Preparation Is preparing for first use of inno-
vation . {’
Decision € - Duxermines use and changes, if any, - K
° . . according to user needs. .
111 'Mechisiéslj Focuses on short-term day-to~day use,
- ; attempting to master tasks requiréd-by
innovation ‘ .
Decision D-1 - _fgstablishes a routine pattern.of use 'f
- > -~ L4
. - ' !
IVA Routine Stabilizes use
Decision D-2 féhanges use based on evajuatiom to
: N / increase client outcomes
IVB Refinement Varies use to increase glient outcomes,
knowing short-term and long-term
consequences for clients .
? i
Decision E Initiates changes in cowrdination with }
colleagues ' . 3
'V Integration Combines efforts and activities of self
and colleagues to achieve collective impact ;
on clients '
Decision F Eih%ores alterqetives to or modifications
of innovation
VI Renewal Reevaluates quality of use of iasdovation,

o4 a6
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The authors report that when all the users (regardless of
whether they were 1GE or non-IGE) of individualized imnstruction ;ere
.grouped together by grade level, and student achievement was compared
with nonusers, "a different picture resulted."” In reading, second
grade achievement was greater for users than nonusers, but fourth
grade achievement was greater for noﬁﬁsers. In mathematics, there was
no significant difference between users and nonusers at the second-
grade level, but at the four£h~grade le;el‘users showed greater achieve-
ment than nonusers.

Hall and Loucks then examined the relationship between student
achievement and the‘Level of Use. Analysis of the second grade sample
indicated that student achievement in reading increased slowly, "peaking
at LoU III1 and IVA and decreasing for higher levels.'" Achievement in
mathematics increased steadily from LoU I to LoU V. (None of the
teachers in either subject reached LoU VI.)

The authors do not atteﬁpt to generalize from these finﬂings and
do not discuss the implications. However, the methods of analysis and

\
the results reported\indicate the importance of determining use and non-
K use of an innovation in sites supposed to be using the innovation and
i in sites supposedly not using the innovation, if program effectiveness <

{s to be assessed in terms of student achievement.

The Pilot State Dissemination Project

Initiated in 1970'by the U.S. Office of Eﬂucation, this, program
rrovided federal support to three state education agencies for a two-year

- ¢
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pétiod "to develop and test strategles for bridging the acknowledged

‘. gap bét;een thé research and practice sectors of the educational
community"” (Emrick & Peterson, 1978, p. 5). Evaluation was conducted
by Columbia University's Bureau of Applied Social Research and reported
by Sieber et al. in 1972.

Each of seven field agents was assigned a specific gerritory,
ranging in size from a school to a county or region. Field agents were
to interest practitioners in using information resources and to help in
defining needs, interpreting information, and using information to im-
prove locai programs and practices. Field agents were backed by infor-
mdtion retrieval personnel and consultants or specialists. 1In each of
the three states a project director assumed overall léadership and
management.

Data were collected by observation resusting in a series of case
studies, and through structured instruments such as a gagl checklist,
self-report questionnaires, ans info:-mation retrieval forms.

E}gggésg; Emrick and Peﬁerson summarize the key findings of the
study, stating that field agents were successful in reaching client
groups "traditionally unlikely to\séek information and assistance from

‘ . A
outside sources," and were particulafiy successful in stimulating
requests from elementary school teaéhers.

Features of the field agent role that appeared to influence success

included:

\

\

® As genetalists they could respond to a wide range of interests;
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e As state employees, and therefore outsiders, they could be ' -~
objecrive; !

® As previous teachers or administrators in the region they
were familiar with norms and customs which probably added
to their credibility;

e Their lack of power to mandate change minimized friction
between themselves and local practitioners.

Problematic issues encountrred by field agents included:

o Difficulty in gaining access to potential clieuats;

e Lack of engagement in needs assessment and diagnosils;

) Insufficient follow-up activities to sustain client effort;
e Poor communication between project staff, leading to in-

sufficient guidarice for field agents, leading to individual
definition and interpretation of goals and roles.

Ay

This study is of interest to change agents since the findings
L
specify factlitators and barriers tc change 2fforts in wirich external
agents are involved. It is also of interest to those engaged in en-

couraging practitioner use of information,

Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information Packages

This study, reported by Stearné and Norwood of the Stanford Reseérch
Institute (SRI) in 1977, is summarized by Emrick and Peterson (1978).
Under contract to the U.S. Office of Education, SRI undertook a two-year
study of the implementation and outcomes of six Project Information Fack-
ages (PIP ). The packages were designed to provide district staff with
information needed to install and operate effective approaches to compen-

AN satorv education in reading and mathematics.
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not pfescribe specific cﬁrricula and therefore instructional programs
varied considerably. The packages emphasized management, being designed
to facilitate duplication of conditions for effective instrﬁction, such
as pupil/teacher ratios, time for intensive instruction in basic skills,
and availability of extemsive resources. ''The evaluators concluded that
it was probably not reasonable to expect management considerations to
exert a strong and direct influence on student achievement" (Emrick &
Peterson, 1978, p. 20).

Although the PIPs were found to be useful for programs requiring
specified resources and easily understood procedures, they were less
effective when programs required significant organizational or behavioral
change on the part of the users. The evaluators‘concluded that an
"{intermediary is needed to publicize (PIPs) to LEAs...to generate in-
terest...and to provide moral support and éﬁcouragement" (Emrick &
Peterson, 1978, p. 21).

The implications of this study indicate that the initial assumptions

were not entirely valid, mainly.because of the nature of the PIPs (e.g.,

" lack of assistance), and partly because of the nature of the educational

organizations (e.g., lack of effective behavioral change). Of interest
to researchers is the conclusion reached by the program evaluators that
classroom management cannot be expected to influence student achievement
strongly. This conclusion would prébahly be challenged by those who con-
sider thai management and instruction are interrelated and are both
strongly influential (e.g., Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Heathers, 1972;

Schmuck & Miles, 1971).
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Assistance Strategies of Six Groups that Facilitate Educatiqpal Change
at the School/Community Level '

This study, conducted and reported by the Center for New Schools
(Moore, et al., 1977), describes the activities and results of six
separate technical assistance groups (TAGs), which provided face-to-face
help to practitioners, parents, and/or students involved in icral change

efforts. The six TAGs as described in the report summary (Moore et al

1977) were:

1. AFRAM Associates (AFRAM). A Harlem-based group that has
provided assistance to parents at eight Follow-Through
Program sites, in four states and Washington, D.C. AFRAM
attempts to help parents become full partners in their
children's education in terms of decision-making and day-
to~day involvement in schools.

2. Center for New Schools (CNS). A group that has attemptead
a variety of assistance strategies for changing urban
schools, with an emphasis on using qualitative research
studies of successful change efforts as « source of infor-
maticn for assistance.

3. Creative Teaching Workshop/Experiential Systems, Inc.
(CTW). An advisory group working with teachers and prin-
cipals in several New York public schools with a focus on
using concepts and techniques of direct experiential learn-
ing with both children and adults.

4. Institute for the Development of Educational Activities,
Inc. (/1/D/E/A/). A group of educators who have developed
Individually Guided Education (IGE). 1IGE is an approach
to individualizing student learning programs that entails
a changed approach to planning and carrying out instruc-
tion, on-going staff development, and social reorganization
of the teaching staff. Having developed the change strategy
and related materials, /I/D/E/A/ staff have trained staff
from Intermediate Agencies such as state departments of
education to provide on-going assistance for carrying out
the IGE program in over 1200 schools.
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. 5. Rural Education Program (REF). A group developing a . °
strategy for assisting rural schools and communities to
carry out a systematic problem-solving process to deal
with priority local school problems. REP is currently
field-testing their appreoach through training and
supporting local facilitators working in two rural school
districts and is developing training and support mechan-
isms within state and intermediate education agencies to
assist the change process at the local level.
6. United Bronx Parents (UBP). A group of parent activists
in the South Bronx section of New York City who assist
local parent groups in the area to increase their influ-
ence in local schools through training, acting as advo-
cates for individual students, and community organizing.
(p.3) |
Each of the six TAGs carried out change efforts,cénsistent with -
the following seven principles: (1) the school community is a social
system, some aspects of which are altered in the process of educational
change; (2) schools are loosely-coupled organizations, a fact which
makes change difficult; (3) incentives for change are weak since schools
have multiple unclear goals and no established methodology for reaching
those goals; (4) the school system has an interdependent relationship
with other social systems, some of which, e.g., parents, should be in-
Qolved~dn change efforts; (5) face-to-face communication and assistance
facilitate implementation of innovations; (6) the process of implemen-
tation is vital, given the fact that those adopting the innovation are
rarely involved in carrying it out; and (7) characteristics of successful

adoption and implementation include local development or modification of

innovations, support, and on-going training and assistance.
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) The study focused on: .

the internal functioning of the individual TAGs...the pro-
cess by which the individual TAGs provide assistance...
techniques and circumstances that lead to greater or

lesser effectiveness in particular circumstances...com-
parison of similarities and differences between the TAGs in
‘the areas of study focus. (Moore et al., 1977, pp. 7-8)

Data collection included informal interviewing and participant

observation, and i1esulted in a series of case studies and comparative

analysis of the six TAGs.

Findings. The Center for New Schools report summarizes the key

similarities of the TAGs. These similarities are further sumnarized

here.

l l .

The founding of the TAG is critical and includes drawing on a
local tradition of change to generate a strategy of diagnosis
and prescription and to identify the roles and responsibilities
of those involved. -

Four interdependent areas of activity--maintaining effective
TAG internal management, obtaining and maintaining funds,
developing assistance strategies, and carrying out assistance
efforts—-are the focus of effective TAGs.

The TAG leader must be strong, willing to project a clear
direction and set clear limits, and able to act in the best
interests of the TAG goals.

TAG staff need to be able to adjust to complex managerial prob-
lems, cope with evolving tasks and pressures, and work together
interdependently. :

Effective TAGs accept the perspective of mutual adaptation but
make adjustments gradually "after careful analysis of experi-
ence."

By careful selection, and socialization through planned acti-
vities and feedback, TAG staff are drawn into a team effort.

wrc?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Effective TACs develop mechanisms for their own members to
participate in decision-making.

In effective TAGs, fund-raising is approached as a
necessary on-going task. However, since a complete TAG
effort takes from five to seven years, and since it is
difficult to obtain funding for such a sustained period,
TACs are often forced to move on tO new activities before
the first is completed.

Oprimal staff size for a TAG is seven. Expansion to include
15-20 staff--triggered by an effort in a different geographi-
cal area, or by funding for a new project~-results in manage-
ment and communication problems,

Effective TAGs move continually toward coherént action~
oriented strategies of assistance through on-going involvement
with schools following a regular cycle of analysis and assis-
tance. '

Effective TAGs are proficient at mapping the social systems
they are trying to change, using sophisticated analysis and
prediction of interacting roles and actioms.

In addition to face-to-face assistance, effective TAGs de-~
velop and use a variety of quality materials.

Whether a TAG is external or becomes an integrated part of
the internal system is immaterial as long as TAGs success-—
fully adapt to the strengths and weaknesses of their position.

Fffective TAG strategies include focused and coordinated
efforts, teaming of TAG facilitators, regular supervision,
and involvement of all TAG members in analysis of assistance
efforts.

TAG facilitators (field agents) accept the TAG philosophy and
strategies and have personal characteristics, .training, and
experience that build their credibility in schools and pre-
pare them for their .role tasks.

. Following careful mapping of a potential change site, effec~

tive TAGs accomplish three tasks during the entry process:
(1) establishment of TAG credibllity with school system, (2)
development of mutual obligations and limits, and (3) realis-
tic assessment of whether or not TAG capabilities match the
needs and characteristics of the school system.
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17. Effective assistance results from a combination of four techniques:

"(1) structured experiences (e.g., workshops), (2) qQver-
the-shoulder assistance (e.g., advice as part of a parent
strategy session), (3) modeling (e.g., working directly
with a student in using a new reading technique), (4)
provision of materials (e.g., giving teachers interested
in improving staff meetings a booklet on group process)."
“(Moore et al., 1977, p. 20)

18. TAGs must adapt to local conditions, constraints, and crises. “

19. Effective TAGs discourage ‘dependency, minimizing situations in
which the TAG does things for the school system, and designing
activities that entail constant transfer of skills and know-~
ledge to school personnel. '

20. TAGs make efforts to promote long-term incorporation of the
changes initiated. Persistence of changes is associated with:
(1) accurate mapping of social systems, which leads to assimi-~
lation of the innovation by a critical mass of teachers and -
parents, and the active support of the school principal, (2)

a focus on central social processes and structures; (3) efforts
to develop commitment to the innovation by administrators, and.
to develop a permanent network of local facilitators; (4)
transfer of TAG skills to school systems; and (5) attempts to
develop internalization of positive attitudes among practi-
tioners.

21. Effective TAGs engage in certain critical activities which fall
into five areas: (1) formation, (2) management, (3) funding,
(4) strategy development, and (5) assistance. A total of 103
critical activities are identified. '
This study provides a wealth of detail, and presents summarized
findings consistent with the findings of other recent major studies,
However, the summarized findings should be viewed with caution, partly
. because they are so generalized, and partly because the six cases differ

radically in fLeir goals, philosophy, organizational structures, and

operational methods.
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A Case Study of Ogggaizational Development in a School

®

Alderfer and Brown, in Learning from Changing (1975) reporsr a case
analysis of a boarding school that engaged in a "fo#f yea; research and
cansultaéion relaticnship‘with the authors as external researcher-
.'consultants" (p. 26). Two major objectives were specified by the school
principal:

(1) help in managing the present tensions internal to thev

school, and (2) help in planning and implementing changes

at the school appropriate to innovative'education in the
seventies (p. 32)

: L 8
;ollowing an invitation from school'faculty to the DNepartment of
Administrative Science at Yale in the spring of 1969, the authors, with
five graduate students and another faculty member from Yale, conducted
a two-day workshop with students and faculty in small groups'at the
school, Later that ﬁéér a contract was agreed upon specifying roles,
responsibilities, and activities. From September 1969 to June 1973
data Qére collected through observations, questionnaires and interviews;
diagnosis and feedback meetings were held; recommendations were made ;
and regular and frequent consultation occurred between the change agent
and the séhool principal.
Throughout the study, the authors made "extensive use of group
me thods to'achieve entry, continuity, and evaluation of (the) work"

é
(p. 51). Group meetings are described as "sensitivity sessions" (p.

37), "laboratory workshops" (p. 39) and "T-group meetings" (p. 39).
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These g:o&p meetings were the major -activities during the first year,
and were Qesigned.to improve communication, clima;e, and relationships
among participants, and to facilitate individual self-awareness.
Later, consultations between the change agent and school principal be-

came the major activities.

-

, Findings. Approximately half-way through the project a faculty
assessment committee was formed to determine whether or not the project
should continue, and to conduct evaluation of the project separately
from the consultants. This was in fesponse to negative feelings ex-
pressed by some faculty members. The‘decision made by the committee
indicated that it "did not end its deliberations with wild enthusiasm
for the pr;ject, but they (the members) were willing to let the work
continue.” This reluctant acceptance and the mixture of reactions of
participants pervade the study and'discussioh of results. "The out-
¢omes reported may bg less significant than t§e processe? usgd to reach
thew'" (p. 198). Results, agreed to by both the faculty assessment
coﬁﬁittee and- the consultants, are presented in géneral terms:

3

¢ Harrassment of younger students by older students decreased.

e Student satisfaction with school increased.

[ _Prefe&ts ({Ze., senior. student monitors) showed less partiality’
and reported violatours of school rules less’ frequently.

® The level of sarcasm used by students declined.

The authors discuss alternative explanations (i.e., factors othe}

than the project interventions) for these results, but conclude that
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"constructive behavior changes occurred in the school between 1969 and
1971, and that these changes could be tied in direct ways to planned

interventions."

A Study of the Use of 0D to Improve Classroom Group Processes

Chapter 2 of OD in Schools (Schmuck & Miles, 1971) describes a

study involving 50 classroom teachers, conducted in the 1965-1966 school
year, and designed to improve classroom group processes. Twenty teachers
in Group A participated in seven core training sctivities attending
daily six~hour sessions for four weeks during the summer of 1965,
followed by fecdback discussions, and bi-monthly sessions from Septem-
ber through December. Twenty i.achers in Group B participated in five
training activities (all except activities numbered one and six below),
attending weekly seminars and individual conferences. Ten teachers in
Group C received nc training. The training activities wefe:
1. Sensitivity training and related human relations laboratory
experiences.

2. Didactic discussion on basic research about classroom group
processes, . T ‘

& f‘
: -«—H(‘,F"\( |

3. Problem-solving techniques for improving group nrocesses.
. Ed
Analyses of diagnostic data from the teachers' own classrooms. \\\

A

S. Discussions about useful classroom practices developed by
) other teachers,

6. Role-play tryouts of new classroom practices. .
7. Follow~up discussions during the school year. '
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JData were collected from self-report questionnaires, teachers'

diaries, and observations scheduled three or four times for each teacher

during the year, )

~

Findings. Results were determined at the end of the 1965-1966
- L]
school year. They are summarized here:

f

»

e In Group.A, teachers and students made more positive changes than
those in Group B, and both Groups A and B were more. improved than
Group C, . : ) . ?

¢ Group A teachers were more cohesive as a group; they communicated
" and -socialized more. '

® °Group A produced more elaborate-plaps of action and attempted

more practices for improving éroup processes. A
< « » A *

® <Group A placed emphasis on the goal to increase opennesé’in

classroom communication, using such strategies as role-playing
and the use of suggestion boxes to increase and facilitate dis-

cussion. ¢

¢ In seven Group A classrooms, student, governments were farmed and
functioned successfully throughout most of the year.

Both this study, and the sfudy conducted by Alderfer and Brown are

of interest for twn reasons. First, in both cases, the authors were
'
the source of innovation and intervention, the external change agents,

the eva}ua:ors, and the reporters, This multiplicity of roles is common

e .
-

ramong OD practitioners. Secondly, in both cases, the innovation re-

-

lates almost eutirely to interpersonal communication; agai-, a" commop

feature in OD, Although some researchers (e.g., Hayman, Note 3) argue

that OD has not proved successful -in schools, it may also be argued that

. if the goal is to improve communication OD may be successgul.

*
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A Study of Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change

In 1973 the Rand Corporation, under‘cantract to the U.S. Office of
t

Educétion, began a study of four federally funded programs: ESEA, Title

111: ESEA, Title VII; Vocational Education, 1968 Amendments, Part D;

L)
€

and Right to Read. It was assumed that the federal "seed money" would

allow Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to install new projects, and that
h

when external funding was withdrawn (e.g., after three years for Title

R ‘ I11), the LEAs would discontinue ineffective projects and continue
Ry

LR -

successful ones with local funds (Emrick & Peterson, 1978).

S

The Rand study, rgported by Berman et al., (1974-1977), was con-
ducted in two phases. Phase I examined local projécts during their last
or next to last year of federal support and focused on initiation and
implementation issues. fhase 11 examined the data of the géojects after
federal ﬁundé had been withdrawn. Data collection inciuéed:

s ’ i
A (personal interview) Survey of teachers, principals, and
administrators at 293 sites and interyiew/observation studies

- of 29 sites drawn from the survey-sample. (Emrick & Peterson,
o, 1978, p. 12)

Findings. Phase I research indfcated that federal funding stimulated

changeﬂat the local level on two dimensions of motivation: problem-

/ '

solving, and opportunism. The problem~solving orientation indicated
. that LEAs initiated projects perceived as Solutions to }6cally

1 ‘ . ’
recognized high-priority needs. "Opportunistic" districts defined needs
PAY ’ .

"in respense to the guidelines that atcompanied the federal dollars”
. L .




& Yy

(Emrick & Peterson, 1978, p. 14). Phase 11 research indicated that in
opportunistic districts, projects had little impact in terms of changed
behaviors or practices, and rarely survived when federal funds were

withdrawn.

.

In addition to the motivation of the LEA, three other factors were
found to influence processes and outcomes: the nature and scope of the
change, the implementation strategy, and the level of institutional

support. Emrick and Peterson summarize the findings for each of these

factors,

When the nature of the change was designed to influence teacher
behavior, teachers responded positively, making extra efforts., If
the scope of change was complex or introduced in many clagsrooms simul~

taneously, problems of coordination occured. o
Implementation strategies~~the means by which local project leaders

gnided and supported users--were a major focus of the study, Emrick &

*»

veterson (1978, p. 15) summarize the strategies characteristic of

-

successfully implemoanted projects:

® staff training focused on practical aspects of project
Operations;
. o

® high levels of support activities for participants i
(e.g., visits to demonstration classrooms; observation

of implementation efforts and feedback from project
leaders or consultants) ;

® frequent meetings of project s'taff; :

® staff in%slvement in decisions affecting project opera-
. tions; o
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@ inclusion of highly motivated staff who volunteered to
participate and, in some cases, were selected by pro-
ject leaders as "most likely to succeed;”

1
e targeting of change effort% to elementary schools;

e Involvement of a "critical mass” of participants.

¥

Institutionél support at both the district and s§h001 levels, was
a critical factor. Although endorsement was sufficient at the district
level, more active support by prinéipals was necesséry for success,

Phase II results are reported by Berman et al. (1977, Vol. 7).
The authors describe three catego;;es of factors relating to implemen-
tation and teacher change: federal input, project‘characteristics, and
institutional setting.

In the category of federal input, the autho#s state "any change
wrought in histrict practices depended on what tﬁe district did with
the funds, not on dollar amounts' (Berman et al.L 1977, Vol. 7, p. ix);

Three factors are included in the category %f project characteris-
tics: educational method, scope of change, and i%yiementation
strategies. Variations in educational method were\found to be of little
importance. Tﬁc aspects related to the scope of chépge were found to
impact upon tbe lkkelihood of successful continuation; project goals,
and teacher chaﬁ;;. Implementation problems were genéfated by staff
uncertainty of the intent of progect goals, and contriﬁgted to*the

, |

"project demise once federal funding ended" (Berman et al., 1977, Vol.
' §

7, p. 71). Implementation strategies that enhanced impl%mentation and

\
heightened the chances for continuation included: high qu%lity teacher

- ;i \
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training, staff support activities providing assistance and feedback

to teachers, and teacher participation in decision-making.

-

The category of institutional setting includes the {actors of
organizational climate and leadership, school characteristics, and
teacher characteristics. On page xi of Volume 7, Berman et al.
summarize major findings related to these factors:
Effective implementation required a good project director
and a supportive school principal.

The quality of working relationships strongly
affected the percentage of goals achieved and project

continuation. ¢

The type of school had little or no relationship
to project outcomes or continuation,

Teacher's sense of efficacy emerged as a powerful

explanatory variable . . . Teacher's years of experience

had a consistent negative relationship to project out-

comes . . . Teacher's verbal ability was positively

associated with student performance, but otherwise did not

affect implementation, teacher change, or continuation.

In determining and describing project continuation once federal
funds were withdrawn, the Rand study initially looked for institutionali-
zation of a project. This was defined as integration of assimilation by

€
teachers and incorporation by the schools and district. The authors
report that "a minority of projects . . . became institutionalized."
However, two other patterns of continuation are reported: isolation,
and pro forma. In isolation, a school, usually without funds, continued

as best it could. 1In the pro forma pattern the LEA "formally decided

to continue the project but teachers did not use project-related
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activities in their classroows.” Ferman et al. suggest that lack of
teacher assimilation of project-related activities in- the latter
pattern was due to previous administrative behaviors and activities,
such as poor implementation strategies, characterized by lack of dis-
trict support and lack of invited principal and teacher partici@ation
in decision-making.

This'study is of interest for many raasons, but two appear to be
of primary importance: (1) the study initiated the perspective of mutual
adaptation allowing for change in the iriovation and in the uvrganization,

and (2) the Local Process of Change model was developed and refined

during the study.

A precise comparison of each of the seven studies reviewed here

against the six models of change described earlier reveals that exact
fit or match does not occur. Howevef, the fit may be considered close
enough to view each study as an {llustrative example of its respective
model, and the differences among the studies may serve to hiphlight
the differences ampng models.

Examination of the findings of the studies indicates areas of
similaritv, Therefore, the following part of this paper prESénts-a
synthesis of findings across the seven studies reviewed and others, and
presents the synthesis in terms of processes, influences, and effects
so that findings may be viewed in relationship tu these dimensions used

in the descriptions of the models of change.
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Cross-Study Synthes\s of Findings

This part of the péper presents a synt of findings

studies discussed above ;nd of findings from three other sources,
namely, Emrick and Peterson (1978), Fullan and Pomfret (1977), and
Kritek (1976). Emrick and Peterson review five major studies and syn-
thesize the findings. Fullan and Pomfret review fifteen studies, dis-
cuss others, and present conclusions based on their review. Ktitek‘ ~
reviews the literature and discusses lessons learned -about implementa-
tion. -

Each set of findings is necessarily influenced by such factors as
the nature of the innovation* and the assumptions made by the developers
and evaluaturs. However, in spite of such differences, it is possible
to attempt to synthesize the fi-~dings arruss the studies and reviews,
and it is considered desirable to include a relatively large number
of studies in order to present as comprehensive a picture as possible.

The synthesis of findings is organized under two general headings:
processes and influences. Processes include activities such as imple-
mentation strategies, and communication patterns. Influences include
roles and responsibilities of internal and\external groups, and the
characteristics of the innovation. Findings are generalized, and are

presented in the form of directives for the sake of brevity, clarity,

and consistency.

*See pages 10 and 13,




Processes

The activities and ﬁétterns of communication discussed here are
not those which are an inherent part of the innovation, but rather are
those which relate to the planning and operatiocnalization of the innova-
tion. These activities and communication modes'#xe frequently referred

!

to in the literature as strategies of imple@en?htion. Strategies used

i

to introduce and facilitate the on-going éuccess'of dn innovation may = = !
be designed by the source of innowvation, by an LEA, a school, or an
external change agent. Findings of studies and arguments of researchers
indicate that all strategies given here are of great importance to
successful implementation and continuation, and that quality is more
important than quantity.
e Conduct training activities for users, including demonstra-
tions and experiential learning, and providing psychological ®
reinforcement.
e Provide for resource support, allowing time for users to pre-
pare, plan, communi:ate with each other, collect materials,
and reorganize the school schedule if necessary.
® Provide for administrative support, involving principals in
relevant activities, and requiring district approval and
commitment. '
e Provide for feedback, preferably through frequent and regular
meetings of users (and others), to address problems, clarify

roles and responsibilities, and provide moral support.

e Allow for active participation of users in decision-making
whenever feasible.
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Influences

There are three influential factors--the iniernal group, the ex-

ternal group or change agept; and the innovation--all of which are

interrelated, The characteristics of each factor, and the decisions

] - A4

and ‘activities of each group or individual can influence implementation

§

and continuation either positively or negatively. It appears that all

—

s

dirgctives~pgesen@ed below should be considered; positive impact is

Y

7ﬁéhieved through a complex interaction of influences.

1,
Internal gharacteristics. The directives stated here could be

addressed by an external change agent, but probably should be addressed

by members of the Local Education Agency considering implementation of

an

innovation.

Consider motivation; accept and/or adapt an innovation only if
it solves a problem which is locally recognized.

Generate support and active commitment of superintendents,
principals, and teachers. -

Since secondary schools have been found to be more resistant
to change than elementary schools, be prepared to make extra
efforts with secondary school staff.

Pay attention to teacher needs and characteristics, encourag-—
ing professional growth and facilitating communication between
and among teachers and administrators.

External characteristics. Fullan and Pomfret (1977) consider fac-

tors of design, evaluatiqp, and incentives as influential 1n successful

implementation. However, they present little hard data to support their

argument. Other researchers focus on the roles and responsibilities of
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the external change agent, variously titled consultant,‘linker, inter-~
mediary, and so on. The role may vary from a person who Informally in-
vites anoéher to visit a classroom where an innovation is being imple-
mented, to a person formally involved in stimulating educational change
at many sites. However, whatever the change agent's title, or the ex-
tent of his or her responsibilities, certain directives based on
research findings are of importance.
® Make use of existing personal referral networks and informal
communication channels.

e Use face-to-face communication accompanied by appropriate
miterials.

e Become familiar with the organizational system and its
components.

e Secure prior informed concurrence of all levels of the organization.

e After securing informed concurrence, begin activities at the
level closest to the operational group.

e Make use of all relevant and available human and material re-
sources internal and external to the system as necessary and

feasible.

® Ensure that all transactions are coherent and congruent with
the project goals.

¢ VProvide for choice among appropriate alternatives along .
dimensions such as process, style, and degree of involvement
by the target group.

e Do not overcommit personal resources such as energy and time.

‘@ If conducting training activities, make use of concrete ex-
periences, assignments, and materials.

e Follow through with frequent and regular meetings.

e Do not attempt to mandate specific changes.
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Characteristics of the innovation. Regardless of the source of

the innovation or whether or not it is locally modified, the following

directives are important to success:

® Present all relevant information clearly and completely.
e Avoid ambiguity.

e Provide appropriate high quality materials or state ways in
which materials can be obtained.

e Avoid organizational complexity.

® Clearly explain new teaching strategies and/or role relation-
ships,

e Provide for clarification and reinforcement through implementa-
tion strategies.

Conclusions

The foregoing synthesis of findings indicates a perspective of
particular interest to those advocating a stronger liaison between R&D
and practitioners: the'practitioners~—their mofives, decisions, and
actions~--are the strongest influential force in the process of change.
While this conclusion may appear to be self-evident, it is nonetheless
of major importance to external grouﬁs and individuals involved‘;ince,
if the conclusion is accepted, it may well influence résearch and de~
velopment activities, federal and state funding, and attitudes and
~actions of change agents.

In addition to this pervading perspective, there are two other .con-

clusions that may be made: (1) planning and the use of appropriate
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processes are essentialita the success of an innovation, and (2)
evaluation of implementation, i.e., measurement of generalizable
effects, varies across studies, and design and method appear to be
still évolving (See also pp: 9-13).

The remainder of this section of the paper explores barriers and
facilitators affecting the innovation aqd its implementation, and the
roles and resporsibilities of those involved in educational change,
drawing not only on the literature cited in the foregoing discussions

v

of studies and their findings, but also on additional literature,

Barrieré anﬁrFacilitators Influencing Innovations

Barriers

Four major barriers to successful implementation are fairly
coﬁmﬁnly found embedded in the innovation itself. These barriers relate
to complexity, resources, userﬁuﬁderstanding, and user role. The
barriers are caused by the innovation and its requirements, and are
not the result of lack of ability on the part of the primary users of
the innovation (e.g., teachers).

Complexitv. If an innovation requires involvement and/or integra-
tion of several components of an organization--for instance, -involve-~
ment of several schools, or integrated schedules‘and activities of
several curricul;r s;bjects within a school~~it is considered to be
complex. The more components of an organization involved, the more

complex the reform, which leads to greater difficulty of impleméntation

(Kirst, Note 4).

3
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Resources. If the innovation requires the use of human or material

resources, and does not provide them, difficulties arise. The assump-
N ‘ .

tion that nec%ssary resources are readily available and that users will

{
identify, select, and use those resources creates a barrier to success

(Gross et al., 1971, pp.§135-139;“Kritek, 1976).

Understanding.' Lack of understanding may relate to.one or more of
the followingg the innovatio& as a wholf, the goals of the innovation,
and the roles requgréd of the user. Tﬁé-barrier of lack of understand-
ing is fairly common, whether or not technical assistance is provided,
but is usually more severe when assistance and/or training are absent.
Since many innovations are designed externally and are evaluated in a
hands-off" situation, oice the barrier of lack of understanding exists
it is difficult to remove. The responsibility to clarify, expla;n,
present rationally, illustrate, and persuade, so that ambiguity is

<

avoideé, rests with the source of innovation. When tﬂé barrierJis
not overcame, severe implementation problems result (Gross et al., 1971,
pp. 150-159; Kritek, 1976; Pincus, 1974; Ruff & Roberts, Note 8).

Roles. 1If the innovation requires the user to play a new role, or
to play several different roles, even when the user understands what is
to be done, he or she may suffer from role overload. This means that
the user cannot cope with the behavioral change‘and/or cannot manage
the multiple roles, each of which may relate to a different set of
tasks, This barrier is especially,severe when the innovation consists

of written materials without provision for facilitating processes or

tfaining (Kritek, 1976; Ruff & Roberts, Note 8).
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Facilitétors
— \

Whegvthe barriers are surmounted by careful dosign, quality |
materials, and assistance for all componénté of the innovation, imple-
mentation can be highly succeséful (Charters & Jones, 1975; Morrish, 1976,
pp. 120-122)., However, even when an innovation has built-in processes to

facilitate its use, it is usually desirable and/or necessary to emplov

additional plénning/implementaticn-grocesses forc effective site-specific

operationalization.

Barriers and Facilitatgrs Influencing Implementation

Several assumptions influence this part of the paper: (1) regardless
of the model of change used, iunovations are likely to: be adapted by

i
schools or local education agencies; (2) successful and appropriate

\

adaptation (or deveiopment) of an innovation requires planning and
operntionalizatioﬁ o% on-going activities before éﬁd during implementa-
tion; aad (3) the planning/implementing process sﬁould be guided by an
awareﬂzss of related barriers and facilitators.

Miles (Note 5) argues that planning and implementation cannot and
s
should not be separated. His argument appears to be supported, since many

suggestibns for implementation strategies begin at, or even before, the
} , -

planning'# stage. Analysis of the literature indicates that this integra-
! <

tion oé?planning and implementation (P/I).requires tecognition of

4

#
barriefs and facilitators, and consideration, selection, and/or applica-
tion é% appropriate constraints and opportunities, strategic principles,

prncefses, and techniques.
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In this part of the paper, barriefs,_facili:aéofé and some generali=~ Al
,zacionélrelating to the P/I pProcess are presented under fogr headings:
(1) constraints and oppo;tunicfés,.(Z) stratesic‘princibies, (3) process
variables’, and (4) tools and téchniques. Ip eaﬁﬁhcaseﬂ discussion i~ B .
somewhat general, and it‘shnuld be understood that decisions ény ac;fzns'
f;ken by an internal group are likely to be a{fected %y additional gpecific

.
~ . ' 4
* ]

Constraints and Opportunities ’ ' -

local considerations.

The constraints and opportunities referred to here are those relating
’ ¢
to P/I ehat should be considered when deciding upon the strat:gic prin-
L)
ciples to be applied, processes to ke employed, and tools and techniques
- * ‘

to be used. These constraints and opportunities relate to perspectives, o

resources, and current social and educational pzéssures.

The perspeétives, or points ofﬂview, for planning/implementaxion may
be influenced by the priorities of external and internal groups and in-
dividuals, and by a variety of factors and criteria; such as the nature . N '\“ﬁ~7
of the innovation, and its perceived desirability and geasibility. Con-
straints and opportunities related to perspectives will\vary from site
to site. Examples of perspectives to be explored include: (1) promotion
of mutual adaptation and/or the fidelity perspective; (2) the extent of
local developﬁent, or modification., of materials or procesées; {3) the E
extent and nature of involvement by varioﬁs individuals a;d groups, such g

as teachers, parents, local or state administrators, and external con-

saltants; (4) the short-term and long-term goals and priorities of the
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school system; and (5) the nature and extent of .staff development activi-

ties directly rglatedf?:the planning/impléhentatigp of the proposed in-
. T A 3

' . 4 ¢ : ~
novation or project. .

in addition to the cunsiderg;ion of perspectiyes; fac;crs qf“avail—
able ;ime, money, a@d ochér.résource§ may influence the %erceivad dgF
sifabiiicy ox feasibilig? of a given course of action, If is necessary
to recognize resource constraints aﬁd’to anticipate problems that éay
arise through the impact of external demgnds. Forlinstance, in the
rural experimental schocis projegts, the féderal funéing agehcy speci-
fied éhat pldnning/implementa&ion shiould include distric;—wide (r;ther
than school site) change actiQitiés and community pargicipation. Theée
we:é perceiéed as inappropriate for local circumstances and difficule
t;-carry out (Kirst, the.éb“

Finally3 there are constraints and opportunities of'curréﬁtly popu-

* ’ -
lar or accepted objectives, attitudes, or social pressures, such as the

present trend to encourage influencial participéﬁicn of all levels of an

- organization in almost all planning and decision-making activities.

-
i

Constraints and opportunities of perspectives, resources and social
pressures at a given site ror a given innovatiosn or proposed change, in-
te?act*&ith cach other and influence not only decisions made at the very
beginning cof the ?/I process, buc.also on-going decisions and gctivities.
Theretore, site—specifié constraints and opportunities should be idenci-

< .

fied before substantial commitment is/made, and subsequent planning/im-

plementation activities should be as realistic possible,
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Strategic Principles -
Three strategic principles of the P/I process appear to be strongly

influential to the success of the innovation: planning, support, and

training or assistance. Table 5 presents barriers and facilitators for
cach of these three strategic principles.

Planning. Usually, planning is perceived as an effort that pre-=

cedes activation of a project. However, there is evidence to suggest
that pleaning should be continuous or cyclical so that unanticipated

problems can be dealt with as they arise, and imprivements or modifica-

"tions can be made on an on-going bLasis (Firestone, 1977; Heathers et al.,
A

1977: Moore et al., 1977).

Nuality alannineg with ontimal use of time and nthar recnurcec

'

“)n;1;—
cm - e -

tates implementation (Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7; Gross et al., 1971;
Kritek, 1?76; Pincus, 1974; Kirst, Note 4). Heathers et al. (1977, pp-
3—1—i—-3-1-6) advocate three principles affecting planning: (1) base
cfforts toward change on the presence of dissatisfaction (or wisﬁ for
improvement) within the organization; (2) emplov a "conSumer~centere§"
rather than a "product-centered" approach in deciding what changés should
be made; and (3) in planning and conducting local change programs, share
Ieadership‘responsihﬁlities wiéh autside.experts. ~Pincus (1974) and Short

(1973) advocate collaboration between R&D agencies and educational leader—

ship networks to facilitate practitioner use of relevant research.

~
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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flanning

Facilitators

good ude of time

good use of
resources

1ccdl need basis

cfonsumer-centered
approach

shared leadership

R&D and practitioner

collaburation
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Barriers

[ S —

# short-teru
perspective

e organizational
weakness

e poor timing
® poor internal/external
communication

e internal and internsl/
external conflict of
interest

e pour external under-
standing uf .nternai
circumstances

Table 5

Facilitators and Parrlers of
Planning, Support, ind Training and Assistante

Support

{

Facilitators

Training and Assistance

Barriers

Facilitators

Barriers

—— )

céntral office support
to "bottom-up' change

administrative
acceptance/approval of
project goals

good working relation-
ships

comnitment of resources

provision for training
and assistance

visics and feedback
LU Ledcnerys

@ perceilved need
for stability

® perceptions of
threat or vul-
nerability

e inertia

® cutbacks and
delays in
funding

e too few visits
to local sites

¢ incremental
implementation

e school site 18
unit of change

e allowance for
teacher
differences

e sccountgbility
and feadback
mutually
determined

R—

s conflicting
internal and
external interests

e impositrion from
above of "standard
packages"

—



Agreeing that planning prior to implementation is essegtial, Coodwin
(1977, p. 115) idenéifies three barriers to success: (1) the short-term
perspectivevof school staff, (2) organizational weakness of school
planners, and (3) failure of the planning process to culminate‘at a
time when decisions can be made. The implication is that these barriers
must be overcome if planning is to be successful. The barrier of organi-
zational weakness is implied by Firestone (1977), who states that inter-
nal cenflicting intefests, illustrated by teachers' loss of enthusiasm
in planning due to tigiht central control, create a barrier difficult to
overcome. The issue of organlzation relates to leadership, which
Heathers et al. (1977) suggest should be shared between internal and
external groups. Both Uirestone (1977) and Kirst (Note 4) point to
barriers ‘that are created when the internal and external groups have con-
flicting interests and’when communication and understanding between the
two groups are inadequate.

Support. Studies indicate that support ranges from a rather disin-~
terested acceptance of an innovation, which may result in minimal imple-
mentation, to a strong active commitment of all individuals and groups, .
leading to effective implementétion (Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7; Corwin,
1975; Firestone, 1977).

1f central office support is given so that schools can implement,

.

"bottom-up' changes, implementation is facilitated (Gross et al., 1971

Kritek, 19%6; Kirst, Note 4). The Rand study indicates that effective

support—-from diStrict‘;é?EQﬁnel and school principals-~includes moral
\



support illustrated:by acceptrance and approval of the innovation and its
goals, reinforcement and enthusiasm toward teachers putting classroom
improvements into practice, and establishment of good werking relation-
ships between and among individuals and groués involved in the project.
Practical support is illustrated by real commitme;t of resources, pro-
visions for training and on-go;ng assistance, and classroom visits
followed by constructive feedback.

Barriers to LEA support include the perceived need for stability,
personal or :nstitutional perceptions of threat or vulnerability, and
incrtia (Pincus, 1974).  When an external agency is involved, it can
create barriers to 'support, especially if the agency controls funds
necessary to effective implementation. Kirst (Note 4) states that the
changing policies of a federal agency led to cut-backs and delays iﬁ
funding, which meant that LEAs were unable to purchase needed materials
O carty out training activities according to schedule, thus curtailing
their planned support activities. In addition, Kirst (Note 4) states
that the support_aifivities of the federal agency--'procedures of
project monitors, very brief visits te lacal ;ites, and periodic reports
and renewal grants'--were insufficient to reorient local behavior toward
"comprehensive change."

.Training and assistance. Both training and assistance are usually

for the benefif of the primary user, e.g., the teacher, and may include
)

general information about the project, specific information and training

directly related to the purpese and use of the "innovation, and desirable

outcomes and how those outcomes are to be measured.

.
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LEA provision for in-service training and assistance is a strong
facilitator (Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7; Gross et al., 1971; Kritek,
1976; Kirst, Note 4). Four considerations may positively influence

training and subsequent implementation of the innovation: (1) planning

for incremental implementation reduces risks (Goodwin, 1977, p. 11€;

3

Heathers et al., 1977, p. 3-1-5); (2) the school site, and not the dis-
trict, is stressed-as the optimal unit of change (Kirst, Note 4); (B
allowance is made for differences in teaching style (Kirst, Note 4); and
(4) accountability critefia and provision for feedback are determined
through involvement of pgincipals, teachers, and sometimes parents
(Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Kritek, 1976; K;rsta Note 4).

Two barriers must be overcome: the conflicting interests of exter-
nal and internal ind’ {duals and groups (Firestone, 1977), and the belief
that reforms can be p t into ‘standard packages and imposed from above
(Kirsf, Note 4).

Process Variables

Throughout the P/1 process, three variables have a strong infl.er -e _'
on the nature and success of all activities: participation, communication,
and motgvatian. These three process variablﬁs are strongly futerrelated
and appear to be of equal importance in determining the future of an
innovative project. Table 6 summarizes the barriers and facilitators

for each of the three variables discussed below. \

Particibatinn, There is a great difference between passive partici-

pation, when an individual is physically present but contributes little,

-
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Partic.pation

Facilitators

i

Barriers

.Wr ‘

R e e o

Table 6

Barriers and Facil{tators of
Participation, Communf{cation, and Motivation

Communication

Motivation

Facilicators

Barriers

Facilitators

Barriers

# Inclusion of admin-
istrdators, teachers,
and parents

® Shared decision-
makiag

!

Participation with-
out influence

Negative atticude
of aduinistrators
to teachers

Insufficient®™t ime
for teacher parti-
cipation

Teachers' lack of
planning skills

Teachers' unfami-~
larity with pro-
cedures

8 Use of strategles
teo reduce conflict,
reduce negative
{apact of rank and
status, and
increase communi-
cation

e Mutual sense of
"belonging"

¢ Intermal
cross—level
differences--
"top down"
{mposition,
lack of
confidence
of lower
organization
members, use
of language
inappropriate
for audience,
perceived
conflict of
interest

@ Lack of
communication
from sponcor
of innovation
to user

e Problem-solving
orientation

e Principals’
approval

® Teachers' sense of
achievenent,
recognition for
accomplishment,
challenging work,
increased respon-
sibility,
professional
growth,
incentive by
inservice credit

e ngortunistic
orientation

e Principals’'
" disapproval

s Incentive by
threat of
punishnent

U



and active participation, when an individual can and does influence the
course of events. .This difference must be recognized by those ipvdlved
in the P/I process because the choicé between active and passive partici-
pation, orce made, is difficult to reverse, and because decisions as to
who participates and how will affect not only P/I, but also the future

of the project.

e P

Many writers agree that participation of individual's and groups
from all three leve}s or units of adoption is essential to successful
implgmquigfgﬁ (Eifﬁan et al., 1977, V;l. 7, p. 81; Firestone, 1977;
Goodwin, 1977, p. 117; Heathers et al., 1977, p. 3-1-3; Morrish, 1976,
P. 129). Specifically, all categories of those involwved, including
pareﬁts or community members as well as district and school staff,
should participate in making choices and decisions about aiiocation ot
resources, selection of sites, staff and target groups, project gover-
nance, staff development activities, development of materials, and
evaluation procedures. Shared decision-making is of great {mportance,
especially for teachers. When teachers do, in fact, influence decisioﬁs
and activities, positive results are achieved (Firestone, 1977).

Firestone (1977) and Heathers (1972) identify an immense barrier
frequently created by the fact that t;acher participation is without
influence. When tea;hers are invited to participate but find their
suggestions ignored, they resist the project, and sometimes sabotage it.
Firestone strongly advocates exclusion of teachers-if school and district

"administrators insist on imposing their ideas, although ideally he. be-

lieves that administrators should change their attitudes and behavior

82
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toward teachers. Firestone states that teachers are at a disadvantage
because the school system allows them insufficient time for useful par-
ticipation, and because they are often-unfamiliar with standard operating
procedures and skills required in plannihg activities,

Communication. Some of the barriers to useful and influential

participation may be overcome through the use of strategies and techni-
ques of communication.

Morrish (1976, p. 129) argues tﬁat facilitating strategies should

increase communication, decrease conflict, and reduce thé negative
impact of rank and status. Margerison (1973, p. 81) states that people
exerting influence for change and people to be chaﬁged must have a
strong sense of belonging to the séme group.

Barriers to ¢ommunication, especially between hierarchical levels
of the educational organization, are found to be highly influential
(Hall & Aiford, 1976, p. 44; Kirst, Note 4). Specifically, these cross-
1evél_differences include;} (1) the impact of rank and status--illustra-
ted Sy "top-down" imposié;bn of ideas or an authoritarian style of

~

operation, and by lack of confidence of members of lower organizational

&

léVels; (2) style or use of langhaée, e.g., academi. terminology vs. the
language of the classroom; and (3) perceived conflicts of interest among
groups which may or may not be accurate, Pincus (1974), Firestone (1977),
and Kirst (Néte~45 state that lack of commhnication«between‘sponsors of
{nnovations and the potential users creates a barrier resulting in lack

. T :
of understanding with the probable result of inappropriate ‘aoplementation.
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Motivation. BHoth communication and participation are influenced
by factors of motivation or the nature of incentives oiffered to those
involved in the project. o

Berman et al. (1977, Vol. 7, p. 23) found that a problem-solving

orientation ‘at the district level facilitated implementation and

positively influenced later institutionalization of the innovation.

In’ether.wnrds, when LEA administrators believe ;hat the i{nnovation meets
local needs, they are motivated to provide active support. In the

‘same study, it is reported that principalsfacilitate implementation when
they perceive the innovation as an aid to fulfilling a school need, and

when it .is congruent with their own philosophy.

Although the motivation of administrators is important, the motiva-
k)

tion of the toacheors zan be
% . .\
implementation, and in the degree of involved commitment generated prior

Cven wric laiiueniial in the day-to-day

to implementation. Margerison (1973, p. 56) identifies five motivating
factors: sense‘of achiﬁvemeet, recognition for accomplishment,
challenging work, increased responéibi}ity, and professional growth ane
development. Berman et al. (1977, vo1l. 7, e. 82) support Margerison's
findings and state that motivation can be'faciliteted if teachers are
conyinced of the edu;ational promise of the innovation. Firestone (1977)
elaborates further by pointing out that teacbers think in terms of their
own students, implying that strategies should be responsive ,to this per~
spective. In order to achieve high teacher motivation,‘the incentive

system needs to be restructured (Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7, p. 83;
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Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Pincus, 1974). ‘in the state of Delaware, and
elsewhere, incentives--in addition to the motivating factors identified
by Margerisoﬁ--take the form of in-service crediﬁ; This credit is
applied in two directions: toward salary increments, and toward univer-
sity degree course cradits. This form of incentive ippears to facil@taté
teacher motivation and usefﬁl participation. |

When opportunism motivates acc%ptance of an innovation, barriers
are created since administrators demonstrate little interest or support.
Whén principals are unconvinced of the value of an innovation, their

neg ive attitude is felt by the teachers so that implementation suffers

(Bert. n et al., 1977, Vol. 7, p. 124). Some incentives offered to

teachers may create barriers. Kirst (Note 4) reporégﬁan instance where
restructuring took the form of a reverse. incentive; teachers were ‘
threatened with loss of tenure or lack of promotion. The result was
nonimplementation, Incentives of money--hourly pay for attendence at

planning or inservice training sessions—-are inadequate (Berman et al.

1977, Vol. 7, p. 83). -

Techniques and Tools ' / D

Earlier in this paper reference was made to the many disciplines
ihat influence educational change. Each of‘thosé‘disciplines offers
tools and techniques that may be of yse in designing implementation
sirategies. Rclative;y feﬁ c;n befingludedthefé. Those which are

included fall into two categories: group processes, and idea genera-

tion and plannfng techniques. Group processes are included because

¥
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of the concern expressed in the litera&gre about effective participation

¢

and communication. Idea generation and planning techuniques are included

N
~

because the literature suggests weaknesses in these areas in local ed-
ucation organizations, and because relatively few writers on educationil
change discuss these techniques. In both cases, fecilitating techniqués
are suggested; they are summarlzed in Table 7. For Lne sake of brevity,
illd#trativg examples are usel; the complete range of alternatives is

not inéluded.

Group processes. The literéture on group processes is growing.
Citations used here are,repreéeniative in that there is widespread agree-

ment on statements presented, and are selective in that all references
R ] .

arc based on results of studies of group process.
"Group decisions which have been arrived at interactively elicit

more solid support and issue into action more frequently than do those

b

which are handed down authoritatively" (Lindzey & Aronson, 1969, p. 261).

In order to facilitate broductiﬁity and cooperation, two dimensions of

f

the group process need to be understood: task and maintenance, Each

dimension requires the application of specific knowledge, skills and

Y
H

attitudes, and both dimensions &ust be attended to by all group mambersv

-, ' , ‘
p if the group effort is to be su?cessful (Schmuck & Schmuck, 1971, p. 117).

~The task dimension relates to tAe work to be accomplished by the groyp,
Y : 1 .
and is illustrated by actions chh as information-seeking, clarifying’ or
}
5 i R ‘

eléborating,‘sqmmarizing, The ﬁaintenénce dimension relates to emotions

'

and interpersonal relationshipstwithin the group and includes such actions
- . { .

s - -

‘ .
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- Table 7

Examples of Facilitating Techniques Useful

for Strategies of Implementation

~

i

+ Group Processes
R £

!  1dea Generation

-

maintenance dimensions }

EffiTlent routing and
~ ready access to information

Clarity of role

.members

r

~

Attention to both task ard

!

“ !
‘e

Training in problem sol&%ng
and communication skills’

Perceived influence

Use of feedback

Individual and interactive
tack-relevant decision making

Democratic and functionai
leadership

Groups between 6 and 12

N

@ Brainstorming

'@ Checklisting

e Use wf checkerboard
e Attribute listing
e Scenarios

e Decisi.a trezc

e Simulations

e Delphi

“o Future wheels

® Cross-~impact matrices

i

[
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as encouragling, expressing tfeelings, harmonizing, equalizing opportunities,

and compromising or arranging for a "double-win."

Both task and maintenance iaclude the use of communication skills,
but in the formgr it is priﬁarily cognitive while in thq!}étter it is
affective. When groups are trained in the use of communication skills,
they solve problems more effiziently and have positive feelings about
thelir gchieve;ént (McGrath & Altman, 1966; pp. 63~64; Morrish, 1976, p.
129).

The types of roles and the ways in which roles are plgyed within

groups are widely discussed in the literature. The leadership role is

‘particularly lontroversial. There are two basic forms of group ieader-

ship: authoritarian and democratic. LindZey and Aronson (1969, p. 259)
report findings of studies comparing these two forms. Authoritarian
leadership rerults in a greater quanti:y‘of work, less work motivation,
less originality, a greater amount of’agressiveness expressed toward the
leader and other gréup members, more suppressed discontent, more dependent

and submissive behavior, less friendliness within the group, and less

"group-mindedness."

These results suggest that authoritarian leadership
can be a barrier to useful teacher participation. Smith (1965, p. 139)
suggests that the acts of leadership; which may be performed by more than
one person, are important to the successful accomplishment of the task.

He {s supported by Margerisén (1973, p. 127), who points out that the con-
cept of fﬁnctiqnal ieadership, in which any member may perform acts of

leadership for a short time, allows the emergence of specialized knowledge

and skills as needed.
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It {s essential that all participants contribute toward the
successful accomplishment of the task (e.g., §mith. 1965, p. 126). In
some instances it is necessary for each member to carry a role, such as
recorde;, researcher, public relations officer, or inter-—group liaison,
but when members understagd the dimensions of the group process and per-
ceive themselves as useful participants, formal roles are nof as impor-
tant.

The optimul size of a productive group is another somewhat contro-
versial areS. In general, however, there is agreement on certain con-
siderations The larger the group, the less individual talking and
. acting time there is, an the greater the complexity of relationships.

Very small groups-~less than four members-—-are less creative than larger
groups (Renzulli, Owen, & Callahan, 1974). Twelve person groups faci-
litate cteativity. Grouops with/more than 15 members are too cumber-

some for effective task accomplishment. Six-person groups can be pro-

oup prncess dimensions,

ductive ang\éfisctive on both

dea e on s“1iterature on creativity is most helpful 'in

this arca. PFour technlques and one\process are of particular interest:

|

the techniques of brainstorming, chec isting, attribute listing and use

of the checkerboard; and the process of synectics The four techniques—-
when accurately understood and appropriately tsed--§re relatively easy
to master, and facilitate the three key dimensions of \greativity--

fluency, flexibility, and originality.
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Brajastorming facilitates participation of all ,roup membeis; check—
listing stimulates flexibility; the use o. 1n attribute list, or a checker- .

- . -

- board helps to ensure that a w{de variety‘of alternatives is covered (Davis
PR ,
& Scott, 1971). The synectics process (Gordon, 1961) is much more com-
plex thamn the techniques-degctibed above. Although it has been used suc-—
cessfully 1n'high schools and in industry, the process is somewhat time-
consuming and training is needed to master the me thods . xUsed by a person
or group unfamiliar with the methods, the process could pro;e a barriervto
productivity. °
In a&dition to techniques originating from the science (or art) of ére-

ativity, techniques used in futurism may also facilitate the P/I process,
Miles (Note 5) expresses J{ismay that such techniques are not so ,used, stating
that they are appropricte for managing uncertainty and complexity, and won-
dering whether their lack of ure is due to disinterest or ignorance. Spe-
cifically, Miles advocates the use of scenarios (popularized by Kahn énd
his associates at the Hudson Institute), decision-trees, cross—impact ma-—
trices, and simulations. These and other tools and téchniques uged by
tuturists are described by Heathers et al (1977). The same authors
explain how a Delphi may be used as a survey instrument, and how future

_ »
wheels may te used to determine needs and consequences of an innovation.

Needless to say, there aré many m re tools and techniques that could

be usefully applied in planning/implementation. It is hoped that the
examples presented above, from the disciplines of futurism, creativity,

and behavioral science, may serve to illustrate the richness and variety

available from many different sources.
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Roles and Resgghéibilities of Internal
Individuals and Groups Involved in Educational Change

There are two major groups commonly iavolved in éducatio;al change:
thcse external to the educational organization experiencing or implementing
the change, and those internal to the educational organization. This part
of the paper focuses on the internal group; external g;odps are discussed.
later. R

The internal- group uéualLy includes at least fhree subgroups: the
primary users, secondary‘users or units of adoption, and the tertiary
users. Mos; commonly these three internal subgroups consist respectively
of teachers, principals and other school administrators, and district ad-
ministratars. Thus, the internmal group consists »f i.dividuals within a
ioval education agency (LEA), wbo acteaily experieace the chanée process.,

The roles and responsibilities traditionally held by external and in-
ternal indivi&uals and groups influence attitudes and behaviors toward an

innovation and toward people involved in the planning/implementation of an

-
L

innovation. Also, fhe commonly held roles and vesponsibilities may be in-
fluenced by the funovation and/or by the etratégies used to acénnplish
successful planning/implementation.

1t is essential that those irvolved in educational change understand
the structure of both inﬁérnal‘and ekternal groups, understand the nature
and extent of influence of.traditioﬁal roles and responsibilities, an-

ticipate changes that may qccur in the nature of roles and responsibilities,

and are aware that problems may arise as the changes are made.

9l
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Most of the recent literature on impiementation of innovations ap-
pears to be based on two assumptions: that the local ed#catien agency
(LEA) will be heavily involved in-the ptocessé and that the perspective
of mu:uak\adaptation w;ll influence the process. A third assumption‘is
‘frequently implied, namely that an external agency may also be involved
or be influential. Theségassumptions necegsarily affect the findings and
opinions relating to‘the roles ané}responsibilities‘of internal groups
and individuals. R
’ The discussion of intermal roles and responsibilities is organized
under four headings: practitioners'in general, the local education agen-
cy, ‘the principal, and teachers. Table 8 summarizes the roles and re-
sponsibilities qf individuuls and groups i; the iaternal organization.

Items are included only if they are b-sed on the results of studies or

are agrveed upon by two or more "experts.”

Practitioners in General

Some of the literature groups teachers, school administrators, and

LEA staff together, frequently referring to these three levels of the
| 5

internal organization as "“educational practitioners." Therefore, the

discussion of integnal roles\and responsibilities begins witih generalized
statements, .
Maguire (1970) identifies four general responsibilities, for prac-

titioners: (1) the need Lo overcome conceptual confusicen, often caused

by researchers and developers, (®ee also Pincus, 1974): (2) the need to

92
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Table 8
. Roles and Responsibiliries of
Ind{viduals and Groups in the I.ternal Organization
. N
- —— ___—_—_.—‘1.»« N -
General Practitioners LEA - Principals Taachars
e Uvercome conceptual confusion ¢ Accept leadership role ® Accept “professional” » Accept responsibility for .
leadership role delivery of innovation
e Define meaningful goals e Recognize the power of admin-
istrative influence - o "Know" school staff ¢ Participate in decision-
e Develop attitudes supportive of . aaking '
the change project e Build coalitions to promote e Bring positive influsnce |
steady progress to bear s Collaborate with others
s Be willing to take risks involved {n the change
i e Hold cross-level meetings @ Arrange teacher relaase process
e B8e willing to adspt an tice
{nnovation to local needs e Arrange for linkage with e Make efforts to understand
bt external resources s Use sxternal resources the {nnovation
e Be continually aware of local : to help teachers !
s neads e Use capabilities for leader- o-Make the most of opportunities |
‘ ‘ ship. plaaning, and conflict e Arrange cross-school for professional growth :
. ! regolutinn staff oeetings ) i
! N . s Be prepared to overcome
| . o Attack barriers of: e Encourage in-school barriers: :
i - - goal ambiguity weet ings ) ~ isolation ‘
! - conflicting interests ~ invisibility
‘ - early/threatening evaluation ¢ Denonstrate active
. : v support e Recognize the potentisl
‘ e Attempt to overcome barriers of: barrier of teacher and
- routinizidtion student variabilicy
~ resource rationing - -
- uncertainty o

- problem definition/solution

® Recognize barriers of:
- stability/status quo
. - vulnerability -

- PR < - —

103

2



¢

define meaningful goals, (see alsc Hell & Alfcrd,.1976); (3) the need to

h &

structure operational objectives; and (4) the need to agree amongst them- .

*

sel;es, and to state problems clearly. ‘
A fifth responsibility——to mobilize support--is implied-by a finding

reported in the Rand study, ;nd supported by Kritek (1976), which states

that effective implementation depends on the receptivity of the institu-

: ?
tional setting to change. The dimension of support is ref.rrzd to by

Ktrst (Note 4), Pincus (1924), and Charters and Jones (1975), 911 of
whom state that drganizati'nal attitudes supporting change facilitate im-
plementation. Pincus identifies two other facilitating factors: or-
ganizational structures favoring innovation, and the prqfessionalism of
staff.

Three generalizétipns agreed to by more than 75 percent of the par-
ticipants of the conference reported by Havelock and Havelock (1973) im-
ply characteristics influencing the roles of practitioners. The general{—
zati;ns'are: '(l}‘wilgéngness to take risks is an important tequirement
for successful inmovation (see also Pincus, 1974); (2) willingness to
make an effors to adapt én innovation to the local situation is an im-
portant prerequisite to effective utilization; and (3) previous rewdrding
encopntexs with new knowledge lead to expectations that future encounters
will also be rewarding, . -

The third generalization is related To awéreness, a dimension dis-

cussed by Hall and Alford (1976). They discuss the controversy over

.
whether change occurs becaise of practitioner awareness of a need, or

"

~ 94
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because of awareness of the axistence of an appealing.innovation., They
. ) ~ e
)

- conclude that, regardless of which occurs first, awareness of a need is

" ecrucial at each stagé of planq}ng/implementation. B

-3

The local Education Agency

r 4 -

Administrative influence is extremely powerful in the process :f ed-

v ucational change. Many authors agree that local administrators (not only
& .

the district superintendent, but also.his or her staff) sad school princi-

pals are the most strongly influential,.positively ur negative’v, in ed-

' ucational change (e.g., Berman et al., 1977, Vol. 7; Chesler, Schmuck &

-~

Lippitt, 1975). Brickell (1964, p. 503) suggests that administrators
should téke the initlaéive~in structuring change. Kirst {Note 4) suggests
that administrators should focus on training and staff development to
build coalitions to promote steady progress toward specific educational
changes. Berman et al. agree and add that arrangements should be made
to hold reguiar and frequent meetings acrpss hierarchical levels during
implementation. , Hall and Alford (1976, p..é3) point out that the school
superintendent has been descriﬁed as the most important individual in a
v school district in.fegard to "the diffusion of innovation because he . . .
can regdily encompass (the duties) of an internal change agent." How-_
evegr, Hall and Alfofh (1976, p. 45), citing Miles (1965Y state that .
. when an internal member plays the role of a change agent, the role be-
comes marginal and lacking in ohjectivity. It is Préferable for ad-
v ministraﬁors to arrange for linkage with external resources and (o de~

velop and use'théir capabilities for leadership, planning, and conflict

resolution (Hall & Alford, 1976, p. 47).

95

105




g . . T e
- ' . - & ¢ ' ﬁ
L 4 b ‘ . <2 "\ S -
- ’ #
- [
. : . - . ) ) o
« - N « ! * ’
R ) w ~
Certain barriers-exist which-uge Dinctions ‘of LEA decisions and ac-
s . . -, - ) .
tivities or of the educational system, The former, though formiaablg, T
can be overcome, but the latter cannot (at present) be overcome easily. 5%1
darriers which can ﬁk-attacked are goal ambiguity, conflicting goals IR T

*

or competing interests of partieipating groups, and early or threateniqg
evaluation of the project (%rll & Alford, 1976, p. 48) : R
Barriers vhich are extremeley difficult to overcome are those which

appear to be created by educational legislation, such as the "constant

need to routinize, ration resources, control uncertainties,-and~define

. <
the task to derive satisfactory solutions to the new demands" “(Weatherley

& ripsky, 1977). | \
. - .

Barriers created by the educational system, and which appear to be
almost impossible to§overcome, include: the stability of schools, thch
restricts the need for and interest in change; and vulnerability due to
control and criticism qithin and around the‘brganizatioﬁ (Hall & Alford,
1976, p. 46, citing Miles, 1965; Pincus, 1974).

Iﬁ is apparent that district adminié:ratnrs should take the leader-

] ¢
ship role in educational change, buthip arder to be effective they myst
overcome barriers when feasible, and apply,appropriafé implementa:ién |

*

strategies. - -

The Principal

-
i

Lieberm;h (1977) .and others agree that the principal is crucial to

innovation., Chesler et al. (1975) report the findings of a study of ¢

C-]
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and plays what Chesler et al. call a "srofassional” role.

£ - .
{ . ' b -
ningkscheols in which data were collected from all staff members. They
Y . , ‘- (P
report that twogmajnr factors operate fot grincipals who encourage staff

«

inventiveness: (1) the principal has an accursate perceptinn of the values

and skills of his staff, and (2) the staff is awvare of the priority the °

- - ’ &
principal places on the improvement of classroom teaching. Chesler et al.

.

(1975,'p; 325) identify the characteristics of two kinds of principals. ?

+

The first accepts the respopsibilities imglied‘bxkthe two factors above, .

£

They are "professiohially" oriented . . . concerned with
improving classroom processes, encotraging teacher growth,.
and continually evaluatirz pupil learnine.

‘ﬁ
The second kind of principel plays an "administrative" role.

These principals are: o ) -

"administratively" oriented . . . concerned primarily with
achieving a smoothly running organization, and responsive

to the demands of their administrative superiors . . . teund

to regard the improvement of clacsvoom practices and a concern
with the gore abstract purposes or =ducation as luxuries that
seem less important than keeping the schiool running efficiently
. » . (Their) teachers are prone-to allow organizational de-

mands to precede those of the classroom.
- ‘ ’

Chesler et al. (p. 326) conclude their report with a series of di-

rectives based on.their findings and addressed to the priﬁcipal éhp

accepts the "professional” role, and who!?ants to implement innovations

"for school improvement successfully., These directives are summarized

ﬁ§

g o ‘
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e Secure accurate information about staff relations.

e Determine the social pressures brought to bear on teacbers, aad

- the teachers own commitments and values.

I . )

e Be sensitive to indications sf personal success in relating to
staff,

- e
.

. ‘@ 1f findings. about staff are perceived as<unsatisfaccofy, either
: " . " try influgacing teachers' priorities and values, or try in- v

; ' ‘fluencinyg the pecr culture tp encourage teachers' desire ta sup-
' port and share practices for improvement. \

-~

.® Arrange release time for teachers.

® Arrange for censultancs to guide teachers to important literature

. in the field. N\
& . ‘\ -
e Collaborate with external resource personnel to develop in-service
. programs. )
o
- e Arrange meetings with staff of other schools at which teachers can

describe and evalu te new procedures,

-~ - q s !‘,
e Encourage informal meetings among teachers for the discussion of
— . effective teaching practices.

e Demonstrate personal active support and concern for raising the
level of teachers' competence,

d [N

- Teachers

When the teacher is the primary user, he or she is the focal point

8f the change process with major responsibility for the delivery of the

-

innovation (Berman;” et al.,\1977, Vol. 7; Goodwin, 1977, p. 106). How-

ever, teachers on their own can exert little overall influence, and are

y ‘ >3

fre&uen;]y cautious,. even in their .own domains (Brickell, 1964; Corwin,

L

. ' a

1975;. Goedwin, 1977, p. 108).
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Goodwin's study explores teachers' attitudes to change and their

traditional reactions when presented with rules designed to guide their

behaviors. He srates (p. 108):

This study suggests that schools respond at points of
greatest stress by invoking rules for the behavior of

. teachers . . . The purpose of th® rules is to guide \
behavior, specify the tasis for decision making, and ,
limit the scope of responsibility .« . reduce sources
of ambiguity . . . (and to) augwent teacher resources '
in areas of precarious authority. -

’ Frequently, teachers desire more rules, procedures,

and specificity of behavior than administrators are willing
or able to provide. '

Goodwin goes on to state that the findings suggest that teachers expect

administrative direction in such areas as discipline and dealing with

parents, but that ﬁeachers consider rules relating to matters of in-
st;uc££qn as infringing on their professional prerogatives. Goodwin
concludes that rules may be a useful means of ;educing risks perceived
by teachers; and advocates the development and application of rules
which specify the exact behéQiur of teachefs, confer authority on those
who must implement the innovation, limit possible deviation from the
objectives, and do not hold teachers accountable for ineffectiveness or
unanticipated-consequences‘resulting froﬁ the implementatipn of an in-
novation.

If such rules as those advocated by Goodwin are mandated by school

administrators, it would seem that the influential participation of

L

teachers, found to be a crucial factor in implementation by so many
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writers (e.g., Berman et al., 1977, Vol 7; Firestone, 1977), may be ne-
gated. However, if rules and/or guidelines are developed through col-
laboration of teachers and others involved in the change process, they
may facilitate successful implementation.

Three traditionally accepted barriers to successful change ar~ dis-
cussed by Hall snd Alford (1976), citing Miles (19€5). The first factor
is also considered important by Kirst (Note 4) and Lieberman (1977).

The factors are: (1) teacher isolation, which results in low interde-

pendenze among teachers and poor communication; (2) teacher "invisibility"

which means that each teacher, alone in a classroom, may modify an in-

novation, and that it is difficult to control such modifications; and
(3) icacher and student variability, which means thdat uniform implemen-
tatién {s difficult (and may or may noﬁ be desirable). The first two
barriers m;y be overcome by the use of appropriate implemeantation stra-
tegies, such as thé use of feedback and provision for regular and fre-—
quent project meetings. Lieberman (1977) advises teachers that ¢ol-
laboration and peer interdeﬁendence can reduce isolatinn and help to
improve teaching practices. . ‘

In add}tion to the use of those facilitéting strategies, the use
of others i; implied by findings of the Rand scﬁdy, and of Goodwin's
study. Goodwin states that teachers' degree of acceptanc~ of an in-
novation is pcsiﬁively influenced by ready understanding and perceived
relevance. fhe Kand study emphasizes the positive influence of teachers’

purcebtions and opportunities related to prdfessional growth.
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Analysis of findings relating to tte nature of an innovation, kinds
of implementation strategies, and roles and responsibilities of thoseh
involved in oducational change, indicates that it is essential that
teachers become deeply involved in the project and that every effort
is made to ensure their positive commitment.

Roles ard Responsibiliti of Exterﬁg}
Individualsé and Groups Involved in Educational Change

The discussion which follows, attempts to answer three questions:
(1) What does research say about the impact of large external.groups,'
sﬁch as federal and state agencies? (2) Whét kinds of roles may be
played by representatives of external groups? " and (3) What kindé of
characterist;cs and activities of change agents afe likely to facili-
tate educational-change?

Although state education agencies (SEAs) may be directly involved
in local changé, they are viewed as external for the purposes of tht§
paper since that is the way they are usvally perceived by LEAs. Other
external groups are federal agencies, R&D agencies, such as laboratories
and centers or universities, and independent consulting, training, or
assistance agencies.

There are four situations in which external groups become involved
with local groups: (1) an extermal group may‘be in a position to man-
date a change or aspects of change, such as when a federal or'state
agency monitors or controls‘funding for legislated changej (2) external

groups or individuals may be imposed upon an LEA by an SEA in the belief
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that the gxternag_group can help in solving a local problem; (3) external
groups may of fer products or services and persuade internal groups to use
them; and (4) internal groups may ask external groups to become involved
in a local change effort. |

The term commonly used to describe an external group or individual

involved in educational change is "change agent.”" However, definitions

" of this term differ with perspective. For instance, Clark and Guba

(1967, p. 114), using the RDDA perspective, refer to Bhola and Singh's
definition:

An individual {(or group) consciously playing the role

f an initiator with respect to an (invention) so that

(the invention) may be accepted by another individual

or in an organization or group.
Cross et al. (1971, p. 29) state that their review of the literature in-
dicated that this. role is generally perceived to be a "strategic variable
with respect to successful initiation and implementationm . . . involving
a changc agent and subordinate participation,'” but they report a "paucity

of research evidence to support these propositions,”

»

Federal and State ageucies

e

The role of initiator is frequently played by federal and state

agencies and their representatives. Often, the initiation is triggered’

by legislation and may be tied to funding. The process commonly begins
with origination of an educational change by leaders of educational opim-

ion. In due course, either the change is mandated by federal or state
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law, or an ékternal agency of fers funding to internal groups willing to
effect the educational change., As internal groups begin to plan and im-
plement the change, representatives of the supervisory or funding agency--
perceived as initiators--play a variety of ro;gs, including: advocate,
monitor, expert consultant, rule maker, and evaluator/funder, amongst
others.

When che iqitiative is the responsibility of a federal agency, éroh-r
lems .can and do atise. Kirst (Note &) reports findings of projects funded
and monitore& by a federal agency in which the nature.of the projects was
specified by the agency. He identifies four barriers to success caused
by the federal agency: (1) inefficient and inflexible implemengaﬁion
policies, (2) delays in response to local needs, (3) sgrategic miscalcu~-
la‘ion to implement comprehensive change at the central raEher than the‘
school site level, and (4) ineffective use of community participation.

A fifth barrier identified by kitst ‘(Note 4) is supnorted by Pincus (1974), i
namely . that of confused and overly ambitious goals presented by the fed-
eral agency.

Weatherley and Lipsky (1977) repgrt their findings of the implemen-

tétion of a poiicy for spegial education (known és Chapter‘766) mandated

by the state, and monitored by the state education agency (SEA). Weatherley:

[

» and Lipsky identify four factors regarded as "relatively auspicious:"

~

- . *~

1. The law was carefully researched, is ciear and concise,
and contains detailed, unambiguous regulations.
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2. Chapter 7¢% had strong constituent support and became :
in large minescre a consumers' bill . . . Initial de-
velopment of the regulations proceeded with consider-~
able involvement of citizens,

c 3. The law provided sufficient resources to increagse the

bureaucrary's capacity to plan, coordinate, mobilize
support for, direct, monitor, and assess ‘mplementation.

4. Several oversight and monitoring mechanisms vere esta-

blished prior to the scheduled implementation of Chapter
766. - ‘ ’

-~

However, in spite of theseuahspicious beginnings, problems occurred.
"The two year delay in imblementation - » « while intended by the legisla-
ture for plénﬁing and preparation, was not utilized_to the full advaﬁfage."
There was debate over whether or not implementation should be phased, which
accompanied by the failure of-the legislature ﬁo guarantee olequate fundiuy,
résulted in postponement. Also, the SEA division of special education--
the primary ;hange agent group--lacked planning and management’experfise;
and was hampered by a commitment to a passive, régulatory role, and an
incumbent stafé accustomea to a laissez-faire style.

The results of these problems at the. state level were felt by dis-
tricts and schools which develgped a ;ariety of ¢oping patterns in an
attempt to "contfive their own adjustments to the multiple demands tﬁey
encountered."”

weathérley and Lipsky conclude that four lessons were learned
through the study, and ;hat these lessons éhpuld be mastered by those
agencies responsible for.aéerseeing the implemeﬁtation of eéucational

. 1egiélacion.‘ The lessons relate to: (1) training, (2) service, (3)

- 2

N\\.parn:znt.';l participatibn, and (4) monitoring.

-
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Training would include careful preparation of local personneli
training for teachers so that they -are better prepared and more con-
fident, and training for specialists'in consult&ﬁive skills so that
they can communicate with and support teachers ahd/or parents.

Service would be aimed at helping LEAs to establish, expand, and
impréve their services, and should include efforts to ovefcome the bar-
rier of resistance among LEAs to share and exchange ideas and services,.

When the law requires.parental participation in ;aking decisions
affecting students, pressure to qomply with professional authorigy should
be counteracted by an external "child advocate."

Monitoring should include analysis of local actions followed by re-
wards given to those most ci;sely coqforming toA"preferred public ob-
jectives," and discouragement of objectionable practices.‘

Given the present trend toward local ownership, reported to b=
cruuial to success by the Rand study, and giVen the federal and state
focus on cost-effective widespread efforts for school improvement, a
dilemma appears. Nevas (Note 7) discusses this dilemma, focusing on the
questions of whether or not stape and federal agencies can generate broad
innovations an& support their implémentatinn without’créating barriers
to local activities, and, if - », whether or not 1t is possible "to get
locals zonlisFen to and adopt these ideas.”" Mevas argueé that Titie

IVC and the newly defined title IVD attempts~§o resolve the dilemma since

it
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goes part Gay.toward enabling feds and states %o
sponsor exemplary pregrams and support services that
don"t distraét locals from focusing oo their own needs,
by moving toward flexible grant programs, coordination
of resource: at all levels, and removal of regulatory
obstacles to coordination,
Table 9 summarizes the barriers, facilitators, and recommendations re-
lating to federal and state roles and resppnsibilities. For each of the
_e'ght barriers identified, there is a related facilitator and/or a
racommendation. 1t is of interest to note that there are indications
. that federal and,stéte agencies are becoming more flexible in re-
gard to regulations, while simultaneously becoming more systematic in
regard to coordination of resources and activities, t¢raining and ser-
vi¢e, and analysis of local needs and actions. If this pattern con-
tinues and strengthens, the dilemma (Nevas, Note 7) caused by the ap—

parent conflict between the need for local ownership and the federal and

state need for a high benefit-cost ration may gradually be resolved,

Change Agent Roles

¢
The following discussion fochses on the question: Nhaf kinds of
roles may be played by repreSentatives of external groups? Many spécific
roles are discussed in the literature, .all of which fall under the gen-
eral role of change agent. The cﬁange fgeut may play each épecific role
in ‘turn, according to the néeds of the internal group, the nature of the
contract agreed upon by the ;nte:nal and external'agencies, and the tasks

requiréd by the planning/implementétion processes usead.,
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Table §

Relating to Federal and State Role¢s

Barriers, Facilitators, and Recommendations

Pttty e - o cE——

Barrierg

———— e o

1. Inefficient and inflexible
implementation policies (K)

2. Delays in response to local needs (K)

3. Stritegic miscalculation to implement
comprehensive change at the central
rather than school site level, (K)

4. Ineffective use of community
participation (K)

Pressure on parents (W&L)

5. Confused and overly ambitious

goals (P)
6. Inefficient use of planning
time (WSL)
Insufficient planning capability
(WaL) ‘

~a

Failure to guarantee adequate
funds (WalL)

8. Conflfct over scheduling (W8L)

Fnciliggtors

Recommendations

Established wmechanisms for over—
r.ight and monitoring (W&L)

Removal of regulatory obstacles

(N)

Strong community support (W&L)

Clear unambiguous regulations

Provision for SEA: planning (W&L),
coordination of resources (W&L;N),
mobilization of support-  (WSL),
monitoring/assessment (W&L),

Flexible funding (N)

Shift from categorical to open
programs (N)

Service activities (WSL)
Efficient communication mechanisms (P)

Training and staff development
activities (N; WSL)

Use of "child advocate" (WSL)

Consistency in policies, goals,'connit—
nents (F}

Coordination of resources and activities

(N)
Inclusion of analysis of local needs and
actions (W&L;N)

Coordinated usc¢ of funds (N)

(24

Key: K=Kirst (Note 4); N=Nevias (Note 7); P=Pincus (1974); WaleWeatherley & Lipsky (1977)
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Havelock and Havelock (1973, p. 60) state: '"regardless of his for~
mal jo'' title and position, there are four primary ways in which a per-

son czn agt as a change agent."

The four roles are: (1) catalyst, (2)
soluﬂidh giver, (3) process helper, and (4) resource linker. The rclz
of "linker" (without the prefix of "resource" used by Havelock and
Havelock) is used in thg litefature. Other roles include thase_of moni-
tor and inventor. Eacl of ghese roles is discussed in turn. Subsequently,
the role of change agent is discussed in°"more general terms.

Catalyst. The catalyét attempté to overcome interrfal inertia, p}ud-
ding and pressuring the system to become less compldcent. By upsetting
the status quo, the catalyst energizes the problem-solving process and

?

gets things started. Field agents working within the framework of the-

Social Iateraction Model may well be catalysts.

Solution giver, The solution-giver is related to the inventor (sve

-

~
below) and in a sense is an‘advocate. Familiar with the needs of the

intetnal organization and with the capabilities of his or her own or-
ganization, the solution-giver knows when and how to offer a solution
and can help in adaptation or modification if necessary. Consultants

working within the framework of the Organizational Develqpﬁent Model are

usuall- solution givers, -

Process helper. The process-helper teaches the internal 'organi-
zation to recognize and define‘neegéf diagno§§ problems, set objggtives,
acquire relevant resources, selpgct or create solutions, adopt and install
solutions, and evaluate solutions to determine the extent of their ef-

fectiveness in satfsfying the needs initiaily identified: This role is

Pl
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very close to the present concept of linker. Referred to .as a facili-

tator, the process helper role was dominant in the TAG study (Moore ot
. —
al., 1977) used to illustrate the Linkage Model.

Resource linker. The resource linker attgmpts to bring people and/

or materials iogether, to help the internal organ:zation make the best

use of resources inside and outside the‘system. This role is played

I

. t
during the solution seeking or search and retrieval stages of the.mod.’

-

'of Problem-Solving, Linkage, ahd Local érocess of Change. .

Linker. When the term "linker" it used without a prefix or specific
definition, it has much widér’i@plica:ions than the "resource linker"
described by Havelock and Havelock. As Hall and Alford (1976, p. 41)

_ point out, the "linker role is sometimes a-difficult one®o define and
distinguish/" These authors state that a person performing the role may
be a member of the internal or the external orgénization, and is per-
ceived as‘external to their own group by the primary users of an in-
novation. An internal l?nker frequently has other roles--such as ad-
ministrator, Eesearcher, or evaluator--in addition to the linkage réle,
so that performgnce of linking activities becomes marginal. Reference

-

to Havelock and Havelock's discussion of the Linkage Model indicates

that ideally the linker role incorporates those oftthe process helpeg

and the .resource linker and gives strong emphasis to the.incuﬁbent’s

ability to simulate:internal norms. ‘ "
Monitor. This role is commonly play~d Sy represen;atives of federal

5
or state agencies and is associated with the Research, Development, Dif-

tusion, Adoption Model (RDDA). The monitor is always an advocate, and
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may also be o catalyst, solution giver, resource linker, and inventor. &

. .
Frequently the monitor is an evaluator, a role vhich-~when combined with

[

that of funding agent--exercises a great deal of intluence over the change

procuss. - . ! o v )
. ' a3 .
Inveator. Hall and Alford (1976) identify eleven factors that in-

fluence the nature and effectiveness of an innovation, when the source .” ..
of inpovation is a group or agency in the rolg of change agent. These
factors are: (i) the attitudes and knowledge of skills and inCeresté
brought to bear on the task; (2) the intelligence,-experience,'and training
of those fnvoulved in the project; (jj the openness and cuhesivenes§ of com-‘

. L
munication within the exterﬁal group And between internal and external
gproups; (4) the demographic makeup of the external group; (5) staff mo-
Livutién for project gnvnlvement; (6) the diffusion capability; (7) the ' -
rEScarcﬁ and evaluation capability; (BS the comple;ity of the gxternal
organization of which the task group is pdrt; (9) the centralization of -
external group to internal groups served; (10) the degree of formaliza-
tion within the e¢xternal gro;p and between the external and internal or-
panizations; and 211) the nature of rglatioﬁships and kinds and degrees
of accountability betwceﬁ thg external and internal organiz%Fions. In~

™ {

ventors or their representatiées usually work within *.. frameworks of

the RDDA and,Social Interattion Models,

Q

Change agents., In addition to the'descriptions specific to the roles
discussed above, there are roles and responsibilities which are described

in more general terms. These general descriptions usually refer to a

’ %
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agent, but recéntly the term "linker" {s alsc used, In order to

-C hd‘ﬂ »e
' v ]

aveld cofifusion, the term "chapge agenﬁ" is used in the following dis~

' cussion} although some references come from "linkage'" literature,
~ .The change égent is cqnsidered'to be an external individual or yrou>
thag is not distracted by a:hef ;Béé;nsibilities. The discussion is

guided by Firestone's (1977) statement that "an ideal change agent views

£

~ * 3 . )
his® rask as helping‘an organization solve its problems and usually exﬁ '
. . : . -

pects ‘initial diagnosis to be a collaborative process."

”
-

In de&ermining the most appropriate-role for a givgn‘situatinn, the
- change ageat sﬁ@ﬁld consider fivé’facto;s Ki) the coherence ol the role
‘ co;xéept, (2) dl.stingt_i\{eness ki'.e:', the :o‘le‘;elected is different _fram
roles played by other {ndividuals involved iﬁzthe change prscess), (5 .
need, (4) feasibility of training, and (5). adoptal:. Lity éf the role
V(Havvlock,& Havelock, 1973 p.ﬂez). Rolé adoptability is discussed in a
recent report of a study qesigned té determ;he the.relatianshiﬁ be;ween
individual persenalitieé and tﬁe formal role fequirémpnté of change agente
‘(Mitroff, Note 6)., One implication of this study is "the double bind .’.'.
between wﬁat the incumbent can do best and likes to do best -and what he

A& . - . .
thinks he should.do.“ Thie was illustrated by the fact that personality

. - P . .

. ‘ preference, rather than the role demands, determined individual alloca-

tion of time to tasks. In rank order of time spent. (and preference), .

3’ the task categories were (1) inhterpersonal, (2) planniag, (3) routine, .

" and (&).problemfsolv;ng-—this in spite of the'féég that incumbents knew

e« T

P . .
| - that the role called for a reverse rank order of effort. Mitroff recom=-
“(‘; '. < . - B r LY .
< ‘ :
mends that either the role should be designed to fig,the %pcumbent's H
; S ) . °
o 111
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peréonaiity, or teams of change.ﬁgents with ﬁémplimentary personalitices
sgnuld be formed. |

The synthesis Zf findings of iﬁplementation'studies presented earlier
ig this paper flsted 12'directives addressed to change agents. Only four
of those digectives-—relating to knowledge of the internal organizgtion,b

use-of resources, recognition of alternatives, and a veto on the impo-

sip43ﬁ¢b¥ specific changes—-are discussed in the general literature about
. ; )

éhahge agents, It may;Se argued that those interesied in che‘rbleAcf
change ag%nts are less iikely to read reports of studies than they are
to read "what the experts say.” Theréfore, it is usefﬁl to examine theg
op;nions of tﬁosb perceive -;p‘be experté; Table 10 ﬁresents a‘synthesis
of activitieg, sk{lls, knowledge, andzcﬁara;terlstics necessary for a
change agent to be .effective. Items are included if they are: (1) based

on’ study findings,'or (2) representative of the opinion of at least two

experts.*

*

. The most generally géreed upon activity for change aggnts'is the ef~

I . ™

fective and optimal use of avagilable intermal and external resourcést

*

" (Crandall, 1977% Lipham, 1977; Havelock & Havelock 1973).
An.activity approved by 80 ﬁe:dent of the experts paréicipating in
the conference reportéd by Havelock and Havelock (1973), relates to the 1

_—

coﬁcept of synergy. The change agent is advised to present a "variety

]

*Havelock and Havelock are treated as a single expert unless the
opinion i{s based upon a minimum of a 75 percent agreement of partici-
pants of' the conference reported by these authors in 1993, These agree-
ments are also presented in the comparison 6f change models h}dé earlier
in this paper. ‘ ’ 2

~~
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Table 10 .
- Resgansibilities of a Change Agent
Activities T Skills Knowledge Characteristics
e Make optimal use of all resources Planning- ' o Problem-solving

"@ Do not mandate changes or impose

external views

e Apply the concept of synergy

¢ Overcome resistance to new ideas

e Establish credibility/legitimacy

o Jecome familiar with the 1n:e%ﬁal

system

e Use éxisting communication networks

e Use face-to-face communication plus

"hard-copy'

e "Enter” close to the primary user

@ Secure concurrence of all internal

levels

® Ensure coherence and congruence

>

with goals

W

Provide for alternatives

p
Uée concrete experiences, etce,
Do Aot“overgummit personal
resodrees e
Reciprocate and collabogate
List;n
Focus on user need

Evaluation

Documentation

Assessment of
intermmal nowms

Interpersonal
communication

Qimulacian

Z

Those skills
necessary to

conduct required

activities

Available resources

Content/subject
matter '

Planning/implementation
processes/strategies

 Knowledge required to

conduct activities

orientation

e Productivity

¢ Competence

e Cosmopoliteness

-

¢ Sense of survival

e Attitudes or attributes
necessary to acquire
relevant knowledge
and skills and to
conduct required
activities




of messages . . . focusing them in combination, in sequence, and in

repetitian.” This éoncepi is like nhé advice given to 8 teacher intro-
ducing a new skili.ér some new information; "Use three ways to say what
needs to be said three gimes, put i; altsgether, then separate the p;rts
and s§e11 it out again." Other change agent activities agreed to'be im=
portant‘by at lest 75 percent of the conferees relate to: planning, l
evaluation, user need focus, need défi;ition, face~to-face communication,
simulation, reciprocal feedback,’resource collaboration, and 1{§?§51ng.

Havelock and Havelock {1973) list tﬁfge additional action‘directives
for change agents: (1) dg not impose external views of problems or
sclutioné on the interaal organizatioﬁ; (2) assist and encourage internal
groups to define and articulate their need;, problems, and ideas for them-
selves; and (3) become fami;igr‘with the internal organization. This last
directive is agreed ﬁo by Crandall (1977), who advocates change agent in-.
teraction with all lévels of the internal organization, and by Paul (1977),
who concludes from his synthesis of studies that the effective change agent
establishes accurate perceptions and expectations for internal and external
erganizagioﬁs. Paul identifies two other change agent actions: (1) ove;-
céming resistance to new ideas, and (2) establishment of personal credi- §
bility and legitimacy cf‘projeét activities.

In addition to having the skillsﬁnecessary to accomplish the ac~-
tivities described abﬁve, the effective change agent should (1) be able

to make accurate assegssments of the norms of all levels of the internal

organization (Crandall, 1977; Havelock & Havelock, 1973; Lieberman, 1977);

3

114 E



(2) tive skills in‘identifying objectivgs in compiux situations, and in
recognizing and testi@é gltetnaiives (Havelock & Havelock, 1973); (3)
have skills in ﬁlanning. evaluation, and do:uméntation (Crandall, 1977;
Licberman, 1977), and be prepared to shire and teach those skills (Havelock -
& Havelock, 1973); and (4) apply skills in interperscnai communication
(Crandall, 1977; Lieberman, i977).

In order to conduct required act}fities, én effective change aéeﬁt
ngeds the appropriate knowledge, in particular: (1) familiarity'with all
resources that may feasibly be used (Crandall; 1977; Havelock & ﬁavelbék,
1973; Lipham, 1977); (2) knoéledge of the relevant content or subject
matter (Crandall; 1977; Liebermaqg 1977); and (3) knawledge‘of planning/
implementation processes or strategies and their relative effectiveness :
(Crandall, 1977; Lieberman, 1977).

Finally, effective change agents are characterized by attitudes or
éharacteristics necessary to acquire relevant knowledge and skills and to
conduct required activities., Crandall and Lieberman agree that the fol-
lowing characteristics are important: a sense of survival, a problem-
solving orientation, and the willingness and ability to be productive and
competent, Havelock and Havelock identify three additional characteristics:
a highly developed sense of personal identity, the ability to ask critical
questions, and a "cosmopolitan” backgtouné which is exemplified by ex-
.perience in many discipilines and activities,. (Cosmopolitness is also
agreed to by over 75 percent of the change agents polled ty Havelock &

Havelock, 1973).
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Examination of the multiple requirements of the change agent role

indicates that Mitroff's (Note 6) recommendation for teaéing may not

only be preferable for individual role comfdrt, but also necessary in

order to entompass the array of activities, skills,.kﬁowledge, and

characteristics :onsidered essential for effective change agents.

u

»?
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SUMMARY ANL CONCLUSIONS
b

“ The review and synthesis 6f the selected literature may be summa-

rized as‘follows:

.

Q' Recent research places greater emphasis on the study of the
.processes and influences of implementation tkam on the study
S i of progran effectiveness as illustrated by student achievement
alone.

e Models of change which focus on lccal needs and which place in-
ternal groups in a cooperative or collaborative role are be—
coming increasingly popular. "

e Although research has identified barriers and facilitdtors af-
fecting planning/implementation principles and processes, and
has identified effective tools and techniques, much of this
research has not yet been applied. "

e "It remains to be seen whether groups and individuals will adopt
“the facilitaring roles and responsibllities identified by re~
search.

® Processes of change are presently considered to bé of primary
importance, that is, both internal and external groups appear
to be more concerned with how rather than what.

e The influences of change are exercised by both internal and ex-
ternal groups. One cannot avoid the other; external groups
such as federal and state agencies are-~in some instances--
becoming responsive to internal influence, while. internal
groups continue to experience the impact of external influence.

e The effects of change are complex and interrelated. Although
student performance continues to be meassured--and should al-
ways be considered as a major determinant of an innovation's

. effectiveness~~it is now correlated with a number of other ef-
fects such as level of use/assimilation, incorporation, stake-
holder satisfaction, practitioner capability, and goal con-
gruence of intention and outcothes.

The major findings and recomﬁendations presented in the previous
section of this paper have been synthesized and are presented in Tables

.11, 12, and 13. All three tables deal with processes--the dominating
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dimension of implementation. 'The processes listed in the three tables
should be addressed by external and internal groups, and ought to be
addressed by theﬁlatter whether or not an-external change agent is in-

&

volved. . In each case, facilitators will probably overcome barriers,

but in other instances barriers .re so strong that facilitators may not

~

totally overcome them, Also, relatively statig barriers, such as lack |
of'regaurcgs, cannot‘alWays'be overcoﬁe even when the facil#fator is
knowii. In each table, items suppofted by cross-study finaings and/or

by two or more of the writers cited in this paper are considered to be
strong and are identified by an\asterisk(*).

.‘ Tablé 11, presentiné gereral processes, includes the dimensions of
resources, focus of change, planning, and suppo:t.l Table 12, presenting
comuunication processes, has no subdi;isions; and only the first four
- facilitators have corresponding barriers. However, the barrier of cross-

level conflict could well have a strong negative affect on all facili-
tators, Table 13, presenting processes for training and assistance, in-
cludes two major dimensions: (1) synergy, which means the use of many
methods to convey the message; and (2) incentives, In the literature,
it is assumed that teachers are to be trained, but these processes could
apply equally well to other groups.

. 1f the current emphasis on local cwnership continues and strengthens,
certain problems must be anticipated. These problems are implied by the
barriers li;;ed i; Tables 11, 12, and 13, One major problem relates to |
local resources--not only the availability of material resources such as

money and materials, but also of abstract® resources such as time and
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Table 11

g;ocelcc-‘- General

£}

- Resource coumnitment

.Mobilization of support®

?scilitntafs :

Resqurce coordination‘ ‘
Optimal use of time & other renou:cel*

Access to re-ourcesf
Flexible/coordinated use of funds

RS
User need focus®
School site focus

External/internal collahorntion*
Reciprocal feedback#

Consistency of policy, commitment
External/internal simulation®

Ongoing planning?*

Goal consistency®

Meaningful goals definedw

Operational objectives structured
Planning capabiiity

Agreement n needs/problemat®

Requirement for task-relevant decisions®

- comm’ tmtent, approval

- problem solving motivation®

- recognition of need#

- coalitions built for 1mprovement
- use of adwinistrative influence* .
- communjty support# .

- removal of regulatory obstacles

- "bottom-up” input

- Barriers ..

‘Ingufficient resources*
Inefficient use of timew:
Resource rationing
Unavailable resources®
Lack of guaranteed funds®

Mandated change®* -
District focus

Conflicting external/internal interests#
Change in external policies
Inefficient/intlexible external policies
Poor external/internal communication®

Short-term perspective
Conceptual confusion

Goal ambiguity

Confusing/overly ambitious goals
Lack of planning capability#*
Conflicting interests ’
Uncertainty

-‘opportunistic mativation*

~ stability®

~ vulnerability*

- inertia

~ ineffective community support®
~ "top down" imposition#*

*'strong" items
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Processes — Communication

Table-l2

r

Barriers

L.

?acil}tatofs
Participation hyr§$£ involved®
Use of informal networks |
Interactive decision makins*
Perceived 1nf1uen;é‘in decisions®
Tasx-relevant decisions® |
Face-to-face communiéatidn*.
Sense of "belonging"

Role clérity*
Functional leadership

Democratic leadership

Use of task and maintenance skills#*

Capability in conflict resolution

Cross~level conflict¥
Imyaét of rank & status
Teachers' lack of knowledge, skill

Teachers' lack of 1n£luence*

*'srrong’ items
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Table 13

Processes ~ Training and Assistance

Facilitators

Use of synergy

- demonstration® ’

- experiential learning®

- psychological reinforcement®

- face~to-face communication®

- quality materials/clear’ infcrnation*
- concrete activities/assiguments®
'~ feedback mechanisma®

- regular/frequent in school meetings*

- cross-school meetings '

- mutually agreed assessment measures®
.~ ongoing assessment®
Use of incentives

- recognition for accomplishment®

- inservice credit®

- perceived achievement®

- opportunity for profesaionnl growth#
“~ increased responsibility#

- allowance for individual differences

- allowance for release time

e

Barriers

4

Role confusion*
Role overload*
Vulnerability*

Lack of comprehension®

Isolat.on®

Early/threatening evaluation
Invisibility
Threat of punishment

Variability
Teachers' lack of time

*'gtrong"” items
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expertise, When the problem .is-severe, a sghool or district may not unly

lack the material resources to implement dn innovation, but alsc be un-

-

-able to marshall the abstract résources to facilitaﬁe wiming assistance

available from externai agencies. Such a situation indicates that ex~

[ 2 -

Cernal groups should not " only make assistance available——in a variety of
fnrms~—bu: should also attempt to identify and seek out needy d;gtricts
or schao;sf

1f external g;oups do, in.fac:, become involved in local needs
analysis across many districts or regiéns,‘they in turn Qill facélproh;
lems relating to resources and their optimal use:‘ One challenging as-
pect §f the problem of resource allocation and cqordinatipn relates -to
locus of contrél. Ff loc;l ownership is given priority, but the inno-
vation is implemented at the expgnse‘of an exter?al group, who is re-
spénﬁible for the outcomes, and who is responsible for general and on-

going decisions and policies? At what point, and under what conditions

may the internal or the external group terminate the project? .

) f

It 1s beyand the scope of this paper to suggest answers to ques—
tions such as those above, or to design a model which enhances facili-
tators, overcomes barriers, and satisfies both the objective of local
ownership anq the objective of widespread cost-effective educational

. Q
improvement. However, the findings of recent studies indicate that

greater use can and should be made of research findings, and that col-
laboration of external and internal groups and coordination of resources
are desirable and probably necessary in the desién and effective planning/

implementation of innovations in educational organizatien-aqd'instruction.
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) /The-phases of activity suggest a general desién:

[

. v

-

. leui some tentative conclusions may he‘ihférred from the literature:

In any planning/implementation effort several key actor égoups”wiil

e

be involved e.g., a state or federal agency team, an intermediate

group, lecal plagners, school prinéipals and faculty; f/

fach key actor group will engage in the same kinds of activities; .

but not necessarily at t%f same time nor with the same degree of

£
e~

emphasis; ' . o

Phases of acci}ity are likely to loop, spiral, or rum one in support

i

~of another”at the same time with one or more key actor groaps involved.

[

Identify/modify constraints/opportunities

Mobjlize support _ : | with provision
Engage in planging ) ;a for appropriate
Provide ;raining’and assistance i ? ‘écmmunication_
Implement incremental%? by. topic, particibation

" site, population, or component “. moéivation
Design éqd conduct monitoring ' ) J

.
The design suggested should not be perceived as linear, nor should
it be expected that a given phase is finite and will be completed’

before another begins;

« .

Impiemen:ation is a flexible, aﬁapcive complex bf processes, subject
to human and material influences and likely to produce & variety of

< -

effects,
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