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PLANNING- EDUCAT IONAL PROGRAMS:
THE ADVOCATE APPROACH- )

. - L)

1f your school system anticipates gnstructional program review as
. : -~ '
a result of opening a new school, remodeling an old one, or as part of
. ’ . .
a'regula(\program review, you may be searching for a workable strategy
for instructionai‘program.design. .This article describes a secondary

-

. school program deSign approach used in Kansas City, Kansas in 1972-73.

Some aspects of the strategy may be applied in your community. : -

\

Background of the Planning,Venture

¢

L 4

"In 1970 Kansas City voters approved a twenty-four and one-half
million doilar capital improvﬁment bond issue. In pre-election planning
Kansas City Administrators identjfied, among other things, the neji for

&0 new secondary schools of twelve to fifteen hundred students.

[ ~

duin-

istrators recognized that the magnitude of the anticipated planning . -

L4

wouldasegéfusly overtax the district's available resources. Consequently,
- additional finmancial and staff resources Qere secured through the Kansas
State Department of Education and the School of Education at the

University of Kansas

\

The decision was made to focus the efforts of che’ university ‘support -

team on program deve’opment for the ‘two’ new secondary schools. Kansas o

2
s

N
City Administrators and the director of the univer!fty support team

jointly adopted a program planning strategy which stressed cooperative

involvement of sthool district personnel. - L ’ \\~\

-
-

N

. The strategy used in Kansas Citf is knowa as the "Advoca‘} Team"

. ’

approach. It has been used in earlier planni‘g ventures by the Southwest

Regional Educational Laboratory at Austin, Texas, and by personnel id the
9 ) ~ / ' d . .

»

-



'Collcb of Educction at Ohio State University. ' : . SRS

What is an Advocate Team?

o

An Advocote Team is a small, carefully selected group:of people

who assume responsibility for developing and recommending a-planlwhich ‘
is preferred over a number of seriously considéred 8lternatives. 1n

b ) 3
&t least one earlier application of the technique more than one advocate

team has been assigned to solving the same planning problem. This °
- ~
approach generates as many solutions to the planning pxoblem as there

are Advocate Teams. Where the multi-team, one problem approach 1s used,
diversity in solutions tc the problem results from the differences in __

orientation which'are'conaciously-bullt iato the lndiVidual advocate .
. A l , )
teams through the selection of team members. Administrators then
_ ' T - 9
select the plan, or elements from,each of the different plans to formu-

late the ultimate plan.

The advocate approach was applied differently in Kansaa City. An

-

advocate team was. constituted to develop a program aolution for éach

' .

of the separate secondary program areas. The diversity of the multi-.
- ' 4

4

team, one problem approach was not loat however. Guaranteea that a -

variety of program ideas would be conaidered were built into the process

Q

B . . . B 4 - N,
in two _ways. . ~ \ . . .

First, participants were selected who were hhowledgeable.ih”their

respective subject areas, but who were not unahimous, by definitign,

in espousing any uniforaly identifiable brand of academic orthodoxy.

Second, the members of the anocate.teamE”ﬁefé"éharged wlth\the respon-

8ibility to be adversariea-és wall as advocates.' Team members were .-
/. ;ncoufageo to‘critiohe, challenge and teat eachtprogram propo;alrcon-‘
..‘aidereo. By\aaauming adversary rolea to identlfy flawed propoaala[

L\
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wﬁTch they found wanting.

3

advocate teams were ultimately left with only those proposals wnicn they

considered to be sound and feasible. Additional checks on the value of

.program propusals were provided through periodic involvement of admin-

}istrators-and'§upervisors in edversarial roles, and by the ongoing involve-

ment of members of the university support team as adversaries. These

individuals would review and critique the planning progress of individual

advocate teams and ettempt to "shoot down' features of program planms

In brief, the advocate teams used in Kansas City wera expected to

~

generate and assess apparently viable program alternatives and to deter-

—_—

mine their comparative value when viewed in terms of available oppor-

tunities and recognized constraints. Further, advocate teesms were
o . ' s

expecCed to provideé the strongest possible rationale for their final,
reconmended courses of accion; and finally, advocate teams were expected
to deliver a useable'rroduct bz an establisfed deadline and, if necf
essery, to argue publiciy in sepport of their program proposals.

(]

The Essentials 6f Advocacy

-

4

i . s,
Successful applicaticn.of the advocate team approach to planning

.

hinges on the following considerations.*
1. Primary objectives (expected product outcomes) nust be clearly
defined, stateq, understood, and accepted by aavocate team
members . A , : : . °
2. Latitude of the advocate team to make decisions and fecommenda-
e tions must be clearly defined and communicated to advotate
team members by cﬂose reSponsible for the planning process.

3. Advocate ceam(s) nust define, or have accers to intermediate
" procedural steps which ultimately define and relate to the
‘ final planning products. ) -
4. Advocate team(s) must develop or have access to methods of
. evaluating and relating discrete input§ to the final planning
Voo products.
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5. Where more than one advocate teéam is used to work on related

’ parts of one planning project, methods must be provided to
review, update and coordinate the work of the teams..

6. Advocacy depends not only on arguing for a selected course of

- - actiom, but also on identifying and arguing against flawed
courses of action (the adversary role).

7. One individual or group must assume responsibility for admin-
* istering the total planning process.

R4

In addition to the seven 'guides to action'" listed above, there
: LY

- are four "Enabling Assumptions" related to.the advocate tesm process ~
which should ue thoroughly.uﬂaerstood by anyone who plans to use the
procedure. These assumptions are deceptively sinpte, but a?:psramount
importance to anyone who expects to have a successful experience with
the processe. - s |

- 1. Expected outcomes (products) of. the work of planning groups

are capable of definition. ’

.A\

2. Planning tasks are amenable to decomposition and restructuring
in parallel\and/or sequential stcps, as in PERTing.

3. Given some knowledge of the expected/outcomes of a planning

‘ process and access to a variety of/resources essential to”

‘ eccomplish the task, most groups are capable of .developing a
o useable product.

4. Outcomes of group planning are subject to periodic review and
‘modification at both the development and use stages. |

These four'assumptions serve a dual purpose. First, they make
explicit a set of conditions which are essential to the vse of advocate
teams. Secdnd in a more subtle, but equall; important way these
assumptions serge to screen out administrators who may.hsve reservations -
about using the advbcste team process. How do they’accomplish this?
By forcing thefadministratpr‘to say--"1 know what the plauning task is
and have it defined.' I know how to organize the over-all job in order

to get it done. I can say uith complete candor and sincerity that 1

> S . %
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) 3
have faith in the people who will do the job, and will give them enough
freedom to do it. And finally, since checks and balances are built in,
I can and will encourage the planning groups to be as creative as they
know how to be." | ' o ~ |

1f yeu‘nhve a hard time getting through this recital, you may be
the kind of administrator who is accustomed to doing all tpe impottant

-

jobs by yourself. If you are that kind .of administrator, and if you .

“want to keep it that way, you shouid stop reading hete. If, on the

" other hand, you believe in and support participative decision-making,

" or if yOu think you'd like to tty it, read on. o

" Organizing the Planning Process ' . v

The Kansas City SuperintenQent and members of his administrative

~

staff were committed to cooperative, professionally rigorpus program

'olanning from the beginning of the project. That support, and_the

periodic critical appraisal which the superintendent and his staff

~

proﬁided vere esz;:tial parts of the advocate team process. The 'sin=-

cerity of commit t which the Kansas City Administrators have main-

tained throughout the project'has contributed greatly to maintaining the
. ) IS ’ N '
feeling on the parts of advocate team members that their work is impor-

: , t
tant, that they have the freedom to make planning decisions, and-that
’ . K . s
thrir program recommendations will be tested in operation.

-

In two initial meetings ‘between members of ‘the university team and
key administrators two major objgctives were identified

1. The primary produ outcome of the planning venture'wnuld‘be
, & detajled description of instructional programs for .the two *
new schools. . .

2. Planning ‘activities would emphasize ‘the development of leader-
ship. skills fn stzff members who would conatituce the nuclei
»~tt>\gg,thejstaffs_for the two.new schools.’ y )

) ) ’ . o & S e
/ SO o 7

%



Once these primary objectives had been determined district admin-
R 4

istrators proceeded during September, 1972 with the selection oé forty-

five teachersvaud’admitistrators wﬁe would become meﬁbers of advocete ‘ ~
teams and a "Leadership DeQelopmeng Cadre." The ddvoeace\ieahs were to

do the actual,pldhhihg of‘pgpérams for the new schools. The Leadership
Developmen' Cadre membersh*o would supply a .discussion leader and tecorder

for each of the aovoccte teams. Additionally, che Leaderehip Development

Cadre would serve as the groug~Wh1ch would coordlnate and critique the

efforts of advocaie teams a; they wor ked to gc\omplish the. two primary

plannieg objecteves.- : ' | ‘ -

During fﬂe same’ petiod 'of time that 'district administrators were

selecting advocate team 'ﬁT) and Leadership Development Cadre (LDC)

Y

members, the universicy support team concentrated on the develepment of

[ 4

an explicit definition-of planniag procedures and expected planning

outcomes. They also planned content and scheduled activities for the
- . . ’ . / .
period of time from October to May.

Course titles ecd.descriptions would be needed by mid-January so
that schedules fgr the new schools cocld~be developed in ﬁimeito begin ‘
the 1973-74 school }ear. bonsequengly, initial plenning activiﬁﬁés
were scheduled in cen; ence-a-week meetings from October through\December;

- ..

-These ten program planning sessions were o;ganized around the following g

topics,

1. The planning process

.
N\ N -
'

2. Developing a community profile

y

3. Educationsl needs of the client population

4. Designing instructional objectives ' ' -

o\'



. —- _/'/ ..
N \ 7
/ . ’
,///fj S. Behavioral management and micro-teaching
.// . )
- * 6. Design of learning experiences
7. . Alternacive§ in program»ﬁcheduling .
8. Evaluation oﬁ’leatning outcomes
9. ,Assessﬁéﬁi of planning progress made to date
- 10. Completxon of program and coursesidentificatinn’
, These ten work sessions were organized in four-hlur blocks, as -
- follows. '
Time Task Group étrd&ture Activity .
6400-7:00 P.M. LDC - Leadership Development CritiQue and modify
Cadre (15 Members). planned actiyities for
. . " the' evening session,
- - Preview activities for
following week and -
N suggest changes. Rewiew
: . progress to date.
. ‘ N .
7:00-8:00 P.M, LDC and AT's (Advocate’ Observe and hear a
FTeams), Meet as combined presentation of.a topic
. group (45 Members).’ . related to program
» 3N planning. Ask ques-
tions and receive
.- answers-, ‘
' ?
; '8:00-10:00 P.M. AT's megf as individual " Complete. specific tasks
! : 2 teams (3 to 8 Members). related tp the evening's
| Usually organized by coatent ;rgsem:ation-and
.discipline areas,/sbme- work on ¥ segment bf the
. - times across disciplines, planning tagk related to
o : the. completion of the
R over-all goal. Provide
. y ~ - process feedback. and
information tp be used
s ) - in gvaluation. .
. e e ;.‘ -
- e The.six o'clock session provided the_opportunity for the university'
. . - .o L . 1
4 support team director to work with the Leadership Development Cadre in
b \ -
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the development of leadership skills which would be used in the eight
. . , Ba N v

o'clock sesSion as-those pecple worked as discussion léahers and recorders
lwith'their individcal advocate teams. Tha prececters of the éopics curing
the seven o'clock tice-slot were drawn from the professional staff of

the school system, thc student population of existing schools ghich

would send‘students to the new schools, and unitersity persocnel-
qualified byzknowledge and'expecience to discuss the various topics.

The one-hour, formal presentations were designed to .rovide advocate

- . . “~ .
team members with information essential to program planning. .'--What

is'planning? What is the population to be served and what is it like?
~What new instructional technology is available and what should we con-

: s L .
eider for use?" Advocate team members had the. gpportunity to react to

. -y

the content and value of the presentations. The content ahd order of
) ‘ - . , ‘
the presentations were revised when eyaluative feedback from advocate

teanm membcrs indicated needs for reVIsion.«‘ -

v

( .
The eight o clock to ten o clock sessions constituted the heart of L -

the'planning proce’&. During this period advocate teams modified and

d

adopted thie content of the evening's presentation to thé component of

. .
the program with which thcy were working. This was the time during .

.which idvocate team members did the arguing and testing éhich were
internal to the teams' planning work. External criticism and testing

of proposals were forthcoming from members %f.the universxty team on a

- =

regular basis, and from counselors, curriculum supervisors‘and admin-

v

»

istrators on an occasxonal basis. . ‘ .
.- PR

The impiicnt assumption has been made throughout this articlo that
§

a designated individual or group must be re3ponsib1e for directing and -

v . . &
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ﬁsprdinating the over-all planning effort. In the Kansas City case, this
function was delegated ta the uniQersity-baS'a project director.
One of the essential functions of the director consisted of pre-

: /
paring task process sheets for the uée of advocate teams during each
. X ! '

- ',‘ /
working session. These sheets served two essential functionms. First,
they were cons:tructed in ways which required edvocatq team members to.-
relate the evening's presentation topic to secondary school program

developméent in several diiferent ways. Second, .advocate teams were

réquired, by questions and directions contained in the task process

A}
[N

sheet, to create a writ;gg,pgpduct during each planning se;sion. Each-
of the individual task sheeté‘used during the ten planning sessions
r?latgd content of formal presentationé and products of ;&vocqﬁe'ﬁegm
activitiég to thevult;Qate'pr§ducc goal--thg developmedt of written®
school étograms. / | *

The ten, weelﬁj{ w;rork sessions formed the first of three pHases which

_constituted the total planning project. The organizatibn of the complete

process'tbok the fcﬂ.iowing form. |

- : P -

Phase . .. T%pe S ‘ Task (Process) .

‘ i /'OCther to December Ten weeﬁly seminar /work sessions, four
(Full complement of hours each. (Critique planning activities
Advocate Teans--45 = and suggest leadershib roles; examine .
people-~15 member instructional slternatives; prepare behav-
Leadgpship Develop- ioral course descriptions; provide process

—ment’ Cadre) feedback.)
IfI-a - January :;'April : ‘Four wéekend workshops 6-8 hours each.

(Full complement 'of (Develop course-unit outlines, instqgg:, -

uAdvocaté Teams--45 ' - tional packages, "Mini-course'’content.)
-/ people)' : T . : P : :
/. .’- - - » - = -l - -' -'- ‘- - - o - . > > - '-.- - ® ® * o o o o ¢, w> ® = =

- A , |

./ R oo . .

f . . . :
[T ' - .
. _ \ - ~ . .
," . '\ . , . - - . A .
] . . . .
.

LS
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II-b Jaauary to Aprif/ _ Fourteen, 3 hour weekly sessions. (Pre-
(LeaderShip Dgvelop- pare and structure Phase III activities
"ment Codre--15 and examine and practice various leader-
membexs) -ship exercises.)
111 May (Total staffs One day workshop, 8 hours. (Communicate

_ of two new schools) - instructional program to total staffs of.
' : “new schools; 2ssign teachers who did

. T °  not partitipate in planning new programs
- to "buddies" who did participate in
’planning.);

-

L}

Phase one was explained in an earlier part of the arcicle. Phase

. L3 ) . - LN
"ewo was divided into two parts. IL-a was' undertaken aftér course titles,

course objectives, prerequisites and time'structures had been developed, .
o v

~

Phase I11-a was devoted to "fleshing out" the course structures which

were developed in PhaSe I. 1In Phase II-b, members of the Leadership

v

Development Cadre defined activities for Phase 111, critiqued activities
being conducted COHCUtteutly in Phase II-a, and established guidelines
which structured the work of advocate team members in Phase I;-a. The’

complement £ activities undertaken by Leadership Development Cadre

P
~

. members in II-b aSSumed this form. "

L
—

/
*1. - Planning the allocation’ ‘of ‘resources and structural organiza-

tion of the worksh/p anticipated in Phase III.

/ . .
2. Hearing and discussing activity reports from newry-appointed
,bﬁilding principals. . . .

: 3. Studying and considering special program structures and ..
interfaces. (Special education, driver. education, and

independent study, for example )

3

4. COnsidering principles and concepts of leadership. -

>

“As, the planning activities in Phase II-a and b were occurring,.

//'

the school district administrative staff identified and select/d staff
/

'members for the new schoola. Many of these newly-appoin:ed s;aff.mem-duj

.

'Jbers acdepted an invitation to participate in on-going Phase II planning o

ﬂ -,
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activitics. Given the gradual -addition of new stafﬁi dhring the planﬁing

. ) . .
process it be:.ame apparent that the amnunt of knowledge about the new \.

.
A

L \
high scheol prograns would vary from staff member to staff member, The ;J/;/)

probability that different staff members would know wmore pr.lésﬁsdbout

4

-~

program depending on when they became a part of the plarning process
; g s

provided a strong aréumeﬁt which suppbgted the }nclusion of Phasé III.

The third and final phase of the planning process wé§;des$gned to give

ail staff who would serve in the new Buildings a consolidated, common,
[« .

current perspective of all parts of the_neS'educational-programs, and /\

of the intended relztionships of those parts as conceived af® designed
' &

by the program planners. In a very real sense, Phase f&l constituted
) oy

. ) N P |
the Planning Turnkey--the point at which the .intents of planners were

communicated and turned over to the people who;were to make it work. 5‘
In Conclysion

.
At the time this article was prepared Phase II of the project'q§37

f—

three~fourths completét "The. product outcomes éostulated at the beginning

~——

of the project have been achitved on\;EEedu}e, and the perfofmance of

~——
~

‘the planning groups to date encourages us to beliéve-that the total

[}

project will be successfully completed--on t:ff. ‘Those who havé gxaminéa .
the variety of nine-week, eighteen~week andgthirt?tsix-week prog?a;‘ .
offerings for the new schédls hiave made modest statements th : the

recormended offerings ate~"excifing," structurally "differeﬁ and
"potentially interesting to students." . q .

Those of us who have observed and participated in the projé&t from

the beginning agree that the planners have.developed viable educational

programs for new schools. Moreover, we have been favorably impressed’

~with the "product orjentation" of the work teams, their increasing
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- .

éommitﬁept to the planning effort, and the visible increase in enthusiasm

[

~ for the task.

R 5
We submit that the structuring and scheduligg of expected outcomes,

coﬁpred with organized advocate teams, contributed to the high level of
pfoduct{vity; The explicit definition of the e#ﬁected preﬁucts of the

' edtire effort, including complétioh deadlinks, no€7on1y aided the érogram
planning done by the university support group, but also ééted as a’

motivating and stabilizing influence on the activities of the advocate

-

grouﬁs.

.

Squ of the mzjor lessons learned from the experience are these.

-

1. Programs for new schools can be different.
2. Giyen;time and resources, teachers can develob programs
, which, at least by title, are relevant.
1

3. Given'minimally adequatc resources, tedchers can
become creative program planners.

4. In the face of severe time constraints, teacher
advocate teams not only accomplish tremendous amounts
of work in relatively short periods of time, but also

* develop eathusiasm for and comitmept to program
in the process. ‘ .

A . -
Someone W{1l s8rely suggest that there's nothing gbrticularly new

*

or different about all of this.. That may be true, ‘But--given Kansas

»

* City's needs for new programs and&(eaaership development, they imple-

- mentecd a pfogram-ﬁhich.wentta long way toward the satisfactory fulfill-

ment of those needs., In the process they, realized bdﬁﬁbeanin the form

[} { &

of increased professional commitment to program and the discovery of
x - ' e

a useful fﬁcure source of program planning manpower. It's working in

[ A

Kénsas City. It may work for you.
\‘s t

- y





