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The operation of teams in the Pilet Communities Program has been exam-
ined, summarized, and written about in two distinctly different ways,

There is both a history and a "how to do it" volume on innovation teams.

This volume ié chiéfly historical in character. B;sed upon intensive
examinatioﬁ ofvpropo;als, evaluation studieé, reports, mémoranda, and
interviews with personnel involved in the program,'it was wriften by
tﬁo university pfofessoré who had not been involved in the actual pro-~
gram. They were asked to examine the wriftgn record and to bring to
it.their own biases and points éf view, eﬁén'if based on theories of

change different from those demonstrated or seen in the program.

In my view the two authors have written an interesting and authentic

historical account of a very complicatEdkprogram. -In ad&ition, they have‘
pulled-from the history a series of abstractions about team operations

in relationship to outside éystemé. These abstractions are their own,
and from the point of view of those of us who sfruggled with the pro-

gram, participated in it and made mistakes, théy offer useful'guideiines.b

Our experience and knowledge also supports a more prescriptive and
directive discussion of the "how to'' and theoretical basis for building
teams, We have developed another book therefore, written by the.prac-

titioners, myself, and a team leader reflecting directly what experience

has‘taught.usoV‘Anyone interested in building a team -should probably

read_bath documents, They support and extend and challenge cne anothér.
‘Théy slice‘thréugh data in aifferent ways. Theyrreé;esent the tension of
the observer and dber.— This should be useful and refleets, in our view,’
realify;

Mafy Lela Sherburne

Director
Pilot Communities Program
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INTRODUCTION: Teams as a Vehicle for Change

In the fall of 1967, four teamsiof’daster teaéhers,.trained in the ﬁse

of new claséroom materials and. eager to do something about what they

believed were.oﬁtmoded instructional practices, walked into selected

schools and established contact with classroom teac)hers° That waé the
beginniﬁg of a four-year projeét in educational change;knowﬁ as the

Pilot Communities Program. Headddarters for the éperation was the Edu-

cation Development Centér,.a curriculum developmént_organiéation in

Newtdn, Massachusetts? and most.of its funds came from a Title IV grént of

the U.S. Offiée éf Eduéaéion; Both EDC and OE hoped thét‘the four teams of
master teachers in four "Pilot Communities" in the .Northeast could effectively

channel new curricular and teaching methods into the public schools.

This.bobk presenfs what the authors believé are the major lessons learned
from the Pilot Communities experience about using teams as a vehicle for
change. ‘It.is a’aescription,of‘what happened in four places on the East
Cqést, not a pfescriptioﬁ guaranteed to make the same things happen else-
where. . Kansas City in 1977‘is not Boston in 1967. _Névertheless, we hopé:
that'people who want to improve schools--in Kansas»City, in Dulﬁth5 in "
Houston--will find this deécription of the use of teams helpful in piaﬁ?

ning their own programs.

It's important to say a word about the historical context within which

 the Pilot Communities Program was conceptualizéd;

_In the spring of 1967, when Pilot Communities was being planned, major
federal aid to public education, embodied in the Elementary and Secondary

» Education Act, was less than two years old., Urban education problems‘
o RO v T :
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were just beginning to attract the interest of innovating institutions,

~ which, like EDC, had concentrated on the college preparatory track of

suburban schools. EDC's laboratory had been Newton, the. suburb next
door, and not Boston, the urban center a couple of miles down the

Charles River,.

In 1967, those citizens of the urban communities who were active in

‘educational reform were primarily concerned with public school integration, -

They were setting up busing programs within the cities and with suburbs

~ like Newton. Tutoring and '"enrichment' programs to supplement regular

public schbol_programs after school hours were also popular.

ih 1967, the cry for "community control' was barely heard in the back-

éround. Like the curriculum reformers at EDC and elsewhere, urban’

.reformers, black and white, had not yet developed full-fledged criti-

cisms of the curriculum and control of the public schools. 1.8. 201 in
Néw York.City, the bellwether of iocal contfol, didvnot eruﬁt until the
winger of 1967. It was sfill possible to plan a program forlschoél improve-
ment like the Pilot Communities Program Qithout a heavy componént of "commun-

ity involvement" and without incessant demands for '"community control.!

The Pilot Communifies Prograh,.then, was born in a relatively quiet time. .
It was a far-sighted program forvl967; and many of its principles are
still revolutionary for most public schools, ButAit was not inténded‘
to provide radical alternétives; its aims were much more modest. EDC

and the Office of Education intended the Program to improve classroom

_instruction -in some’ schools in a few "pilot" communities, not to remake



their’schéol systems completely.. In this document;lwe‘will try to deseribe
the Innovation Teams starte& by the Program as concisely and fairly as
possible, without losing a senseaof the complexity and varrety of the
Prograﬁ's acti&ities, and without demanding that it be more than it was
intended to be. If we are-judgmental) we will try to judge the Program.

in terms of its intended scopes

Specificaliy, the scope of:the Pilot Communities was only as_broad_as

the movements of its four teams, One team worked in a model{scheol divi-
A _ _ . - ]

sion of Washington, D.C.; 'a second worked with two middle.schools‘in

Bridgeport, Connecticut; a third operated out of‘a resource center in the

Roxbury District of Boston, Massachusetts; and a fourth dividedvits.efforts

between three towns in a triangular section of the Maine coast,

The primary c11ents of the Innovation Teams were experlenced elementary
school teachers, ‘and the1r prlmary function was to help teachers adopt
new curriculum materials and methods of instruction.

. i
Each Team carrled out projects that were exeeptlons to this general rule,
The Bostoh Team, for example, devoted much tlme in the flrst two years
to private '"'community'' schools; the Maine.jeam spent the past two years
in pre—Servicevedueation; and a training program for teacher aides was
a princihal outcome of the Pilot Qdmmunities work in Bridgeport. These
exceptions tend to obstruct the view of the whole Program, partly because
some of the.individual projects_were so successful. -Nevertheless, the

initial intention of the Pilot Communities Program was not to initiate

projects in aide~training or bilingual education, but to bring new cur-

ERIC
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riculum resources to experienced classroom eeaehers in public‘schoolé.
And,'to this end, over the four years on all four sites, Team meﬁbers
spent most of their time organizing and runﬁing workshops for teachers
vand working.iﬁdividual classrooms, sometimes teaching demonstration

lessons and sometimes working cooperatively with the teachers.

In addltlon, the Innovation Team concept celled for master teachers t0 _
_work together, in Teams, not ‘as separated, autonomous agents.. Each.team
provided a pool of human‘resources, available .on call to individual Tezdm
members in need of specificthelp..‘Each Team Was trained EE_gggégg,
usually with aid from EDC-Newton, in content areas aﬁdfim group dynamics.
Each Team plannea-and replanned its strategies, often with considerable‘
complication and sophistieatibn° And each Team ﬁrom time to time car-
ried out special projects, like the Beston Team's help with the establish-,
ment of a bilihguel transifional school. But the Team's main function

was to provide support to the work of Team members with classroom tea-

chers.

The 51mp1est way of descrlblng thlS teacher-to-teacher act1V1ty is to say
that experlenced classroom teachers were recruited to nelp less- exper-
ienced teachers who wanted their help. This helping was always on an
invitational basis. Team members went into classrooms only when they

were asked in, and teachers attended Team workshops on a voluntary basis.

- The struggles each team experienced in seeking to influence the client
schools provide sufficient data to generalize about what an innovation

team needs to do if it is to hope for some measure of success.

ERIC
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The following is a distillation of the Operafing principles we have iso-
lated ‘as crucial and generdlly appliéablé:

1. ‘Preconditions for Change: There must be widespread

' dissatisfaction with a given school system, if an
innovation team is to intervene there successfully
(See p. 8)

2. Administrative Support: Solid and visible support at
each level of the school system's administration must
be present from the beginning. (See p. 10)

3. Contracting: The process of contraéting, or making*%7
and re-making agreements between the Team and its
‘f'client" never stops (Se° p. 49)

4, Team Leader: A Team needs a leader as a rallying point
' for its energies. After the crucial stages, the leader
should continue in his role only by consensus among

the team, (See P. . 30)

5. -Team Members: Certaln characteristics of prospectxve
" Team members are imperative--"fit'" with teachers’
they're. intended to work with; high intelligence,
poise, and self-assurance; specific expertise; tenacity,
and likemindedness. (See p. 31)

5. Team-Building and Planning: A .Team must make 'a conscious
effort to become a Team, and it must continue to grow,
Its members must confront each other when necessary, lock
horns on problems, make decisions, and keep mov1ng (See
p. 53)

7. Interaction with the Client System: Team members must
walk a -difficult path in their dealings with teachers.
They must never take part in the system's evaluation
of its teachers; on the other hand, ‘they must not shrink
from critical interaction with teachers. ~{See p. 97)

'8, Relationship-Building with Individual Teachers:  Team
members should go only where they are wanted, They
should respond to specific needs, and build relationships

‘with individual teachers in an atmosphere of mutual
respect and learning. (See p. 98)

g. .gg;ck Response to New Opportﬁnities: Team members' time
should be locsely enough allocated to allow quick response
to needs that arise on the project site. . (See p. 78)

10, The Necessity of Trust} Wwithout mutual trust, any help-
ing relationship will founder. (See p. 79)
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The {our chapters that follow-fone’for eéch of the four teams--illﬁs--
trate- the anvg principles in two ways. They are illustrated informélly
by the evidence presented in our narrative description of a specific
team's operations, its.problems, and successes. They-afe illustrated
more d;rectly on the blue pages dispeféed throughout the text. - Here

the operating principles are restated.and supporting evidénce is dréwn

from the experience of all four teams.

We believe that the principal mission of the Pii;t Communifies Teams was
their work with'claséroomrteachefé, in groups and as individuals., Thus,
we haﬁe emphasized narrativé materials and operaéipg principles that focus
.. primarily on that teacher~helping activity; other issues, such as the-’:
functioning. of thé central administrafiqn in Newton gnd fhé_addi;i?nal

projects which some:of_the Teams- initiated. which seemed_tangenéiél:to their.

main purpose, are given peripheral consideration.

In the four narratives,.our reconstruction of evengs has depended prin-
_cipélly'oﬂ.thg Program's written_fecords, which are incoﬁplété and incon-
sistent,acroés sitéé, _For example, 'the only complete ldgs‘of Team mem-~
tbers' ihtefactions with teaéﬁefs available .to uskcomeefydm the first two
years in‘Mainégf Logs on other sites were never‘kept,‘orwlbos'tu ,Similarly,
‘the 6n1y'recoraé of Team meetings comé;ffomioﬁe yéér_in Bostonav>We'
“had no cbntemporary records ét all;from‘the‘wéshington Team. Given tﬁis
.limited data, we‘ghose not‘to Ery to ?rovide full "Casebstudiesﬁ ofléaéh
‘site. We héVe tried fo emphaéiée.ﬁﬁe highlights of~the‘éctivity on each
of the féur.sités, éresenfing in somé deﬁail those problems‘and successes
which shed Tight on the'fuhctibning of an Innové;ioh Team. The narratives
Q
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are not symmetrical in terms of the topics covered, nor the extensiveness
of the treatment; however, the discussions have been organized according

to the major categories of operating principles for easy reference.

We offer this description as the record of ideas that were often only

‘understood after they were put into practice. We urge our colleagues

in othgr school systems to be suspicious of their validity af other times

and in other places, bﬁt not to dismiss them out of hand.- We believe that
the Pilot Communities ?rogram genergted some new ideas about change in

public schecl systems and confirméd'some_oid Qnes; 0ld or new, the ideas are

valuable for anyone who wants to improve schooling.
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OPERATING PRINCIPLES (I)

The following 1lessons from the Pilot Communities experience
identify the conditions in the school system and the community

that must exist for successful employment of an innovation

team.
" Operating PRECONDITIONS FOR CHANGE. In the entry stage of a team's inter=
Principle : ' : B
vention, there must be dissatisfaction with the current state -
of affairs. . This dissatisfaction must be widespread and shared
among all the constituencies related to the school system:
parents, teachers, supervisors, and children. There must also
be general agreement that the needs can be met with,the kinds
of activities an Innovation Team can carry out.
Evidence _ The four Teams of the Pilot Communities Program operated effec-
from the _ : ;
Four C tively only where there was general agreement that they were-
Sites ' '

needed. Without initial general support, their low-~key help-
ing activities were undercut. Whenever there was hostility or
apathy. from parents, teachers, or administrators, the Teams'

benign efforts at change were rendered difficult or impossible.

When they?ilot Communifies Program Qas starting, in 1967, dis-
satisfaétion withxgﬂi\schools in.BostOn's biéck community

was widespread, Roxbury'leédérs Qere starting»private community‘
schoois and tutoriél programs, and they kept éducational‘p?ob~

lems squarely in the headlines.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:



O

ERIC

PO A v 7ext Provided by R

It in_not s0 clea; that black parents in general were dis-
satisfied with fhe schools, but many people--children; teachérs,
and adm{nistratofsf-knew that changes in Rdxbury-schools were
essential. The ;imé was ripe for a Team effort. (In fact, the
needs in Roxbury for scﬁool iﬁprovement may have been so |

great, the Team's efforts could never be sufficient.)

This dissatisfaction in Roxbury was not generally,shéred by

whites in South Boston's Andrew School district. Neither

_parents nor teachers were ready for much change, especially if

that change was to be activated by "outsiders.'" People in
South Boston preferred to be left alone. Sensing this, the
Boston Team invested less and less effort in work at . the

Andrew School.

In 1967, there was also little appérent,local dissatisfaction

~in and around the schools serviced by the Maine Team. Tea-

chefs, parents; administrators, and students seem to have

beeﬁ relatively complacent and not highly enthusiastic ;bout
the necessity of‘educational‘improvement, althqugh they were
willing to let the Téam try ips hand.- This low initial dis~-
satisfaction and, indeed, organized paréntal opposition to some

of the changes proposed for ‘the Tennants Harbor School dimin-

ished the effectiveness of the Maine Team, helping encoufage

it to chift its energies to pre-service teacher training acti-

vities after the second year.
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In addition to the need for a commﬁnity-wide consensus that
improvement in3the'schéols is'necesséry; ;here'must be some
knowlédge of fhe capacities and the limitations of Innova-
tion.Teams. Thé kinds of Innovation Teams disclosed in this
report primarily sponsor difect teachér-support activities.
They'aré not primarily curficulum developers,‘community organ-
izers, Qr.femédial specialists. They cannptAbail 6ut helpless
teacherég they cannot resolve severely polarized schobl-com-"
munity disputes; they.-are not primarily project~-doers.

o

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT. Solid and visible support at each

" level of the school system's administration must be present

from the beginning and continue throughout an Innovation Team

project.

The Bridgeport Team's experience offers the most tangible evi- .
dence'of this need. The Team's operations were encoﬁraged‘bf_
the Superintendent; but several key top administrators weré
either héstile or wary. Their suspicion, which was notvcleariy
identified until the work in Bridgeport.was‘weli underway,
p?oved to be impossible to overcome. Since‘thé-Team existed.

at the sufferance‘of‘the'school.syStem,“such Opposition‘could

not be overcome by confrontation, and no other resolution was

épparently attempted.'
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In Washington; by contrast, the Team ope;ated under the per-
‘sonal protection of the administrator of the Model Scﬁool Divi~
‘_sion. Even &heﬁbthere was opposition to tﬂe Team's activities
’amoﬁg éome of the administrators in the central,office,‘the

relativg autonomy of‘the‘MSD and.the personal interest of its

.administrator helped sheltér the Washington Team, Even ﬁqre

important, the MSD .staff encouragedjthebteachefs even when the
work resulted in_unusual changes in élassroom practiﬁe. Unlike
the Bridgeport téachers,’teachers in Washington could be sure
1tbat the changes they made in»ciassrooms would not affect

their records adversely.

The Bostoaneam.enjoyed,modérate support from the admiﬁistrators“
“they worked with, 1In genefal, they were given considerable
autonomy. The assistant superintendents responsible for the
. districts the Team operated in were especially supportive. In.
Méine, relations with superintendents wereigqod‘from the
beginning, the fesglt of_ﬁuch pre-planning and a qontinuous

flow of -information.

Support from the schools system's administration should reward
teachers  for cboéératiOn with the Team. The'Superiptendent
should assign the Team to a top administrator who agreés Qith
the Team's goals.and stratégies. Extré money for Team Opéra;
tions,'pay‘for substitute teachers, rgléased time, matefials,

. Qorkshops, and consultants will provide tangible evidence of

the administration's support.. . . ‘ )

ERIC
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Formally allowing the'Team_unusual degrees of freedom will
also eﬁhance‘its operétions. In‘Washiﬁgton this was ‘accom-
‘plished by assigning the Team to the Model Schocl Diviéibn,
an,already-existing semi-autonomous sub—éystem. Whether dr
not :a sub~system or a decentralized district is used as the
formal framewofk,‘a Tedm wili need'to be vested with the
right to judgg thé appfopriate qualifications of its members
and to experiment with péw classroom material and curricula.
Top administrative support symBolized by a semi-autonomous’
jurisdiction, as well as‘having an advqcate in the top édmin-.
isﬁrativé'cbuncils will help meet thé need for support and

freedom.

FRIC
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CHAPTER 1
MID-COAST MAINE

If you guys have done nothing else, you've at least
gotten the teachers to the point where they can talk
with each other about their problems and their feel-
ings without hostility., They're open enough so that
they can air their ideas without fear of being walked
’ on. I1f you don't accomplish anthing else but that
it's been worthwhlle. :
--Superintendent of a
- school district in
Maine about the first
year efforts of the
Maine Innovation Team
The}activities of the Pilot Communities Program in Maine during the
first two years were tightly focused with modest objectives. 1In the
L flrst year (1967 -8), three Team members were assigned to three schools:
an elementary school in the small coastal city of Bath, a 100-pupil high
school seventy miles inland in Riehmoni and another elementary. school fifty

miles up the coast in Tenants Harbor. During the second year two Team

members covered the three schools,

Each Maine Team member spent about one day a week in the school to nhich
he was assignedoe‘He eften arrived early in the morning for the weekly
faculty meeting.'=He‘also visited the oth:r schools, took paft in Iean
meetings, attended conferences, and went to meetinga w;th state and local
school of-fieials° But‘hiebptincipal eneréieé were directed towards that
day each week in "his" school, He reSpbnded to reqnests for help from
teachers and principals, contacted speciaiists for adviee, and sometimes
kbrought them to the schools. Each Team nember was, thetefore, both a
helpefrhimself and’a cont&ét man for a larger netnork of help;—from EDC

ar first, and .increasingly from resources in Maine.
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The initial members of the Mainé Team shared ﬁersonal-characteristics
important to thersuccessful functioning of the Team.  All threeIWere
similar td the teachers they were to work with in terms of age, race,
and'experiencé; each had extensive and successfql claséroom expérience
in. schools similar to the one he would work with, and each agreed with

the others' educational philosophy and strategies for change.

ENTRY AND INITIAL CONTRACTING. The Maine team made its entry into the

three schools through A long - and careful process. In the fall of
1966, an initial commitmeht was'madé to working in a rural New England
commﬁnity as oné of the ekperimental sites. Thrbugh the winter, Pilot
'éommunitieé planning staff 1ooked in Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont
for possiBle sites and finally settled on a section of mid-coast Maine,
a triangle 50 miles on each 81de, served by eleven school administrative
districts and eleven superintendents. The nature aﬁd extent of r~o11ab--
oration with the schools was the next.question. The idea of 1eading off
the program with activities Wthh would blanket the whole area was
LeJected because thlS would entail a 1ot of talk and far more funds
.than wexe available. For the sake of economy, earlier_visibility, and
better opportunity for team ieérning, it was decided to workfinitially
with the teachers in a small number of schools. Early'in the'summer3
tﬁe follbwing possibilities were listed:

®© Cooperating with a proposed research project in the
Coffin School in Brumnswick.

© (Ccoperating with a joint committee of teachers from
Brunswick and Bath in selection of new mater;als for
the elcmentary science currlculumo
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o Helping the Newell School in'Bath develope flex-
iblu pupil'groupings.

o  Developing an individual learning center at
RlchmOnd High School and cultivating relations
w1th ? year 1ong Headstart Program in Richmond.,

° ASSlStlng the staff of Georges Valley High School
in Thomaston in improving the curriculum, parti-
cularly in English,

a Worklng with the staff of the St, George School
- in Tenants Harbor to follew up an earlier start
" toward nongrading.

e Following up summer Headstart teachers who. had
already wocrked with EDC staff in thelr summer
training program.

" ® Undertaking. some kind of proJect in vocatlonal
education.

~ The thrée schools th;t were finally selected--the Newell School in Bath,
Richmond High School in Richmond, and the St, George School io-Tenants
Harbor—-repreéented o'type of educational and socio-economic situation
that was fairly characteristic of the area, It is iﬁportant to notel
the e#treme care with which'EDC palnners defined their goals and func-
tions. They anticipated working with client schools on'the following
projects:

e An indoor-outdoor comprehensive science program
that would make use of the rich outdoor enviromment
of the Newell school. An architeéctural plan intended
to allow flexible grouping of children and teacher
utilization patterns°

e The introduction of materials and teaching-learning
methods that would encourage greater activity for
children and increase motivation for reading and writ-
ing in the primary grades.

@ A laboratory for the rural high school in Richmond in’

‘ which the students would have access to a broad spectrum
of learning materials, not merely in the hard sciences,
but also in the social sclences, language -study, and
anthropology.
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o"An'ungraded primary plan for St. George School
and a substantive program of -individualized
instruction, '

The planning and contractipg ﬁrocéss went'on, even aftéf this
extenéive list of projects:and éétiVities was drafted. AL a
‘three~day conference in August, 1967, involving all the teachers.
vand'principals of the target schools and the superintendent from
the eleven school districts, the Pilot Co@muﬁigiés‘Staff
demonstrated some of the new modes of teaching,’and the teachers
and principal of each school tald the Pilot Communities Staff
where they.could use some help. For,ekample, the staff of the

Newell School expressed needs . . .

e To give children opportunity. to experience success -
" reading is critical - but other areas of the curriculum

are involved. .

e To rearrange class groups.

‘po familiarize themselves with a wider range of curriculum

‘materials.

ERIC
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o To visit other schools to see other teachers in
actiom. :

° TO'ihforﬁ parents of‘éhangeé.
This slow and carefui entry'process helped to develop initial "contracts"
between all éhe participants. It also legitimated the project”by:show-
Iiﬁg it .as’ part of a large and carefully-thoughtﬁout-proéfam. During
éheAlong planning process, Pilot Communities dealt with the sevecral
levels of the educational hierarchy. The only group ieft out of the
negotiatiohs were the taxﬁayiﬁg citizens, and this_ﬁeglect took its toll

in Tenants Harbor a.year-aﬁd-half later,

TEAM INTERACTION WITH TARGET SCHOOLS. 1In Séptember, on invitation of -
of individual teachers Qigh whom tﬁey had been working during ghe sum-
mer workshop, Team membersjstarted visiting classroémé; They asked

. questions about pupils and made sﬁggesfioné about techﬁiques and méter-
‘ials. w§ek1y meétings with‘the school staff began in the two elemen-
tary schools. Team members tauéht cooéeratively with several teachers
"in each school. Sharing responsibility}for their pupils, in this way,
represented an'impoftaﬁt level of acceptance by the teachers. -They
"risked soﬁe of_themselves,” 6ﬁe Téam meniber coﬁmented,_with a person
from "outside," As specific pfobléms were idgntified, consultants in
the fields of child development, reading instruction, social studies,
English, and sciénce were invited to wdrk with.individual feachérs and
groups. .For three months in the spring of 1968, an educator-craftsmén
took up residence in Richmond and worked witﬁ feachers and pupils in ‘

- ‘vafious types of han&iwérk. During the year, a few visits were arranged

for groups of teachers. Teachers were supplied with special curriculum
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materials--Cuisenaire fods, programmed reading materials, geo-Boards,
and so forth--and watched pupils perform in new learning situationms.
Team members assisted in preparing several of the Richmond teachers for

teaching English to Ruséian-épeaking residents.

. The purpose of all this varied activity was implicit rather than exblicit.

The Team members‘sought to earn the confidence of tﬁé teachers, to.see -
their prnbiems‘through the teachers! eyes>and to help solve éhem, to
help the teachers understand their‘pupils’as individuéls, and to devise
and use modes "and materials of instruction appropriate to this orienta-

tion,

Steps were also taken during the first year to interpret the project to
a wider community and to prepare for broader involvement,

® At a meeting in late November with superintendents
and officials from the State Department of Educaw -
tion, the principals of. the three schools reported
informally on their Pilot Communities-related acti-
vities.

e The Team'assisted one of the school districts to
' prepare a successful Title II (ESEA) proposal for
a Model Staff Workshop and Summer School.

® It prepared another proposal for funding an Insti-
tute on Educational Change. (This Institute, although
-it wasn't funded immediately,. developed into the
Team's major effort in “its last two years.)

o. And, on four occasions, the Maine Team met with a
community development specialist about the ques-
. tion of involving the larger community in educa-
tional development.

Although the personnel of the Team changed in the second year, the acti-

vities of the Team changed very little. There were more: stctivities of

‘the plunning and coordinating variety described above. The principal

focus was still om classroom teachers in the target schools.
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DIARY OF ArTEAM MEMBER. The core of the Team-members' work with an indi-
vidual‘teacher-is exemplified hy the record of collaboration between

ohe Team member, '"Charles,'" and.a high school teacher, "Jim," who had
attended Pilot.Communities summer worksh0ps. This section consists-of
excerhts from a log kept by Charies‘which giveAhis reactiohs to some“

of his interaetions over a period of four months. Ail.names have been ‘
changed,jand the excerpts have'heen edited~te fdcus,en the interactiens
between Charles and Jim, although Charles was aiso working with‘ether

teachers in the same school,

Visit to Hamilton ngh : ‘ October 8

Jim told me about hlS efforts w1Lh an economics course
for general students,., They have done surveys and col-
lected artifacts and given presentations to the rest of
the class, They didn't write anything--writing is dif-
ficult for them. Jim says the class likes what it is
doing, We came up with the following 1lat of 1deas
that we could pursue.

. 1. Write to other schools to ask them to
send food prices from their 1oca11ty.
(I am working on gettlng a list.).

2., Look at SRA economics games., Where can
thiese be seen? . At the Curriculum Cen-
ter? ' Is it operating yet? Call SRA
salesman. ‘Where do you locate him?

I am not sure how much of this I -should do for J1m,
~because. he 1s capable if he has time,

In the followingventry, Charles defines his sense of his rele.‘ He has"‘
. to be a.listeher, a mirror,‘and-a facilitator.‘ He Qouid try‘nbtfte
: overwhelh Jim;.but at'the same time, he wbuld try to stretch hih,h h
urging a larger, more systematlc look at a framework that could 1nform ‘

the day-to-day.classroom'act1V1t1es. A constant thread in the 1og
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- entries is Jim's lack of time to pay careful, systematic attention to
his ecornomics course, or to Charles' suggestions.
My impressions of Jim are that he is an enthusiastic,
more scholarly than average, but impulsive teacher,
I feel ‘that he is very capable of proceeding on his
own and that my function will be to listen to his
requests, to try to interpret his needs, and weigh
" means of giving him help that doesn't overwhelm him,
I do hope that in the future I can get other people,
such as 'sociologists, eccnomists, other teachers
that Jim can talk to. '
More than anything else, the following 1etter‘represents the inmense
frustration experienced by Jim and Charles simply in finding enough
time to talk. Some of thi¢ difficulty may have been due to faulty
scheduling§ the Team members generally spent only a day a week in the
school they were assigned to, But most was a direct function of Jim's

1ncred1b 1y full schedule, Their meetings seem to have been.catch-as-

catch-can, always sandwiched between Jim's manifold obligations.,

In the letter (which must have seemed rather overwhelming to Jim),
Charles tries to walk a careful line between practical suggestions, like
! " the weekly letters and field trips, and suggestions about economic theory

and processes that will help students 'discover economic principles.
" ‘ o : : November 28

Dear Jim,

A letter. seems sort of foolish since. I see you so often.

However, when I return to the office, I find that there

are so many items that I've never talked to you about,

Perhaps this letter will serve as a reminder for some

~topics of conversation for the future,

First of all, I have observed that you are a very busy,

conscientious guy. You teach five courses and have
extra-currlcular dutles such as the student cotincil
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and coaching, 1If I were in your shoes, priorities

‘would be set 'upon my time, probably on the basis of

the amount of enthusiasm that students offered me.
1f this were the case, the economics course would
probably appear far down on the list, This is not
an accusation, because I don' t know how you set your
priorities, :

Wwhat I am trying to say is that I think you ought
consciously to set your own priorities since you are
so busy and that economics ought to be very high on
the list . . . '

T am still ‘interested in trying to develop a unit
which deals with economics and might be interesting
to the students. We listed some ideas early in the
year and it would be fun to talk about these again
and see if we have any further 1deas.

" Barlier I suggested some case studies involving prob-

lems of finding a job or buying some large item
which would at least ask students to amalyze and
sort out data, involve some kind of emotion and
involve some of the inductive process that we were
talking about earlier., But even this is probably
too dull, My next thought was that perhaps we could
make believe that we're looking for a job or going
to buy some large item and actually go on trips to
places--a trip that would involve a whole afternoon
or a whole morning, stop for coffee and all the con-
versation that goes along with a free and easy kind
of trip, So the last step in this chain of thought
involves one or two possible activities,

The first™6we is that I would write your class a
letter every week with some fictitious name asking
for some kind of advice about buying a car or
refrigerator, finding a job in the area and the
students would do some research involving going some

- places, reading some things, talking to some people,

and send me an answer back, The other possibility
is to set up a real advisory center for the people
in your neighborhood. I will enclose a rough copy
of a letter that you might send to townspeople con-
cerning this idea., The idea appeals to me because:
we would be expandlng our economic laboratory to

the places where you apply for jobs and the places
where you buy things. Also, this kind of experience
includes almost everything that is involved in econ-
omics, not just how much you pay and where the money.
goes, but also, in buying a car, whether you like
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the looks of a salesman, whether you trust him, how. |
worn the tires are, the cigarette burn in the front
seat, how much the rubber matting has worn,-is the
mileage accurate, does it fit with the amount of
.wear on the rubber mat on the floor., It probably
would involve all kinds of conversations, some non-
sense, some very intelligent thought.  Even adults
"don't think rationally all of the time, This kind
of experience would also force us to find more items
for the economics laboratory back at the school.

We simply would need to call somebody or need to
. find a book or need to find an article, and indeed.
this experience would be good. Perhaps we would be
incapable, but I don't think so, Also, we would be
‘able to ask questions of experts who know more than
we do and thereby have their knowledge of economics
brought to bear on a specific item and thereby we
can learn too. That is, we have a reason to ask .
questions of experts and apparently there are many
around , . . . :

Sincerely &ours,
Charles_

Charles' log continues with an entry about establishing a level of trust

in his relationship with Jim.

December 4

When T arrived at the school, Jim and another teacher
were cleaning out the teachers' room in preparation
for the open house tonight and they were both in a
complaining, irritable mood. Jim told me that just
everything in general is wrong here today. 1T can't
remember all of the things Jim said-~none of them
positive-~but I listened. Slowly the chain of his
thought turned to what he has been doing in his
classes, and he told me all sorts of good things that
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are happening. He has joined the Community Betterment
Council as a result c¢f a ncwspaper clipping I sent him
and has been appointed the liaison between that coun-
cil and the State Department of Economic Development..
He says he really enjoys the work and esnjoys meeting
the people and talking about the issues.,

He told me that he had read a pamphlet that I sent him
last week on economics and in the pamphlet they list
a number of areas that ought to be studied in a course.
of practical economics, and that was exactly what he

" had done last year. I gave him the four SRA units -
related to economics. He said that he wished we had .

" more time to sit down and talk about these things, and
wondered if it would be possible if ‘he could set aside
a time every week. I suggested various times and each
of these was no good because of his busy schedule and
then he asked if we could meet on Saturday mornings,
which I think would be very, very good, if he's wil-:
ling to give that time, '

The bell rang and it was time for him to teach his
next class, but on the way up he found out that. school
was going to close in ten minutes, so we made arrange-
ments to go to a restaurant so I could eat my lunch
and he could have a cup of tea and we could talk fur-
ther°

At the restaurant we didn't talk about economics _
because Jim didn't give me the chance to iutroduce the
subject. He was full of complaints about how the princi-
pal doesn't do his work, Jim also complained bout the
conversation in the teachers' room~-how it's always
about how bad’ this kid is or that kid is. He also com-~-
.plained about how many extra duties he has and how most
of the staff doesn't do anything like that., He feels
that people are stepping on him because if he doesn't
make the coffee nobody else will, if he doesn't take the
student council, nobody else will, if he doesn't help in
athletics, nobody else will., I feel honored that Jim -
should tell me all this, and at least have somebody to
talk to, although I have no idea how one responds to
these kinds of complaints, except to sit and listen,

The next entrybegins with a long description of a Monmopoly-like game about
banking that Jim played with-his six-student economics class. Charles’
,was invited to join the class and soon began working out a problgm in

~which he became interested.
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' December 12

I had never been clear as to which kind of checking
account was best and it suddenly occurred to me sitting
in this atmosphere of learning that the only variable
"is the number of checks you use, so while the boys and
girls were talking I started working out a chart which
would permit me to calculate.how much it would cost foyx -
using 5 checks, 20 checks or 50 checks per month., When -
I looked up the whole class was watching me and Jim
asked me.to explain what I was doing. I explained very

- enthusiastically because here I had learned something -
I had never known before., The students couldn't fol-
low my thinking and Jim became even more discouraged
because his class had been taken totally away from the
game,

After the class I apologized to Jim for working out’ the
chart in class and he accepted my apology. However,
jokingly I told him that he had taught me something that
I had never known before and he denied teaching me some-
thing,and that led us into a discussion of how one might
learn and how one might teach, and what the role

of a teacher is. I won't relate.the discussion-because
I can't remember all that was said, but the point here
is that it illustrates how different Jim and I are in
our definition of the role of a teacher. He set the stage
and I. learned. That is teaching, '

January 16
S . Some comments taken from a tape recording of a meeting
of the Maine Team, Present at the meeting: The three
Team members, a group process consultant, and two EDC-
. Newton staffers. After lunch, Peter Bins, a principal
in one of the schools we're working in, and Jim joined
us, (Jim was asked what he thought of the Pilot Commun-
ities effort so far.,) '

JIM: I don't want people around me that are all subtles.

I want you to come out and tell me what you want., If
somebody has got some ideas we will go down and talk
about it, . Pilot Cowmunities is snocping around trying.
to get something into the schools, What the hell is the
uy talking about? If--if we want to work on something

we got to--to say what we want to happen. You take the
approach that you got some nut to crack--that you got

to manipulate and I'm getting tired of it!

(Applause)
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PROCESS CONSULTANT: - How long has it tzken you to
state it? ‘ ' o

JIM: I don't know what the hell the goals of Pilot

Communities are yet. I haven't the slightest idea.

Somebody should say who the hell is Pilot Communities.

Just who are you? What do you want to do? 'Well, we"

want to enrich the curriculum.' I've been waiting

for them to enrich the curriculum--I don't just expect
~ just a bag of tricks, ' o

Jim's éuthrst points up'ﬁhe slow, and sometimes painful,-procgss of
trust-buildihg. After.eightEen morths of éontact with Pilbt Communities;
and four mouths of fairly intensive work with Charles, Jim is étill not
sure what kind of help he canvexpect from Charles, and Chafles is still
.insisfing on his own responsibility not to play expertﬁéroviding instant
solutions. He refuses to be a.passive 'resource Center'" and claimsithg' .

right to his own judgements.

Six months later Charles reflected on his work with Jim. His comments
are germane to anyone who would undertake similar work.

I learned from the experience about the necessity to iden-.
tify, first in your own mind, what you are doing, and,
‘second, demand that your client take time-to try to under-.
stand what he can expect and what he cannot expect. Jim
did not really know what to expect and, consequently, dic-
tated the nature of the relationship according to a need
he had on a particular day, as well as upon perceptions

he bad formed about Pilot Communities during the first
year, I responded with little understanding of the nature
of my role and with too much anxiety about producing results,
I should have asked more questions. I should have given
less advice. : B



Advice given to ne, however, such as, ''You have to know
where he is,'" or "Be a process techn1c1an" from bosses.
and consultants who I did not know very well was as
useless as the advice I offered Jim about teaching
economics. Are there consultants capable of providing-
models of behavior comsistent with their advice? Per~
haps it is a big '"con;'" we ask too much of other
people and too 'little of. ourselves

We are not teachers, or principals, or superintendents,

or consultants from a local college, but we do work in
schools., Our job is new and different, and we work with
cautious pecple. Our role is poorly understocd. This

'is our problem, We compound that problem when we are less
than honest with ourselves and our clients about our roles.

Accepting the responsibility to clarify roles and rela-
tionships for both my client and myself has been the major
lesson learned this year.. Even this act is unfamiliar to
school people, but the lack of any implicit relationship
demands that time be spent doing this so that both parties
can begin to overcome the hostility that appears to exist,
I see no other way to provide a service w1thout being a
servant to an unwanted mastcr.

RESISTANCE TO CHANGE. During the first two years of the Pilot Communities'
keffort in:Maine, the Team members found they ¢ould bring valuable resources
to teachers in the three isolated target schools; nevertheless, they
encountered considerable resistance to change. One reason for the resist-
ance was simply that the Team'slenergies seemed to be spread too‘thinl
‘With only one day a week spent in each school, the‘Ieam members3did not.
have time to work with all the teachers in each school. The target
schools were spread too widely apart to facilitate-efficient use of the
Team's’resources. 'Each Team member also felt isolated from his leam,

and from'EDC-Newton, When called in to assist the Team, evaluation per-
sonnel talked abstractly about goals, and EDC-Newton.administrators

interpreted requests for help as criticism of central administration.

Team members were confused by frequent changes in EDC-Newton personnel,

O
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and by the confinuing inability of EDC to preovide access to its own cur- -
riculum, 1In short, Team meetings seemed to confuse Team operations

instead of helping 'the Maine Team function as a cohesive group,

At the end of the.second year, several of the teachers expreésed disap~
pointment at the failuré of Team members to carry tﬁrough on certain pro-
jeéts. The ﬁaine Team recognized at the end of the second year, they
.shquld ha&e continueéd the confrabting process begun so- carefully at the
outset, Both the Team and the teachers they.were working with tended to
becéme absorbéd in immediate probiems, théreby avoiding larger (and,
often, more personal) issues. The Team felt ﬁhat their role as hélpers
haq not begnvadequately understood, that "the role of the cﬁange_agent
should be conceived by the staff and perceivgd’by clients not.so much to
. do thinés>for individuals as to help them té do things better. for Ehemselves.”
They felt the need for.a continuiﬁg, overt.discussion'of role @efinitions_
and. expectations, as perceived by them,‘by their "clients?"‘and'by out=~

side observers.

In addition, the Team realized the need to deal more quickly and‘opeﬁly
with\par&htal fesistance to new programs, At the Tenants Harbor School,
'neQ classroom organization -for individual learning and non-gradiné aroused
tﬁe community, énd several well-attended community meetings focused on -
‘the parents' fear of too rapid change., Several teachers agreed that they
had tried "tbo mucﬁ toé soon,” and that there éhould be more careful plan-.
ning and a thorough assessment of progress before new programs were begun.
The principal of the schéol resignéd, partly because he felt that the com-

munity had not supported him.  Through this iﬁcident, the Program learned
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in Maine, as it was to learn on the other sites, that over-reliance on

curriculum change and insufficient attention to educating parents about -

new methods might result in resistance that could stymie the Team's

efforts. The work in the other two schools in Maine met less overt
resistance, but was not notably more successful. Teachers were still
wary of Team members, partly because two of the three Team members were

new,

But‘the principal reasdn for this resistance to the Team's efforts.in'the'
first two yéars was. failure to meét a necessary pre~c0nditionlto change- =~
the dissatisfactica with the status qﬁo. That dissatisfaction must

be pervasive; it should be’shéred Bylall the chstitﬁencies in a system-Q
teaéhers, parents, a&ministrators,'and students. In retrospect it seems
clear that such geﬁeralized dissatisfaction was not present around the
Maine target schocls at ‘the beginning of theATeam's'work_in 1967. Thé
Maine Team members were, theréfore, operating under a handiéap; no mat-

©

ter how well they performed, their presence was not perceived as neces-

sary.

For these and other reasons, the Maine Team discontinued most of its work
with individual classroom teachers. The Team personnel changed again,
and beginning in the fall of 1969, the program in Maine concentrated on

the affective pre-service education of teachers.

The new training program bears little resemblance to the original Maine
Team riodel which used master teachers to work with experienced teachers.

The in-the-classroom work has‘been'greatly reduced, to a once-a-month
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‘visit. More significantly, the emphasis in the summer workshop is on
encounter-group training. Curriculum materials, considered in 1967 as
having a significant change-producing effect in and of themselves, have

been. subordinated to affective learning.,
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OPERATING PRINCIPLES (II)

The following lessons from the Pilot Communities experience
identify'personal characteristics of an effective team leader

and a tightly knit team membership.

iEAM LEADER. A Team needs a 1eéder as a rallying-point for

its energies. The initial leader is usually chosen before the
other Teém members‘and, therefore, has the .choice of a Team °

as his first task. He‘also has a heavy responsibility iq de-
fining initial objectives that are realizable by tﬁe Team. Aftef
the initial stages, the leader should continue in his role only
by consensus among the Team. Helis the principal negotiator fof

the Team, and he is formally responsible for its day-to-day

-operations.

Each of the initial Team }eéders in the Pilot Communities Program
came from outéide the four client school systems. -EDC chose the '
initial leaders because of their general famiiiarity with.EDC
matérials, and.becaﬁse each had a sqbstantive skill (matﬁ, evalua-
tiom, gpience) that he could bfing'to his Ieam'é resource pool.
Two initial Team leaders had héd exﬁerience in group ﬁrocess

training: two had taught in classrooms like the ones their Teams

would be working in.

On all the sites but Washington, leaders who succeeded the initial

leaders were selected by the EDC-Newton staff.. The leader for
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1969-1971 in Maine came from outside the Team and brought in a
special interest in teacher education when the feam shifted

its interests inr that direction. . The éoston leader for the
lastlyear was appointed from within the Téam, as was .the second

leader in Bridgeport.

The Washington Team pro&ides a contrast in its selection of-
,leaders. At the end of the firét year, the Team elected its
. own leader from within its ranks. This pfocess of seiecting
a leader, in and of itself, contributed to;the Team's own

cohesiveness and sense of efficacy.

Operating TEAM MEMBERS. Certain characteristics 6f prospective Team
Principle .
members are imperative:
¢)) ”Fit" with teachers they are intended to work with.
YFit'" means at least similar age, race, ana class-
room experience. |
(2) . High intelligencg, poise,;and self-assurance.
{3) Expertness. Eaéﬁ Team member should have both
‘general classrbom competence and skill in a specific
‘area: reading, science, math. Teams "pool" these
skills, to train each other, and to Help.feéchers.
(4) Loyalty or Tenacity. If a Team member .comes from
the school system, and intends‘to‘stay within it,
he will be a ﬁore effective membér of a Team workiﬁg

with classroom teachers in that system. His

O
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principal reference group is then his peers in the
system.

(5) " Likemindedness: There should be'gengral agreemeﬁt
among Team'Members as‘to thei; pﬁildséphies of edﬁqa-

tion and their general approach to educational change.

Evidence . Without appropriate Team members, a Team will fail. This seems
from the

Four to be self-evident but, time after time, Teams in the Pilot
Sites ‘ :

* Communities Program were composed'of inappropriate members who
made‘already difficult tasks impossible. Selection of ‘appro-

priate Team members is the leader's most important task.

During the four years of the Program's existence, the Teams
and ﬁhe EDC-Newton staff attempted to adjust the Team membershiﬁ
to accomplish a Better fit betﬁeeu the Teams and the teachers
they were to wérk with. ‘During the. last year in Maine,- for
example, the Team was composed of three mehbers. All three
had had qiéssroom and administtétiﬁe'experience in Maime schools.
One éame to the Team from the Maine Department of Education,
ptoviding an essential 1ink‘to tﬁe teacher certifyiﬂg.ageﬁcy.
Another had been a principal in one of the schools and served during
the ?eam's initial two years of work with experienced classroom |
teachers. He knew directly the problems of teachers, new and
experienced, and he knew héw teachers and.principals interact
S in small, isolated schools. The third, the Team's leader, had
“had épgcial training in affective‘trainihg, the principal

s
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activity of the Maine Team in 1969-1971. All three could
""'speak the language' of teachers in isolated rural schools,
and all three agreed on the mission of the Team: the

preparation of teachers through encounter group training.

The Waéhington Team enjoyed the same sort of fit with teachers
in the D. C; schoois.from the Qery'outset.' Almost all of its
ﬁembers Qgre black, and all had classroom expefience in city
‘schobls, 1Their principal loyalties were'to.the schogl sYstem, :
and most will continue to work in the D.C. scﬁools even if the

- Team is disban&éd at the end of ;his year. Theif 1oya1ty‘to

~ the system and their comﬁon bonds of race.and of ideology,
arrived at in,thé crucible of experience, gave the Washington

Team a high level of cohesiveness and meant that individual

Team members could rely on each other in times of crises.’

In contrast, the_Bfidgeport Team fell apart in crisis;. Mbst
members of the Brihgepbrt Teém came from outside. the systeﬁ.
Few "had had much éxperieﬁce in'urban‘clasérbomé, and few séw
the Bridgeppft sch&ols as a 1ong-£éfm‘“caree;”-employef.( The

necessary likemindednéss and crucial cohesicn never arrived. .

The Boston Team presents a muéh more complicatea picture. .
Despite the‘early commit@ent to conéentraté‘ﬁﬁch of thg Teamfs'
resources in bléck SChoois,FOnly two of ﬁhe‘inifial Team members
were black. “Only oﬁé initiél Team member had any‘teéching
_experience in-upban»schools. Gradually, the Boston Team's

membership was changed by recrﬁiting black members, although

Q
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none came‘froﬁ the Boston echoels, aed few had teeching
experience in urban schoolé; The new, black ﬁembe;s were
Hintensely committed to edueational eeform. But none of
them‘ﬁad roots in the system. Their ”outsideness” aided
them in working with black agencies end community,schoois,
and with black parents.- But it undercut their effectiveness
with classroom peechers,_who’beceme less and less their
primery clients. Working'ie a school full of black children.
with an almost cempletely white staff, tﬁeiBoston Team's fit
was with the children, not with the teachers. It may well .
be that the very incongruity of such a school Qoeld make ‘it

very difficult for any Team to operate successfully in it.

In general, “he Pilot Communities experience points up the
need for a 1argejproportion of "indigenous“ members on Innova-
- tion Teams, . Teachers who are recruited from a system are

almost automatically attuned to the people in that system.

. S - .
e e et P

They have a better chance of hearing teacheré"need$4aéchfefely .
and helping them to new levels of performance.

v

Cﬁange agentspéhould be able to blendbinfe tﬁe‘backgfound, 'fhe§Lv
. need to be tqned into the rhythms of the teecher;s professioﬁal-
.life, able ﬁe'take part in the smaIl telk ofithe teachere' room.

This is not the only charactepistie‘of a successful chanée agegt,_
 But it is‘an eseentiél.bne. ‘fhere muet'be time fo; humanenesek |
A'arouﬁe thevedges qf_the task at hend, andithat'kind'of‘goaliees_-

interaetion is easier for people roughly similar to each other. '
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CHAPTER 2
BRIDGEPORT

Had the principals not been so threatened by their supervisors
and so hostile to us, and had we not been so intrusive in our
‘manners and hostile to them, we might have been able to deter-
mine a joint course of action. However there was so much
antagonism at all levels that reconciliation and orderly
sensitive planning of this kind was extremely difficult,
Leader of the
Bridgeport Innovation Team
The activities of the 'Pilot Communities Resource Team in Bridgeport followed
much the same genmeral pattern as in Maine. The Bridgeport Team started
with an exclusive focus on curriculum development, The September, 1967
agreement with the Bridgeport Superintendent of Schools stated:  '"The
Bridgeport schools will jointly share with EDC and the University of
Bridgeport, a program involving the redevelopment of various curricula,"
In fact, the initial emphasis was so ﬁarrowly curricular that the Bridgepdrt
School Administration asked a consultant from another organization to help
with '""the various aspects of sclicel organization, scheduling, teacher
assignments, pupil groupings, etc.”" for the new middie schools., The Pilot

Communities Team was told by the Superintendent to avoid‘extending its

activities beyond curriculum study and revision.

.This initial reliance on the reform of classroom teaching tﬁrough the use
. of curricqlﬁm materials waé inherited from ﬁhe Eleﬁentary Science Study
(E.SoS.),‘an EDC curriculum.aevelopment group that héd generated many
units of science materials for use in elementary school classrooms,
Se&efal of the initial-Team members at each site, iﬁcluding the fifst

Team leaders in Boston and Washington, had ;omeffrom E.S.S. -
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The E.S.S. units depended on the manipulation of simple materials, (Meal-
worms, Batteries and Bulbs, Pendulums), and their use was greatly,facilitated
by an open classroom env1ronment--ch11dren uncoverlng pr1nc1ples for them-

selves 1nstead of pa881vely rece1v1ng observatlons and rules handed down

by teachers,

Until 1967, the development and acceptance'of the E.S.S. units had been
for the most part limited to suburban schools. Like other cnrriculum
”shops".?t E.D.C., andklike curriculum deveiopers in general, E.S.S. had

not penetrated rural or urban public schools by 1967.

Pilot Communities staff would soon find in Bridgeport, as they were finding
in Maine, that the'dissemination'or_development of new materials would not

be enoughe.

ENTRY AND CONTRAQTING.‘,The first two years of the Program's ectivity in
'Bridgeport invol#ed the initiation and development of a Resoufce Team,
similar -in its focus on curriculum, but q;ite different in its operation
from the Maine Team. In Maine, the three-man team worked with teaohers‘in
three wideiy-separated small schools. In'Bfidgeport, the Team oonsisted

of fourteen part-time members who worked with teachers in four elementary

schools.

The Bridgeporo Team ﬁaé larger_and its organization more complex than the -
‘Maine,Team and the initial objectives 'in Bridgeport were far more;anbitious.'
The Bridgeport?Team.contracted to-help the teechers from inner-city schools
to érepare new,curriCuia for.e new facilitye-the Read Middle Scnool--which'

" was scheduled to ooen in March, The Team began work in September and hoped
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to complete a major part of its work before the school opened. Given the
short time, success in such & venture would have beén extraordiﬁary;
eépecially since cdrricula for the‘uéper elementary grades had been neglected
by‘national curriéulumfdevelopment efforts (like EDC's) which hadlconcéntrated
on‘primary and secondary school curricula. A pgrt-time staff, meeting
evenings and Saturdays with teachérs'otherwise carrying a full=-time load,
could hardly have been expegtea to develop sucgessful new curricula in six
months. Thus, it ‘should come as no surprise that the Teamvhad great difficul-
ties. But the source of the Team's problems went beyond its ovefly ambitious

goals,

As the léader of the Bridgeport‘Team noted later; two factors had cumulatively

.negative’effect on the Bridgeport Team's activities, First, thé'initial de=-

cisions to contract with the Pilot Communities. Program were made quickly with-

out the appfoval_and involvement of either the middle ecHelon of leadership=--

'the‘principals and supervisors~-or the teachers. Neither group was consulted

until late in the summer, and then in the context of large, formal planning

sessions. By then, the contract was a fait accompli; teachers could not
formally object even if they opposed the ideas In essence, they were told

to use consultants .whether they wanted them or not.

Contrast the -slow and careful entry process ‘in Maine.  There, target schools
were selected only afier teachers and principals generated their owh requests
for assistance during a summer workshop. And, even after schools in Maine

were chosen, individual teachers had the right to choose not to invite Team

* members into their classrooms,

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT, ' Second, the top Bridgeport administrators were never

‘united in support of the EDC project. The Siiperintendent and his assistant
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were far more enthusiastic about the proposed project than were the

Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education and the Supervisor

~

of Elementary Curriculum. (The leader of the Bridgeport Team did'not

know this until months later.)

The Briageport Teaﬁ needed a stable félationship Wiph the upéer ecﬁelons
of thé.School Departmeht; This did not realiy materializé‘until'thg
initial Team had been disbanded and several new érojects started. The
Téam’s-leadér cited an example of the kind of confrontation and'confligt

that_materialized early in the project:

At our monthly Team meetings we had begun to plan for an on-
site involvement with teachers: at Read School to replace the,
workshops. Our unag®imous opinion was that a resource center
in this school, preferably an extension of the library, would
serve admirably as a base for Team activities at Read, Much
to our surprise, the request was turned down because of lack
of space and we were offered some closet where we could keep
our materials, The first day of school, the school librarian,
without checking with her superiors (the Chief Librarian
and the Principals) suggested that we try to use the library -
- as a resource center. Commenting that she would not be able
to help us because of an impending hospitalization, she asked
that we hold off any planning until her return.

At this point an EDC.-Newton staffer and I disagreed, His
immediate response to the Librarian's request was to begin
immediately. My own recommendation was to wait until she
returned, then to enlist the aid of the Prilncipals and the
Superintendents in granting the use of the Library as a
resource center. He decided to move on his ocwn and he stocked
a corner of the unused Library and rear consultation room
with our books and materials, In twenty-four hours the re-
percussions were felt, The Superintendent of Elementary
Education, the Chief Librarian and the Principals complained
to the Superintendent that we had ignored their specific re=
quests about the storage of our materials. Thereupon, we
returned. the material to the closets,

This incident illustrates several characteristic problems of the Bridgeport'
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Team, The Team's leader and EbC-Newton éﬁaff disagreed'about_the desirability
of conffontation° I;“geheral, the Bridgeport Team ieader wanted to follow
a-softer, less challenging liﬁe,.and severa% of the EDC-Newton staff often
tried to presé him to assert the Team's needs more forcefully. 1In taking

the more aggressive position in this case, howevef; the EDC Newtqﬁ staffer
pre-éﬁpted_the authority of the Team leader, leaving him to handle a problem'
that was not of the Team'é making. -In addition, such a direct and unilateral

challenge to the: librarian's superiors fostered unnecessary stress between

the Team and the top administration of the School Department,

As time went on in the Read School project, disagreements like this one greatly
affected the process of joint planning., The Team leader, seeing ever-widening
gulfs between the Resource Team and the édministration, suggested to the
Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education that they try to bring the
entire staff of the new school together early in the fall, She told him,
in a briékly-worded note, that plans were '"nicely under way." He inquired
then how the Team was to be involved in those meetings and, when he was
informed that the Pilot Communities effort was not on the agenda of the first
meeting, he asked to be invited to make some comments on future plans,
. According to the Team leader:
The meeting itself:was éxtraordinary because the ‘principals
obviously had no responsibility other than to serve refresh-
ments. After an introductory remark by the superintendents,
" the Superintendent of Elementary Education took over the
meeting, reading off the items she had listed for the teachers,
most of them relating to the.logistics of. the school move. '
Just before the meeting ended I was called on to. make a few
remarks. The following day I spoke to the Superintendent and
the Superintendent for Elementary Education to request that at

least half of the next planning session be devoted to a dis~
cussion of EDC's role in the school. ' :
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A meeting some days later focused on the Team's role in the Read
operation. Several Pilot Communities observers were convinced that
the Bridgeport Team was doomed to impotence. They told the Team's leader

that the Resource Team had made no inroads, and that the Team would do

better to clear out of Bridgeport and put its efforts. elsewhere.

Tensidns between the Team and administrators on several levels in the-
‘ sySfem continued after the Read School opened in March. This conflict
on the upper levels‘led to haphazard planniné and poor morale émong the
teachers, who wére aistprbéd by 6Ver-crowded classes, ihadequafe books and
materials, undisciplined childrén, and a géneral lack of apprépriate rules
and reguiationé. The teachers could not turn to the principals for help
because the principals were caught between the struggles on the'upper
‘levels. The lack of communigati&n between the teachers‘and principals
was further aggravatéd by the lack of communication and substantive dis-
agreements betweén.the,Respurce'Team and- the upper echélon of the school

system's administration,

As .the teachers tugped to the Resource Team for assistance, thesebdis-
agreéments with the administraﬁion became more intense.,’ From the point of
view of the top administrationm, any élliance between thé members and

teachers could be viewed as a form of sabotage; ’Before long, the Team and

its leader receivea a series of instrﬁctiong from tﬁé central office‘designed‘
to remind the Team members that they were the ”guesfs"'of the‘priﬁéipals,_
"to observe and to assist,” but not to teach., Such an admonition defeated

fhé initial nofioﬁ of ”master‘téachers.” The leader met with the Assistant
Superinfenden§ for Elementary Education, poiﬁting out fﬁat they needed as
~much flexibility inlexchanges1with the téachers’as possible, inclﬁding'the

o freedom to use demonstration teaching. But the relationship. between the

ERIC
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Resource Team and the principals became even more estranged., The Team
leader said later that:
had the principals not been so threatened by their super-
visors and so hostile to us, and had we not been so intrusive
in our manners and hostile to them, we might have been able
to determine a joint course of action, However, there was
so much antagonism at all levels that reconciliation and
orderly sensitive planning of this kind was éxtremely dif-
ficult, : :
In another incident during the Summer Institute of 1968, one of the young
teachers, considered inexperienced by the older staff members, asked a °
question of a consultant. The question was immediately challenged by the
Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education. Confused by the challenge,
the young teacher turned to the consultant. He, however, sided with the

Assistant Superintendent., As a result of that incident, the Team's influence

with the teachers continued to decline,

In refrospect, the Team's initial faifure to gain solid support from. all
the administrators, not just. the Sﬁperintendent, probably doomed the project

from the start. Because staffing new middle schools was at the center

of Bridgeport's efforts at innovation, an unusual degree of day~to-day

involvement of the top administration was necessary, However, the top ad-

ministrators.had not participated in the initial negotiations with Pilot
Communities, and it seems that they never fully approved of the Team.

Tﬁey thus felt that the Team‘was‘intruding in areas that were.their respon-
sibility°’ Since the Team was, by definition, a temporary phenomenon in the
system, the principals and teachers whethér or not they agreed with the Team

were far more likely to side with the permanent staff.

MCJ ‘
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TEAM MEMBERS AND TEAM OPERATIONS. The inclination to disagree with the

lTéam in times of stress and side with the "permanent" system was reinforced
by the make-up of the“Team. Only three of thé fourteen part~time members
came to the Team from the school system--and they were not typical urban
teachers, but curriculum specialists from the Bridgepqrt Title I staff.

The rest of the Team were "outsiders:'" four were curriculum specialists
on the fabﬁity of the University of Bridgeport, aﬁd the oghers'were re=
cruited from séhool systems in suburban Connectiéut, EDC staff in Newton,
and Bridgeport's anti-poverty érogrém. None had had extensive experience

teaching in urban schocls.

The newly-recruited Team arranged to meet the Bridgeport teachers through n //
two large curriculum conferences., Forty Bridgepoft teachers and supervisors /
» ’ ) °* v . . . \-/u
attended the first meeting, which introduced them to some of the ideas,
materials and facilities at EDC. Almost one hundred came to the second
meeting in September. By then the Team members had decided to divide into
four sub-teams, each concerned with a major traditional curriculum area:
Social Studies, Science, Math, and Reading. As an outgrowth of the second
meeting, regularly scheduled workshops to explore new ways and new materials,
were arranged by each curriculum sub-team, 1In order to encourage participa-
tion, the meetings were held after school hours (evenings and Saturday
mornings) and stipends were paid to those whé attended; nevertheless problems
arose. ' As the Team's leader wrote:
This probably created fantasies about the extent of EDC's
power and influence in the system, What else could the )
teachers have thought? The New Haven venture was exceedingly
extravagant, set off by a luncheon,and the visit-to EDC

included hotel accommodations for all, Curriculum workshops
under EDC's sponsorship, unlike any others in Bridgeport's
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schbol system history, were not only voluntary but

included a stipend., It wasn't until the middle of

October that the Resource Team realized that the new

budget, to take effect December 1, 1967, would permit

no such generosities as had been encouraged up .to then.

The teachers were informed that the new budget would

only permit stipends .to be paid through December, It

is hard to say, of course, just how the total Team

effort was ‘affected by the change, but there is no

question that workshop attendance suffered.
In the fall and winter prior to the opening of the Read School; the
workshop-seminars continued., - The Science group, composed largely of
the Science teachers from the feeder elementary schools, examined
various ESS units that had proven highly successful with upper elemen-
tary grades. Only a few of the teachers tried out these units in their
classrooms, but for the most part, the feedback indicated that when they
felt comfortable with a unit, the children were interested and responsiﬁe.
The participants.in the Math workshop became immersed in two-hour sessions
on?the Appliéation of the geo-board, Cuisennaire Rods, and other devices
for presenting basic arithmetic problems, Most of the Social Studies
seminars were lectures, with guest speakers presenting.their'varibus wares.
This exploration of different Social Studies schemes was what the teachers

said they wanted, and attendance at these monthly Saturday mornings was

usually very good.,

The Eﬁglish-Reading workshops held at BridgeportvUniversity on Saturdays
were equally well-attended., An EDC-Newton staffer acted as chairman of
these sessions leaving the Eeam with a head in Boston and é quy in Bridge=~
port. Although the other members. of the sub-team were able to meét with
“one another frequently, the§ were only ablé to plan briefly with the

chairman., The English-Reading workshops were inconsistent in quality and
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lacked a clear point of_view.

. The traﬁsition f;om the workshop-seminars to fhe on-site work in the new
Read School classroom differed greatly from one curricqluﬁ area to another,
The Math speciélist, who came to the team with consgderable experience as

a trainer and curriculum developer, ﬁanaged the transition fiom the
workshop to the classroom well; her workshop members arrived at school ﬁith
a clear notion of what they had to do and how they might help develop an
overall curriculum. Moreover; because of their well-defined tasks, this.
gfoup,had léss time to‘become preocqupied with conflicts within the s&s-
tem, and the Math specialist was able to maintain statﬁé with the adminis-
) ération as well as with the staff. Similarly, although the English-Reading
workshops had not been notably successful, the Reading Specialist, 6ncg‘
she was in the schobl,'quickly respoﬁded to the reading problems in the

new school and was soon being sought out for help.

As for Sciencé, the Supervisor of Elementéry Curriculum could establish no
clear agreéménts on how the ESS and other units would be part of the new'l
curriculum, The Seience teachers had some difficulfy integfating.content

.with the techniqués of open iﬁquiry, aithough they were proﬁably among tHe

best teachers in the school.

The progress of the Social Studies Eurriculum group was, perhaps the most
difficult to assess. The curriculum consultant in this area outlined an
ambitious curriculum, but couid not cleérly iaentify its components in

. operational terms, -The'teachérs wére unable to make use of the projected
outline, This group.also failed to develop black history curricula, even

though that area had high priority in the Read Middle School.
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TEAﬁ CPERATIONS--INTERNAL° One important principle can be drawn from
the experiencgs of the Bridgep§rt Resourcé Team: team-builéing should

" be started very early. The ceﬁtral sense of identity of a Team shoula
transcend the.paftiCular concerns of individual curficuium‘groups{ The
Bfidgeport Team never arrived at an articulated point of viéw about
educational change on an agreement on strategies to effect that change.
The welding of the various resource persons and sub-ﬁeams into a real

Team did not effectively occur,

By the end of the first year, tﬁe disagreements about values.and objectives
‘crystallized in the planhing of the Summer(Institpte;- ‘there it became
quite obvious that serious differences existed between the mgmbers of the
Team from the Uﬁivefsity of Bridgeport and the members who were’either
directly hired by EDC or from the Title I staff of the Bridgeport Public
School System.bzfrém that point 6n, the.concept of a true Team existed in

name only,

The leader and the Resource Team hoped that the,éummer Institute of 1968
could pull the Read staff togétﬁér by making them assume joint responsibility -
for the creation of a curriculum, But this program was‘planned without in-
véIving the principals and teachers and, once again;‘this omission uﬁderﬁined
. the crucialbpoint of mutual cooperation, In-addition, the apééintment of

two Team members as co-directors of the Institute'limitéa the possibiiities
of open exchange_bétween the Reéource Team and those with whom ﬁhey were

trying‘to re-establish a cooperative relationship.

TEAM LEADER, There was much discontent about the quality of the. leadership

of the Project. Because of the "in-house" power struggles which occurred,
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it ié difficult to ascertain the frue basis for the diéconpent. The question

is whether the source of discontent was the actual 1eadership>or‘whether‘it

was a desire, present from the beginning,.to take over the leadership. Dis-
~ content over the.leadefship oﬁythe Prﬁject’was wyoiced not only in Bridgeport,

but also by the EDC administration in Newton, Massachusetts.,

"In addition, some of the Team members wanted much stfonger leadership. Whén
tﬁe leader did not fespond,-the Team was easily'sPiit into factions, each
with its oﬁn ieader. When the splits in the gro;p began to develop; the
Team would have been helped if fhe 1eéder had taken a stronger role to
weld them back together. Change agent teams must confront and resolve

differences if they are to work towards agreed-upon objectives.

After the 1968 Summer Institute, thé Teaﬁ gradually reduced its activities
at the Read School. The_Team leader resigned in March, 1969, The Math
specialist assﬁmed the leadership of the Team for the remainder of the year
and stayed on duripg the fellowing school year; 1969-70; as the only re=~

maining Bridgeport Team member, Her work was considered highly successful.

EAST SIPE MIDDLE SCHOOL. During the second year, the Read Middle School pro-

ject was grédually de~emphasized, but more and more suppoft was réquestéd by -
the principal of another new school--the East Side Middie School, He was‘ |
g uncomfértable*wifh the relations that had existed at Réad School between Resource
Team members and the teachers. Thus, when a new two-%ap Team arfived at East
Side Middle School in the fall of 1968, the'principai and ghe.néw.Team or-
gahized a planning committee incluqing parents, memﬂers of community oréanizaéidﬁs,s

teachers, members of the Model Cities Educational Task Force, members of the
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. EbC Bridgeport Pilot Communities projgct, and representatives from
the Udivefsity of“éridgeport and Hbusgtonic College. There were two
representatives from EDC, both from the,EDC+ﬁewton office, bpth new to
the'Bridgepoft scene, They saw-théir relationship to the priﬂéipal
as resource people who would help facilitate the planning oﬁ the school,
The principéllwas pleaéed that these representatives did not plan to
follcw the team model establiéhed in. the work with Read Middle School

faculty.

"After planning by the principal gnd'the‘large commitﬁee, groups dfawn

_from the comﬁunity and Ehé EDC Resource Team held a sixfweek summer work-
shop in July éhd August, 1969. Thié wbrkshdp was seen as a stafting point
rather than a workshop to d?aw conclusive decisions. The‘work ;tarted
dufing the summer was conﬁinued in the following schdol year, in an én-

‘ gbing, in-service training program for both teacher aides and teachers.,

In addition,‘during that schbql year,’EDC-NeWton staff’aésistéd the Super-

intendent in an ébortive atteﬁpt to develsp a:aecentralized district.

A iarge portion of EDC's Bridgeportiacti§ity in 1969-70‘was qifected'ﬁoward

"conéultation and trainihg.of‘tﬁe‘Bridgeport school administraﬁion" and
e P : ‘

"assistance,with‘develéﬁingkand training the community for accepting the

ideas 'of a Model School Division.™

SUMMARY, - We havebalreaéfmﬁgied ﬁhgigrowiﬁg‘awaréﬁéss that the p}ovisiéﬁ‘
of new cUrricuium materials‘alone Qould do-relaﬁively‘little td_chanée
teaéhérs"attitudes. After the firét éwo years of the'Prograﬁ, the shifits
in Maiqe‘to pre-sefvice educétioﬁ,;and iﬁ Bridgeport to planniﬁg‘acfiviﬁesv

with administrators and community représentatives, were partially justified




~48-

in reports written by Pngram staff that described tre apparent difficulty

of encouraging change through curriculum,

Bﬁt a feader of those reporté'is nagged by the "wﬁatuif?d. What if from
the beginning, the Bridgeport Scﬁools had.provided :eleasé time and sub-
stitutes apd/or extra payﬁenfs for teachers eﬁgaged in developing new
curricula? = What if the Bridgeéorf Team had.f;ally cpnfrqnﬁed its internal
difficulties,,éxamined its own fragmentaﬁion, and_fdréed some cdmmon ébjec-

tives? '

From the‘beginning there had been a healthy énd bervasive‘disSatisfactioﬁ
withlthe schools in Bridgeport, a necessary pre-conditibn to improvement,
Tﬁe new middle séhoolslweré planned to "integraté"vthg‘city, and elemen-
tary teachers knew they needed to Ee p1 pared to teach in them, Furthermore,
"the'community" was willing beth to criticize ahd to pitch in its lot with

: reformo_ This is not to say that the needs wefe universally understood or
.admittéa, nor that the "solutions" were all agreed upon. Indeed; twé ﬁOp
adminisﬁrators sﬁrbﬁgly disagreed wi;h‘mahy of the ideas geperated by the
Team, aﬁd ?efhaés.wi;h;its very existence. .But_tﬁé failure of the Bridgeport(

‘Team as a whole cannot be attributed to genetral unreadiness for change.

. The resodrces in‘Bridgepoft‘a136 seem to have_béen spréaq fé; too.thin.

» The‘BridgeﬁofE Team was ésééntié11y oﬁ its oWh»fiﬁanciélly; there wask?
 1ittie:iocai éﬁpporto Substituﬁes and relegse tihé Were ﬁot pfoﬁided;in‘

V the‘£ir;f and Sééond yeafé. ‘Onefsuépectsvthat EDC shodld have driven a
mﬁéh ha?&ér‘ﬁafgaiﬁ--thg Réad‘Miadle.Schobl cost miliiéﬁé of dollars, but
.thé BridgéporF.Publié'Schools-werelappérently reluctant éé Spend é cent -

tc prepare teachers to teach in it,
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OPERATING PRINCIPLES (III)

' The following lessons from the Pilot Communities experienge

describe the need for continuous rethinking and renegotia-
tion both internally among team members and externally

between the team and the client system,

CONTRACTING, The process of confracting, or making and re-

making agreements between the Team and its "clients " never

-stops. The agreements are equivalent toiéolutions to the

dissatisfactions people have expressed with the school system.

These agreements must be clear and specific at every stage, and,

from the beginning,.there must be formally built-in procedures

for periodic renegotiation.

In the case of the Pilot Communities Program in Maine, a
year-long ﬁrocess of contracting and goal-setting resuited
in a»lengfhy and elaborate needs-census that established the
initial objectives of the Maine Team. Egually importéﬁt,
the‘initiél‘confracting pfodess in Maine engaged all the

teachers and administrators in theﬁtargét schools before

“the Téém was finally formed. Considerable’léck of clarity o

over later agreements between individual teachers and‘
members of the Maine Team continued throughout the first

two Yeafs of the project. During:the'secénd year, the

Team found it necessary to distribute a paper which stated
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.its basic assumptions and '"some of the beliefs held by
EDC personnel.'"  But, in comparison to much of the work
on the other sites, the Maine Team's tasks and priorities

were clearly, fully, and repeatedly stated.

In ﬁridgeport, in contrast, the initial dontracting'pfocess
in .the Reéd Middle School project was severeiy truﬁcated.
Teachers and principals were involved at the last moment,
which was too late. As ome evaluatof said; "Teachers were
- expected to become involved in the program witﬁ no cleaf and
specific détaiis as ‘to what'paft they might ﬁlay in its
development.'" A more éareful planning'proeess in Bridgeport
might also have.protected the Team from agreeing to objectives
i that were obviously impossible to meet., The initial con-
\_ _ traéting procéss in Boston was alsé»too quick, and it involved'

v too few people on both sides.

In.a change project iike the Pilot Coﬁmunities Program, the
process of making égreements never stops. In some change
‘ pfojeqts, theAchange agents can‘be held accountable for
their agreements, as they are in most‘pefformance contracting:
schemes. ‘At thé cther extreme, some change projects operate
Qith exceedingly open agreements: a grodp of change agents
is simply‘engagéd to hang éround and be‘usefui. Govérnment
.époﬁsored prbgrams»like'the Peace Corps and Vista cbme closer

to this extreme,

ERIC
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The Pilbt Cohmunities Teams operated somewhere betwgen
_théée.extremeé. The Teams did not "guarantee" to im-
prove_teacher or student performan;e. On the 6ther

hand, they never acted as free agents, comipg ana going -as
they éleased with no accountability to their clients. From .
the beginning, the more Successfui Teams were in coﬁstant
negotiation making and re-making agreements, with the

individuals and groups

This continuing cqntracting process was based on the assump-
tion’ that Team mémbefs should declare their own needs and
interests to the people they.sought to work with. fhey were
not merely facilitators, or deliverymen for new curriculuh
materials, but they tried to establish a genuinely collegial
‘relationship in which both parties could respect the rights
and biaéeé of the other. ﬁven after the elabdrate eérly
negotiations in Maine, Team members there wefé accused of
hiding their real iﬂgeﬁtions, of manipulating the people
they were wofking with., Since EDC did have a ﬁoint of view
about student-centered discovéry learning, it was important
for individual Team members to articulate that point pf vigw,

when it-was appropriate. Insisting that teachers "discover'' --

the discovery method makes the teachers' task élmqst_impossible.

Such an overt, rationalized contracting process might imply
- that Team members must know themselves, and each other,

‘peffedfly before they engage to work with clients. But

CERIC
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such perfection is obviously impossible, ana probably‘
undesirable. - Team_membér; were not élways.able to seé
themselves clearly,.and their motives and beliefs under-
went constant - growth, Furthermoré; their motivations

were not‘always_neatly céngruent wiﬁh those of their client-
teachgrs. In Waéhingfon, for example,’they Vanted to
"humanize" the system, but some teachers persisted in
seeing them primarily as deliverymen for new materials.
What.seemed.best, as a general prinéiple on all four

sites, was a recurring process of‘sétting objectives,

with review dates set well in advance.

Contracting and reviewing objectives are not processes

accomplished solely between individual Team members and

individual teachers. They can involve the whele Team

or suB-teams on the one hand, and school boards, parents,
fuﬁdinglsourcesz.or evaluaéors on the other., 1In Maine,

the Team leader declared and defended his Team's objectives
in a hot exchange of artiéles with a critic in a local

newspaper. Teams in the Pilot Communities Program were

continuously subjected to internal and external evaluations

‘and reported frequently to EDC-Newton and the U.S. Office

of Education. Each explanation and defense of objectives’

can lead to changes in a Team's strategies, and new con-

tracts with the school system, building principles, or

teachers.
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TEAM-BUTLDING AND PLANNING, Team members must make a

conscious effort in building a Team, and it must continue
to grow, Its members must confront each other when neces-

sary, lock horns on problems, make decisions, and keep moving.

The brief eXCerptSAin the Maine log, from a meeting of a Team

‘with teachers and priﬁcipals from the target schools -

exemplify one sort of team-building practiced by all the
Teams in the Pilot Communities Program. Each Team met for
as much as a day a week to examine its activities, join in

group training exercises which were often presented by

_EDC~-Newton staff, and "take the temperature' of its efforts.

in the. schools. Most of the Teams used external group process
consultlants during these introspective meetings to aid their

self-analysis.,

As théjBridgeport narrative demonstrates, a Team runs the
risk of failure if it fails to join problematic issues
squarely, A principal function of a Team leader is to

force internal or external confrontation when 1t is necessary,

‘and to lead the Team in workingvthrough disagreements towards

resolution. The Bridgeport Team avoided disagreements
tempbrarily by permanently sub-dividing its activities. But

this compaftmentalization'deStroyed‘the possibility of de-

veloping Team consensus on educational philosophy and strategy,

‘not ‘to mention facing crises as a Team with a united front,
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Sub-dividing for specific short-term tasks was an important
component of each Team's internal process, however., For

example, during ﬁhe third year, the Boston Team divided into

several groups, each with a detailed mission. The Washington

Team began its work with teachers in pairs and trios, so that
each Team membér could leérn the others' strengths and weak-
nesses, skills, and difficulties. Like training in process
analysis, pairing became less important over time. But
grouping and re-grouping of small task fqréés around specific,

short-term problems continued.

Each Team was continuously engaged in its own in-service

training. Team members attended institutes and conferences,

vigited experimental schools,. took courses at universities,

.and watched each other lead workshops. They also lectured,

ran seminars and consulted. EDC-Newton was an especially

valuable resource for this refueling process.
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CHAPTER 3

. BOSTON

I wanted to make classrooms a little less structured,.
make school experiences for young people a lot more
pleasant., . . so they wanted to be in school and
wanted to learn. I wanted to do something about
getting more black teachers and black people into
 the schools so that they really understood what was
going on with their kids. . .
Leader of the -
Boston Innovation Team
Overx four years, mofe Pilot Communities' funds were spent in Boston than
in the other three cities combined -~ almost $900,000. The Boston
Team's effort represents a wider range of apprdaches to educational
change than that of any other Team. The.project began with dissemination
of curriculum materials and later expanded its efforts to include assis-
tance in the development of a private "community school", workiﬁg with .
"’teacher-training institutions and enlisting parents to\assiét'in the
education of their children at a public school. The Resource Team in

Boston was similar to the Washington Innovation Team effort in scale. and

duration; nonetheless, differences were numerous and‘prOfound.

A fundamental difference between the Washington~and Boston Team operations
was staff development and Team growth. During the four years of Pilot
Communitiés activities; the pérsonnel of the WaShington Team‘femainedv

_ essentially intact, but the Boston Téam‘changed almost compléteiy.-.
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Thus, an account of the Washipgton Team rust tell about a group of

people cdmmitted to eaubational change whb_became a choesive, strong::
c0nfident~and éompefent Team. An aCcéunt of the Boston Team, on_the
other hénd,lmust tell about several "genegations" of.Teém mémbers.
Attempts to‘select Team mémbefs.who;could be effective in helping»feachers
in the tafget écﬁools éﬁd who could work tbgether as;avTeaﬁ consumed much
more energy in Boston tﬁan in Washington. We wili;.tﬁérefore,‘chart the.
development of the Boston Team year by year, including both Team

activities and changeé in Team structure and personnel.

. TEAM .MEMBERS, The initial Team members were expected to improve teaching

_through thg'usé of curricular maferials that were innovative and sﬁim-
.ulating to teachers and students. The Team's focus, then, ﬁas on the
'public school system in general, the claséfoom in partiqular.' The
original Team, like the initialiTeﬁms in Maine and Bridgeport, consisted
of nine maste:_teachers whose skiils were in creative teaching and .

innovative curriculum management.

Only one meﬁber of the original‘ﬁoston Team had taught in ﬁrban schools.
Ironically, she was assigned té 6rganize a Resource Center, and not to
work‘directly with teachers, Another member, who was one of two blacks on
.the Team, had had extensive inner-city experience in pdmﬁunity educational
venturéé éutside the public schools. The rest of the Teaﬁ was white ;;
éither quife young, with little or no élassroom teaching experience,

or older, with suburban‘teaching experience; The half-dozen older
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membecs of the Team had worked on EDC curriculum prejects. This initial
Boston’ Team Qas an''outside' Team, composed of people from,outside the
Boston Public Schools. fhere was also relatively little ethnic "£it"
between them and the predominently Irish teachers they were to Qork with

in South Boston or the black children in the black target schools.

PRECONDITIONS FOR CHANGE AND ENTRY. In the three years that preceded the

Boston Teams' formation, several local universities had mounted change
programs -intended to reform education in the Boston Public Schools. The
programs seemed to have little effect, and the universities quickly
retreated. With this discouraging knowledge, the Boston Team began to
plan its entry around a conscious commitment to '"'stick it out'. The tone
of this commitment is captured in the report of the first year's activi-
ties:

It was part of our internal thlnklng about the program

that we would not, must not, pull out. . . If we had

problems difficult to solve, if we had to revise the

direction of our effort, we would be tenacious -about

maintaning our presence working through our problems.
After visiting several schools, the Pilot Communities' .planning staff de-
cided to‘focus on:

1. the Andrew School Dlstrlct in South Boston, whose lower-
class white students were mostly Irish

2. the Dearborn School District in Roxbury, whose, students were
mostly lower-class blacks

3. the Boardman'Schodl-in Roxbury, with mostly black students_

4. ‘the develbpment of a Resource Center to service public
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school teachers and parents .of the two prlnate ”communlty
schools!" just starting in Roxbury
An important orecondition for change in any system is dissatisfaction
with the current state of affairs. This precondition was met dramati-
cally inathe.Roxbnry community where dissaffection with the pubiic
school system had already pfoduced these community schools. Roxbury
citizens were espec1a11y 1ncensra at the alnost complete absence of black
teachers in the public schools. In South Boston, on the other hand, teachers,
‘princinals, papents, and children were rac1a11y and ethnically homogeneous.

Dissatisfaction there, if it existed at all, was never proclaimed to

people from outside the immediate community.

Teachers in the target schools played no part in the entry process in
Boston, and there was no summer norkshop preceding the Boston Team's .
‘arrival °“'sthe scene in the fall of 1967. As in Bridgeport,‘this initial
lack of attention to'the_teachers"needs undercut the effectiveness of

the Boston Team's early efforts.:

INTERACTION WITH TEACHERS‘;- ANDREW .AND DEARBORN SCHObL DiSTRICTso The -
Team'slleader visited.the Andrew‘School regularly,‘demonstrating the .use of
"E.S.S. materials to three science classes and teaching the classes twice.
a week. As the year progressed, she began teaching once'a week, leaving

. the other class to the regular classroom teacher. By the end of the year,
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the regular teachers were doing all of the teaching and she visited classes

only as a consultant. Another Team member worked in arithmetic with a sixth

grade class of below-average skills. She demonstrated use of Cuisenaire

Rods, Reo-boards’ and other kinds of manipulative materials.

The principal of the Andrew District, described by one Team member as

an "intelligent woman who exercises strong.control over her three

schools," determined the extent and location of the Team's activities in
her schools. The principallwas openlywarm and recebtive, but there remained

a core resistance to fundamental changes, not only in teaching and curriculum

but basic attitudes toward -education. The Team's potential effect on education

in the Andrew District was clearly circumscribed from the very beginning.
Although-they started with basic science and math materials, Team members
plannéd_eventually to.include social studies and a special reading program

already being used in Roxbury.

Pilot Communities programs in the three buildings that made-up the
Dearborn District -- Albert Palmer, Dearborn Elementary, and Dearborn
Annex -- represented the greatest involvement in staff and materials that

EDC made in any Boston school from 1967 to the present.

One of the most extensive and important Pilot Community activities in the
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Dearborn District was Df. Nency Curtis' reading progtén. As avcontinuation
of her work in the Rokbury Basic Reading Prggram; Dr. Curtis trained aides
to teach individual children or small groups of cnildren’to read. The
importance‘of this work was not simply in teaching children to read,

but in getting edﬁlts who were not teachers involved in the education of
chiidren. .This>focus became an increasingly important part of the Boston

Team's activities.

By mid-November, 1967, 12 aides were teaching teading in the'falmer School

,hto 55 kindergarten and first-grade children. In 25 hours of training
‘sessions the aides (suburban volnnteers and paid eommunit§ people) were
taught Unified Phqnies and given instruction in how to teach this.method‘
of reading to young children. The program was highly structured and |
emphasized direct teaching of children as opposed to the more open-ended

discovery methods..

Each aide worked with three to five children two days a week for one hour
each day. The usual disclpline problems and the problem of matching the
teachlng program to the needs of ind1v1dual children were encountered at
first. As the aides became more confident in their teaching abilitles,
they were more flexible in the1r techniques and were thus_able to alter

the material to fit children's needs.

In the.épring of 1968, eleven aides began teaching reading to two sixth-grade.
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~ classes in the Dearborn School. This program:had the‘basic aims of Yhelping
the cﬁildren impreve in the basic reading skills of-erit;cai-and evaluative
reading, reference skills and vocabulary, end,-in addition, working with

the children on speéiel'projects designed tpveneourage utilization of

the reading skills and to develop an interest in wide-range reading',

Wlth the exceptlon of the readlng programs, Team activities in the Dearborn
schools were prlmarlly supportlve of ongoing classes. Team membexrs were
"extra personsV in the classrooms who attempted to expand the_classrooﬁ
experience. One Team member worked in a second=grade classroom with
Cuisenaire Rods. Another, from EDC's Photography.Laberatory, provided
fourth-grade children with smell‘cheap‘cameras; children took pictures

and developed and srinted them, The produets were used to.stimulate stu&eﬁt“
‘writing. From the beginﬁing, involvement with the teachers was gporadicf
Some teacﬁers even resisted watching the Team members'="demonstratienS".
Others_treatedzthe Teaﬁ members as useful‘extra'khaﬁds.to‘have‘in_the classroom
i==-but nOt‘éSSEHtialn : Excerpts from one log‘exemplify the feeliﬁgs of Team
- members eﬁout their roles as‘eXtras‘in the claserOm: -

I felt the tenor of my relations with most of the faculty -
was quite good, relaxed, friendly, noncombative, except
‘when people's anxieties were aroused about the intent

of EDC in general. However, these friendly relations did
not lead to very much change in the classrooms of the’
teachers in question.  One teacher invited me to work with -
her every day, Over the two months or so there\wa~ maybe a
marginal overall improvement -in the way the class went.
Occasionally we had a very successful day when the kids and
we were.relaxed but not chaotic, and when ‘most of them b
‘took one of the options (SRA, library, etc.) and did some-
thing during the period, but not too often. . . She did
not' feel comfortable lettlng thlngs get beyond a certain '
point. She was in the pos1t10n cf not being able to put her:
ideas into practice, and my comlnc helped her to'do a few thlngs



~but not really to change the scene. . . Another class was
taught by the music teacher. Once I got the library started
there, I hoped to work with them last period F¥idays, doing
poetry -- something that he had suggested, I became.dis=~ -

. couraged by his continually leaving the room when I came to
take the class. I should say angry rather than discouraged --
this being one of the cases where I couldn't express my
actual feeling!! I think Pilot Communities ‘runs the risk
of acting irresponsibly in a place like the Dearborn, because
it is not we but the regular staff who have to live with what
we have created. To say nothing of the kids who find totally
different norms. of behavior from one class to the next,

Thesehexcerpts capture a great deal of the‘eariy atrategiee and relation-

‘ ships in the Boston Team'operations.,.Team‘members Werehinterested,inl
1mprov1ng classroom teaching but were cautious about trying to change teachers.
They, therefore, chose a mlddle course - demonstration teaching -- and hoped

the teachers’would_learn from watchlng. But, when the regular teacher

left the room, even thelposéibiiity of demonstration was-undercut.

We can imagine the feelings on both sides.of the dialogue‘that.seldom
occurred:
Team,Member;' I know how a goo class .should be run.‘ T will demon-
ST " strate for you. If you watch and copy what I do, you
too can’ run a good classroom.
Teacher: IR, | reallze my classes could ‘be run better, but I'
‘ R no fool. Who does she think she is, the; perfect
teacher? If she wants to be a b1g deal 1et her._
I'11 use the time to relax° s : :
- But the Team members ' attitudes went eveh further, ‘They‘seemed to believe
.thét they could make the changes, and that smart teachers would then ‘adopt

them. -
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The teachers‘ resistances to this "demonstration.mode" of change probably
-originated inbfaulty handling of the wholetentry process. They had not

been consulted'in the selection of their‘schools as target schools. S0, -
from the beginning, many'were suspicious of the Team._ Their hwait-and-see"
attitude reinforced the ineffectiveness of demonstration teaching unaccom-"
panied bylovert discussion:of differences in teaching’style and educational_
'philosophf.’iThe Team had_backed itself in%o an unprodUCtive set of contracts'u
withnteachers,icontracts‘that allowed Team membexrs and teachers none of the

o

essential dialogue about change.

| THE RESOURCE CENTER,' Also located in,ROXbury, the Resource Centerv"was |

originally conceived as a teacher advisorp center\with responsibilities for

working with the community eSpecially in connection with school programs"

- The Center opened in December, 1967 w1th an exhibit on reading and language.
.During the spring of 1968 the Center sponsored a number of activities- four h
all- day reading workshops directed by educators from local colleges, a

series of weekly workshops in mathematics, science, tri-wall carpentry,.

: andleducation fllms, a library of teaching materials -a gathering place for‘

‘many young peOple in the~community; and a center for‘a varietyiof people

"including‘internslfrom pre-service‘teacheretraining'programs; Peace Corps

- trainees, and community adults.

The Resource Center became increasingly responsive to the‘ehildren;in the
community. The summer of 1968 saw some Head-Start classes, a summer school,
a commonity»consumer group,workshop,.akT-group‘workshop with new teachers -

from the Highland Park Free'School;‘and a‘Drop-In Center instituted’with
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the help of the Boston Museum of Fine Arts,

'Although‘the Pilot Communities Team did not soonsor all of these activities,
thevTeam felt that ""the whole tonehof the activities and the ways people:
met and talked with4each other had a cohesiveness and unity that can only
be ascribed to the continuity and responsiveness of the staff of both
Hawthorne House (a community center) and Pilot bommunities mho were on -

" COMMUNITY SCHOOLS, In 1967-68, much of the Team's mork outside of'the public
schools was'concentrated'in a private community school, the'ﬁew School for
-Children'in Roxbury. The school had been startedeithout careful curriuulum
,agstudy,‘and the Resource leamlhad difficulty communicating with the New School's:
staff about matters of‘curriculum; ieam members visited classes, held
discussions with the teaching staff, and conducted several small workshops.
At the end of the 1967 68 year, one Team member left the team to become
_".Headmistress of the New School The Team planned‘to continue assisting the "
New. School W1th workshops materials,‘and seminars, Similar‘support]was o

also planned for the Roxbury Communlty School

‘Of cons1derably nore interest and commitment was- the Team S help in establishing :
a th1rd community school, the Highland Park Free School Plans were made toa‘
‘hire a principal, train teachers, and conduct seminars on education with'

parents and other people;from the community.

KA detailed account of the Boston Team's relations with the Highland Park‘
. Free School "is available in another publicat ion of the Pilot Communities
‘Program,. Richard B. Griffin, The Highland Park Free School and Education
, Development Center: Uneasy Partnership in Communi;y,Education, Education*
IERJ!:S V-Development Center, Newtcn, Massachusetts, l97l :
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The Boston Resource Center read1ng program and the 1nvolvement with communlty

schools represented a community-center orientation toward educatlon thaf

was different from EDC's usual school-centered orientation,

By the end of the first year, the Boston Team recognized the need to change
its staff and modes of operation. It needed to deyelop new modes of
relationship with teachers,;modes that would help boith Team members and
teachers to confront their différences and\respect each other. The
Team's increasing priority on work in the black community and outside tﬁe?f”
schools called for new black community-oriented Team members, F1nally, the
: ‘Team needed a more. thorough knowledge of the Boston school bureaucracy 1f

1t was;to begin working effectively with teachers. These needs were ..
summarized in the Team's end-of~year report:

There is an underlying effort necessary in'building a-i:

foundation both for the development of new. programs and

for ongoing work in seminars and workshops. . .  We must,

for example, build an intricate knowledge of Boston's

bureaucracy and its divisions of responsibility. We

- must identify problems as we go along, both our own and

those which teachers and administrators in the Boston

schools conceive 'to be their concern. . . We must

be constantly building staff, both recruiting new members

‘or replacements and contlnuing a program of development
of skllls.. : ‘

TEAM OPERATIONS (1968469). Dur1ng the second year, the Boston Resource

Team experlenced many political and personallty confllcts within the Team,
and between Team members and the EDC-Newton 1eadersh1p. Although the varlous.:

curr1cu1um and teacher workshop proJects contlnued the more 1mportant Team -

acth1t1es concerned trylng to reconclle the d1fferent personallties, goals,gjﬁn

~and styles of team members.
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.
During the year, the white female Team leader was'replaced by a black
Imale, and the director of the overall Pilot Communities Program was -
replaced by a second director, who in turn was replaced by a triumvirate.
In the spring, the triumvirate was replaced by still another director.
This kind of political instability at EDd-Newton did not facilitate the

Boston Team's efforts in the Dearborn and Andrew schools.

"~ 4 major effort of the Boston Team in its second year was the direction it

gave to a summer session of the newly formed.Highland Park Free School an
experiment inlcommunity education, The difficulties of this summer workshop
were not unlike the kinds of problems often voiced by’ teachers who worked
w1th Teams at all four sites, Towaxrd the end of the summer workshop, |
teachers critic1zed the "lack of art1culated philosophy and goals, lack of"
cohesiveness and warmth 1ack of background in content, and the b1ack-wh1te
problem . The black-whlte problem was confronted directly when two

consultants came to talk with the teachers, The black teachers and white

3

" teachers met‘separately with the consultants and "the meeting of the white

teachers proved to be quite traumatic, since their intentions'and effective-

ness 1n teaching in a predominantly black school were questioned The

‘meetlng of the b]ack teachers,'on the other hand seemed to strengthen theirs

e feelinglof worth and potential".

“in sp1te of these many 'sources of . confllct and tension, one. evaluator wrote"“

When compared to the pub11c schools to Wthh the ch11dren
and parents were accustomed .the summer "school would
.receive a higher rat1ng than’ when: compared to the expec-
“tations of those who wrote the proposal.  The many visitors
found children and teachers happily working together and
made many positive comments concerning the climate of .
~ the school, -Many children arrived in the morning before
~the teachers, and to mwy knowledge no Chlld camnvagainst h1s
‘»w111. '

i

S
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The Highland Park Free School officiallygot ﬁnder way in the fall follow-
:ing the summér workshop. The school is‘stiil in operation and has grown.
Although it continues to face‘éevere money pfoblems; it'has:served the
community weli.. There is a new princiﬁal, and é11 the téachers are.now
black., Although the'qutbn Team may have attempted to purvey ;ufriculum
and methods that may pot‘haVe been appropriate, it may have been juét

the right group at the right time to.give.the impetus needed to laﬁnch
‘the schooi.‘"The school could sgand as one of the ﬁoston Team's most

notablé achievements in educational change.,

An important event of the second year was the appointment of -a black
male to take over the leadership of the Team, A shift in focus, implicit
. in the choice, was expressed by the new leader this wéy:
(I want) to make_classrooms a little less structured .
make school experiences for young people a lot more
pleasant ones so they wanted to be in school and wanted
to learn. (I) wanted to do something about getting
more black teachers and black people into the schools so
that they really understood what was going on with their
kids and make it a more human place for the kids,
 The new leader reflected a trend away from the earlier concentration on
curriculﬁﬁo-:There was not an‘ébrupt shift, but his intérest in black -
‘teachérs'and‘community people coinéided with the Team's-éarlier’;ommit-
ment to parent involvement,‘ During the 1969-70‘year_this_shift was

discussed openly and was a source of conténtion within the Team.

TEAM OPERATTIONS (1969-70): The per%uhctory entry process and minimal. = -
"confractualfarrangements that had éécompanied:the initiation of the
Resource Team in Bostpﬁ contributed to the:confuséd course it followed.

The'original'task;was ﬁotqclearly‘éet; the initial goals were vague.
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Boston was chosen primarily because of its proximity to EDCvin Newton.
The selection_of the two school drstricts were apparently based on a
desire to‘work with what appeared to be a powerful, white;lSouth'Boston
. constituency and a problematic,_black'Roxbury constituency. The major
criterialwere, therefore, political and sociological,‘not educational.
These eriteria were involved in the other site selections>a1so, but
nowhere‘as forcefully as in Boston. Thus, many of the Team's activities
over the four years were in response to social and political pressures
from various sectors of the constituency., In_addition, these.same fac-

‘tors exerted strong influence onuthe Team's internal operations,

On the other»sites, fairly clear objeotiveshwere charted and activities
.were geared toward achieving them. The goals were pursued until COmple;
tion (WashingtOn) or until_biocked, at which point new directions emerged
.(Maine), or‘the project'was terminated (Bridgeport). But the activities’
of the’Boston Team were significantly determined by political pressures
until the finai‘year (1970-fl)kwhen‘a_reassessment and'regrouping resulteo
in\ankequilibriuﬁ‘of sorts,vand the Team was able to identify and pursue;*

a goaljof‘its own ohbbsing.

Plannlng for the 1969 school year began w1th a Summer Instltute for forty

uteachers and parents from the Dearborn and Andrew School dlStrlCtSo

One of the ohJectlves of‘the‘Instltute was "to encourage the development g
of p0s1trve attltndes toward schools in parents and communlty people by
:‘lntroduc1ng them‘to what s g01ng on 1n today s classroom," Parents con-;.
. sidered the Instlrute very successful in’ thlS obJectlve. Parents also 11ked'
‘meetlng teachers:oﬁean equal foot;ng._ Some_of therr comments are illus-

. trative:
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I liked most™ that parents and teachers got to know each
other, and the parents found out that they could relate
to the teachers, They.learned a lot more....after they.
learned about. the teachers, they could communicate with
them, : -

I liked it because the parents had a chance to get
together with a lot of the teachers.... mostly on an even
keel, where they weren't really- standing on ceremony but -
were worklng one with the other.
T liked the idea of being with the teachersvand it gave
you opportunities to know what was really going on in
the classroom, to know what the Leachers are doing -and
" what they like d01ngo
Parents also liked 1earn1ngvnew skills. One commented:
The‘one.thlng the Dearborn Summer Institute introduced
to the .people in the neighborhood was that they had skill
. they didn't know they had
For future workshops,’parents suggested that more parents, as well as

more children, be involved, and also that they have a chance. to partici--

pate in the planning.stagas.,

With teachers it washduite another story° Participants were allowed to
attend workshops in photography,flanguage arts,‘reading;'dramatics,"nath n
‘and“science, building with tri-waii;‘or‘black social‘studies,, They:
could also choosehto.WOrk individnally‘onvwriting and éenerating curri-'ﬂ"
©culum appropriate to their own needs in;the c1assroom, . The larée amount
‘gof_freedon‘was not always appreciated.“Many feit it was "disorganized;"
Teachers commented:

The beglnnlng conta1ned more structure ‘then it became.
a free-for all :

"_A 1ot of people I talked to sort of felt it was a game, . .
They were getting paid, and they were happy with the money.
Other than that they really didn't see the purpose of it....
A lot of teachers felt a terrible lack of diiection and a

-lack of relevanceu It was: just sort of messing around,
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you know? And it was an enjoyable way to get some money
without putting out too much effort. I think it was too
bad that a lot of them were sort of sneering at the whole
thing.

I had afnew dog, and it was too hot. They let us choose
what we wanted to do and I chose the beach.

The freedom of the Institute seems to have produced reactions in the
teachers.not unlike those‘often attributed_to blackiparents:and children
who confront open education, ‘The parents want their children to learn
specific skills in school. The children,say "Wow; going to school and d
,vgetting to play and take trips! That's school work?" As one'teacher

commented:_

If you're going to unstructure a class or learning exper-

ience, a person who is leading that experience has to be

tremendously structured himself, and that's the chief

thing that was wrong with the Institute.
A major educational controversy is reflected here--the open classroom‘ver%
sus the tight training classroom. Many hlack educators'and‘parents have
_advocatedfthe tight classroOm‘for;black‘children."The reading workshop-
at;the_Dearborn School.was,a significant”exception to the lnstitutels
atmOSphereo"Attendance‘was compulsory and a_carefully delineated set'of,~l

sthills‘and materials'was taught. brlﬁKenneth B; Clark's programkfor‘teach-

1ng readlng in Washlngton emphas1zes performance contract1ng°‘ Strict |
‘adherence to this plan (known in Washlngton as the Clark Plan) makes it
very dlfficult to follow the‘open classroom.phllosophy promulgated by?the’
‘Pilot'Commnnities Program. It ls ﬁbt‘eleaf mhether thevtwo approaches are,
‘in Fact 1ncompat1ble, but at the momept the two camps are clearly'divided.r

: One serious’ questlon 1mp11ed in th1s controversy is whether the goals of .

educational change are different for black and white children, parents,
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and communities. " But, as the teacher commented,'whatever way an indivi-
"dual chooses to organize the learning experience, the instructor must
‘have his own princioles tightly organized, The'effectiveness of his
techniques must be judged agaihst the needs of the participants and the
carefully worked-out goals of the. instructor, Much of the Pilot Commun-
ities work can be seen as the development of strategies for education,

rather than the implementation of such strategies.

' NEW TEAM STRUCTURE; Because of 1its extensive commitments‘to thirty sepa-

rate educational agencies ahd iustitutions, both public and private, the
Boston Resource Team had to reorganize in l969° The four principal com-
ponents of the Team's activities (Research and Development, Evaluation,
Community, and Operations> were coordinated with three Task Forces (Whole

School, Pre-and In-Service Training, and School Department),

* The Whole Sciiool Task Force worked directly with teachers and administra-
tors, both 1nd1vidually and through workshops in the Dearborn and Andrew
‘Schouls._ ThlS teacher-directed effort was cons1derably dlluted by the
1fTeam s expans1on into new areas, Some of the original Team members,

whose maJor commitment was to worhlng w1thNte4chers in the target scnools,

' became d1saffected and res1gned dur1ng the year.

: The Pre; and In Serv1ce Tra1n1ng Task Force malhtalned relationshlps with
“nghland Park Free School New School for Chlldren, the Roxbury Communlty
School--a communlty school started by the Committee for Community Educa-

g tional Development--a group of four Catholic parochial schools in Rox-
bury‘which were redesigning their'currlcula--and‘teacher—tralnlng 1nst;-.

tutions.
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The Resource Center, 1ocated in the Hawthorne House in Roxbury, continued
its workshops for teachers, a.Black History Library; and served as a
drop-in center for children and adults, The School Department Task
,_Fotoe dealt Qith the administration of the Boston public schools, Itaiﬂd;
principal activity was.the development of a bilingdal school for Snanish-

speaking children.

One of the principal negative effects of the new and-elaborate organiza4
tion was to split the Boston Team into unworkably small sub-units; in
addition, most membersvwere nart of more than one sub-group, demanding
more and more meetings with iess and less results, Perhaps most impor-
tant, there was also a disnnion among Team members. IndiViduals who had
commitmenta to their own activities now found themselves in competition
with their fellow Team members for EDC monies and resources, Thus, the

question of focus became crucial. 1In a January letter, the Team leader

suggested i

lthat our direction and focus should be pr1mar11y one
of bringing awareness and education to the consti-

' tuency--and we mean by that parents- and community o ‘
‘people that are involved with students who attend -
public schools,: (For education) to be.relevant to :
black’ people,-non-whltes and poor people, there must
be a mutual appreciation for the differences in,people
and one need not feel that their existence and fzheir
set of values is neceasarlly better i(or worse) than
anothers.

Congruent with thlS emphasts, the Task Force leaders dec1ded that mean=-.
1ngfu1 educatlon must 1nvolve improv1ng the self-lmage of the ch11d a
'search‘for'changing values, and work1ng\w1th parents in a productive e

way. They also thought strategy for constant 1n-house reassessment

needed to be artlculated and 1nd1v1dua1 team members’' ‘skllls and

PAruitext provided by enic [l
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abilities heeded to be clarified However, these attempts at self-dir-
ection were doomed by the diversity of persohal goals and directions It
was clear that the Team leadership was mov1ng.more heavily towafd a-com-
munity ihvolvement; but some of the original Team membets were not pre-
pared to accept this fecus, Racial ccnflicts played awpart.in‘this

inability to achieve unity of purpose.

SELF-EVALUATION. An important part.of team-tuilding activity is self-
evaluation, Without built-in checks,hit’is quite pcssible to go astray
or to find that one's efforts ate achieving undesirable effects‘ The

_ Boston Team was very conscientious about taking stock of itself. During
this period of shifting emphas1s in the spring of 1970 it'asked itself
questions 1ike the following-

How can we explain to black kids: that this countiy passed
1aws never . belieVing blacks were people’

Wwhere in. the system can there be chaﬁge?-

What kind of approach will provide individuals with
.another criterion to Weasure education progress?

Aré we thinking about team-building oricleaning‘hocse?

How do we strengthen Team members? How do-we strengthen
peop1e7 o

How to help kids deal with competition in schools yet
prepare them for a competitive society L

‘How can the group improve the self-image of kids when
they aren't involved in self-examination?

What is the best approach or what are the best approachesv
for 1nvolv1ng parents7 ‘
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Answers did not come easily. And when they did come, it was not always
poss1b1e to 1mp1ement ‘the ‘saggested actions. As one Team member said
in retrospect:

If you are going to embark on a program like this,

you've got to get a large Team and this large Team has

_to be very similar in the way they operate and the

philosophy they have about education.  If not, you-

spend all your time fighting and discussing the things

you are going te do--then you never get to the task.
.-Diversity of race; philosophy, tactical strategy, and Team activities
characterized the Boston Pilot Communities effort during the first three
. L
years, The year 1969-70 saw the maximum variability on each point. At

.the close of the year, the Team decideéd to concentrate all of its efforts

on the Dearborn School district.

.The Team had begun the year with eighteen members. By the end of the
year, four 1nc1ud1ng the 1eader had quit and five had been let go. The
only- rema1n1ng or1gina1 Team member became the 1eader of a seven-member
all black Team.’ There were also two whlte part- t1me members, but the
focus on the Dearborn School and the Resource Center in Roxbury repre-
sented the focns_tnat ‘had never prev;ously been ach1evedo The Team mem-
bersiwhc beganrplanning the 1970-71 year:mere in EhéiE‘firét year of

existence as a Team.

TEAM oprﬁATIONs,(197o-715. By'the end of June, l970avthe.Boston ;e;m'
.had undergcne an’almost‘compiete‘transfdrmation.‘ The origina1=Team con;b
i sisted of whlte, mostly female school teachers who had 11tt1e urban .
school experlencec‘ The. Team that began the summer. was b1ack 1arge1y

male, w1th few teachers and several ‘community’ organlzers° All Team
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activities were to be concentrated in the Resource Center aﬁd the Dear-

‘born School district.

In the summer of 1970, EDC held‘a workshop in Newtqn.for féachers from .
all oﬁer the country. Among those éttending were fivevmembets of the
Bostor Team. Of those atténding the workshop, ;nly_one had had any teach-
ing.expérience.in“Roxbury (he taughf ;hysical educatidn at.the Deérbbrn
Schooi), and only.ope other had taught in regular classrooms. Three were 

formally introduced to teéching and curriculum at this Workéhop.

The Te@m,that began thejyear had a unified focus and similar philosophies’
of education. Since many“of the ‘Team members were new in education,
learning about teaching techniques zad school systems were difficult and

,déméndiﬁg‘taskso

_ The Team set the fbilowing goals:
e Changing-the physical appeafance of the Dearborn School
including lighting, broken .glass and garbage removal,:as

well as painting, fixing window panes, doorknobs and

shades, 3

° Imprdving the morale of thefgchéﬁx staff and students. .

® Making the curriculum relevantvtb the needs of the stu-
dents. o

@ Getting more>§éfeﬁts involved in‘the séhooi,v
The Téam'svéctivities'for fhé year were coordinated around twq‘loCaf
tioﬁs, the Resource Room iﬁ.tﬁe Dearborn‘School and‘thé‘Reéource Center,
located in a.fbrmer bank Building‘in the‘Roxbufy commuhity;' fhe:Resource‘
Room served the dhildren’of the Dearborn School and wés‘glanned‘td serve
the teachers és well, The Resource.CenFer pfimarily-gervedffhe com- -

munity, but also was used for teacher workshops and student projects.
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Under the‘slogan "Dearborn is Beautifulvd the Resource Room brightened
up an otherw1se drab and depre881ng school bulldlng° An‘averagerized
‘classroom in the Dearborn Annex, 1t housed a variety of activities,
Paperback llbrary, darkroom, science corner, art supp11es and sew1ng

machlnesj 1nterested and exc1ted students—-a rarlty in the Deerborn

‘School. - B Tl

»It is almost 1mposs1ble to convey in wr1t1ng the’ ethos of the Resource

~uRoom. The currlculum materlals were des1gned and presented iniways to
which chlldren could respond and enr1ch their own experlence‘of the world;
it was-an attempt to reach rather than to teach the chlldren° A sess1on
on the Esklmos exposed the chlldren to the contrast1ng cultures of mlnorlty
groups. 'y phoLography unit on the1r communlty helped the chlldren to

'experlence more clearly the1r own part1cular way of l:.fec A Parents.

;Awareness WOrkshop encouraged parents to become 1nvolved with the1r'

:chlldren in the process of learnlng and groW1ng,

:Teachers d1d not use the Resource Room, they "felt it belonged to EDC°

Most of them felt it was: 1mportant to the school but d1d not feel thev :

had any stake in 1ts functlonlng. The Resource Room remalned an oas1s

in the school untll the end of the year.‘_

g‘Pllot Communltles ended in June of l97l The‘Boston Team'Spentvseveral‘.-
h'months agonlzlng over what would become of the Resource Room, what would
: become of the ch11dren. : hey feared leav1ng the chlldren with a sense 8

of abandonment They had llttle conf1dence that the teachers would or

could Carry out the work of the Resource Room.

BRI A v e Provided by ERic
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An entry from an evaluator s 1og, after the Team had left, prov1des a

postscrlpt to the. Team s activities in the Dearborn.

. K o ' June 1971
v On my way into the ma1n bulldlng, one of the three school
volunteers walklng beh1nd me had her handbag stolen and
was knocked down in the process of’ Lry;ng,to hang on to
it. She was an older woman with white hair--looked like
‘a typical suburbanite, Caught a glimpse of the ‘boy run-
. ning with her bag as she sat in the mi/ile of the road,
red-faced ‘and a bit stunned. ‘

I picked up questionnaires that teachers had left in the
~ office, then proceeded to the annex. The Resource Room
had been vandalized over the weekend, and all the. audio-
visual® equipment had been stolen. Books and other
things were strewn. about the room; the windows had been
boarded up, and the room had been torn up. :

The constant confu31on k1ds running up and down the
hallways, in and out of classes. Girls smoking forbidden
cigarettes in_ the bathroom, trying to find ways to duck
classes, Kids going into classrooms selling stolen

~goods, ‘cookies, little cakes, and ice cream. "EVERYTHING
IS GOING ON HERE EXCEPT EDUCATION.' S

" The Reéonree Room was gone, vandalized. Although the
teachers felt it belonged to EDC, and Team members felt
teachers ‘did not care, the nearly unanimous’ consensus
was that it was a good thing, . and the Dearborn School
was better for it., : .

These comments'by teachers‘and administrators at the Dearborn School

' capture some of the percelved good and bad p01nts of the Boston Team ]
' effort at the Dearbcrn. On balance, the reaction was h;ghly positive.
Looking to the.future, however, the vandalized Resource Room sets the

tone, There remain white teachers teaching black children who, with,

,‘their.parents; lack confidence and interest in.the school,
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_ OPERATING PRINCIPLES (IV)

The following lessons from the Piiop Communities' experi-
ence describe the ideal working relationship between teams
and teachers.

Operating .  QUICK RESPONSE TO NEW OPPORTUNITIES. Team members® time
Principle

.. should be loosely enough allocated to allow quick response to

needs that arise on the project site.

" Evidence  In comparison to the teachers they were serving, the Teams
from the ' N T o ‘
Four o in the Pilot Communities Program had vast blocks of uncommitted -
Sites ‘

timg. They could respond tovOppo;tuﬁities tﬁét arose and
shift fheirireébufces tb’cover obligatiohs incurred in the
‘pasf.v The response of the Wééhington Team to thefincidents
that followed the éssaséination'of‘Mayfin Luther King (see P

91)'beéutifully-illustrates the pbtential‘of creative Team

work.

- The Boétpn Team was especially responsive f6 new1y~disdovered
néeds. Team members helﬁed plan a new private communit?‘
échool; They organized a large bilingual program for Spaniéﬁ-‘
speaking children. They‘worked with:eaucatioﬁ task forces
in Bostonfé‘Model Cities P?ogram. And'fhey helped‘pérent‘
group§ to organizef To_éomé-extenp,rthis fervent wofk‘oufside

of the schools arose from the Boston [e:m's difficulties relat-
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'ing to teachers in schools. But it was also a series of genu-
ine responses to never-ending demands for help from under-

staffed groups.

Operating THE NECESSITY OF TRUST. Without mutual trust, any helping
Principle. 7 ' )

relationship will founder. As one Team member put it, "change, .
being personal, is based on trust, and one has to be trusted
as a person before much happens in the way of attitude change.

That business of building trust needs time."

Evidence - A Team member in Boston struck a similar chord:

from the ‘ ' : B : .
Four o "The first thing is establishing a trust level so they
‘Sites R R

. can feel you have sonethinéqin‘conmon-with them, and,
secondly, that you can work with them. It's very impor=- -
tant not to work on them _whlrntseems to be the prac-
t1ce‘for a lot of people eomlng in who call themselves
;change agents, They sort . of come in worklng thelr |

T . ‘ ,
own th1ng rather than f1nd1ng out what klnds of thlngs
parents are concerned about, 'Work around‘those;things;'
then, possibly,_as a resnltv.‘.-. findvsone snécess
's0 that yon'ean_nove onto other»things.that yau may‘see‘
as important. But they have to be‘ablelto werk ont‘their_

,own thingi.in the beginning in order for them to.have‘any R

cnnﬁidence in‘themselvesland you. Wprk‘with,‘rather‘than'

n“* - |

on.

‘\)
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He alsé talked about listening and helping iﬁ‘a way that is
applicaﬁle to all of:thé Téame_gperationé.
"fhe firstirule is'tﬁ learn how to 1isten;land_be able
to ﬁfocess the things.that you listen to in ordef to be -
"ablé to come up Qithla WOrﬁing plan that‘both community'-
‘ people and you agree on. There are too many times that
people go in working in‘their dwn thing. Théré's nothing
wréng with that, but t:_here'"s"a time and a point at which
‘you éan do that ana fhat's'afﬁér youlhavé established‘
this crédibility and aftef you have overcome this trust
barrier.  The only ?ay that you cankoverébme this thing
is by 1i§tening to people and tryiﬁg'to‘help thém to faci-
.iitaté‘ﬁheir ideas first, - Now if théy agree'on some -
otherjthingé that YOu‘Qant toldo tﬁén yoﬁ:can gd'én, but.
SO mény times peoﬁle come in ana_théy've éot theirHQholé
Plaﬁ‘ﬁapﬁed‘out énd theybstaf# working i£‘énd‘they meef ,
.a lot qf,resistance and theybwonaer why. The point”is l
. A ] ‘ - i .
that peoplg don't feel asjif they:have any paft in that
plan, making up that plan, so as a result they aré going
to resist it because. they do nét know ﬁhatiendé vou éfe'
‘ working'for.ﬁ‘ | | }
And fhgre cannot beva'"facgde;" thére cannot bg'é "ééreén;"

the Team member cannot go through the futility of playiné
. e ‘

“ifexpart,'" Instead, humility is necessary. A person who is

honesf‘must say "I don't know everything,' ‘and "let's work
some of these ‘things through;' he cannot be the person who i

% )
s "I know,"
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CHAPTER 4
. WASHINGTON

- The Team is a group .of classroom teachers‘charged with
providing an in-service program for' teachers. What's
unique about this? Simply the fact that teachers are
~ responsible for the program.. .:. Given no-authority -
-and no formal evaluative powers, this group has designed
"and implemented the Model ‘School D1v1s1on (MSD) in-
service program for four years.-
Ike Gordy
. Leader.of the .
Washlngton Ylanovation Team
"The members of the Pilot Communities Team in‘Washington all attribute their
‘ high degrée of success as a team to the fact that they had previously been
classroom teachers in.the schools in which they worked. They did not come
as experts from outside the system; ‘In this respect, the Washington Team
was unique in the'Program. Of equal, if not greater importance, is the
fact that before the: Innovatlon Team began, the Pllot Communltles staff
and the school adm1n1strators associated with the Model School Divis1on (MSD)
in Washlngton had come to trust and respect one another.‘ In fact ,the very »
: 1dea of the Innovatlon Team came out of their joint efforts to prOV1de sup-3

port to fift} -lementary'teacherS@

A

PRECONDITIONS’FOR CHANGE. In the years before the founding of the\Innova-

Y L tlon Team, the poverty of the school,?yutem in the Model School Division
area ran deep--deeper by far Lhan s1mp1e mater1a1 shortages. ‘As one.educa-
tional reformer stated in a letter to Congressmen Adam Clayton Powell and

" Romau <. Pucingki:




Q
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‘this cqmmittee, the MSD was officially launched.
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The outmoded nature of the system can be seen in the
structure of the school system itself where.standard
operating procedures undercut the status of the teacher,
inhibit the verbal development of the deprived child,
and restrict the participation of the non-middle-class
adult. The poverty of the system is visible in the
precedence that adm1n1strat1ve goals have over what should
. be the ultimate goal--teachlng

Principals must complete outlandish numbers of forms
before staff, supplies, and students can come together

in-a learning situation. The teacher who requests some-
thing unusual wins no favor for her ingenuity; it is

far simpler to require that everyone use the same supplies
and order them at the same time, and ignore the fact that
they may be needed later or that the enthusiasms of a
clasg ‘may suddenly demand unanticipated teaching materials.

[The/ lack of flexibility [characterizing the District's
schools/ does more than simply inhibit learning. It rein-
forces undésirable attitudes and behavior among .administra-~
tors, teachers and students.. Control, mot learning, becomes
the keystone; and authority, not participation, becomes the
standard method of operation. .The result is that rather

than working together, adm1n1strators, teachers and students
seem locked in battle. : - )

The purpose of  the MSD and, eventually, the Innovatien Team, was to see

that thlS organlzatlonal poverty in the Washlngton school system was

‘somehow changed or eradlcated

.. The movement for a Model School Division began with a repbrt of March5‘1964,

by the President's Panel on Educational'Research and Development. The_report
uréed superintendents of nrban«seheol systems«to carveloutla suh—system off
schools and free them to experiment.without the hsual-institutlonal restraints.
The Superlntennent of the D, C. schools, taklng the report as a mandate,
proposed that the Board of Educatlon adopt the model ‘school system concepr -

and implement it by appointing an Advlsory Committee. With the creatlon of
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There is ﬁo‘ﬁeed to review the early development of the MSb and'its
Adﬁisory Com@ittee ékcept to-say.thaf althoﬁgh‘the aufonomy proposed in
.the Panel's repart was never achieved, the MSD did become an-area in>thé
;District séhoél system in thdh experimgntafibn and‘iﬁnovatidn were more
possiEle than elsewhere. Additiopgl, albeiﬁ limited, fundé:frdm'fhe anti-
#overtyAprog;am,providéd the ﬁSD'with a staff of people &hose:job was to

- think about'inndvations to imérove the school system. The rhetoric about.
autonomy, even wheﬁwit waé not.intéhded to be taken sériously,,creatéd

‘a feﬁsion that these people could, and did,-e%pioit, Thus, for exémple,'
:'it’was_the'availabilitf of the Advisory‘Committeé’s staff mémber and funds

that enabled the MSD to conduct its first Summer Institute in 1965.

One of the basic purposes of the Summer Institute Qas to_introdﬁce-MSD
‘teachers to new cgrrigulum’and teaéhihg methods which wpuld pfesumébly
‘make the'classroom 1eafning situation more exciting and dyﬁamicb.‘itfwas
expgcpeq_that thdéé teachers first faﬁiliafized with the new curriculum
maférials would eVeﬁtually Bé prepafed‘"to'adt;és.loééllresourcektéaéﬁérs

_for the rest of the staff in their'school." |

The 150 Sumﬁer.Iﬁstituté;partic;paﬁts‘retu;ned to their classrooms in the
fali, and many tried fo iﬁplement éhe new.ideaS'and méﬁhéds thej had learned.
_Bﬁt,kélthOugh the Institute pianners had spelled out a follow-up stfategy
that inVolQed.céntinﬁéd Cdﬁsul&anf_support‘through Saturdaj workshopé; the
:numerous administrative ﬁroblems that plaguéd all the'MSDfprogramé‘infthe

-first few years of operation interfered with these plans;l
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The following year (1966)., when teachers trained in a second‘Summer'
kInstitute returried to their classrooms the sameisupport,problems,were
raised. Moreover by the Spring of l967 the MSD had a cadre of almost
V3OO teachers, many of whom could be master teachers. There~obviously
existed at ‘this time both the need fmr greater coordination of the MSD func~-
tions and the people-trained to fill‘the need. Recogn1z1ng th1s match
between needs and resources, the assistant superintendent of the MSD
(Norman Nickens)‘and the science consultant from EDC (Mary Lela Sherburne)
asked f1fteen_MSD teachers to ‘become members of what came to be called |
an Innovatioaneam; The teachers were to be freed from specific class-.p
room duties as they took responsibility for training other.teachers in

new materials and methods and helped coordinate MSD functions and services. .

TEAM BUILDING AND PLANNING.. The'Summer Institute of 1967 focused primarily :
on'building a teampof fifteen into avcohesive'working unit, A report by

" two consultants from EDC Pilot Communitiesvdescribes‘the initial training

of the team at the Institute.

‘A week of sens1t1v1ty training brought 1nto focus, and
‘out in the open,. some of the driving and countersurging
forces for change working in the sub-system. . The lack
of communication betweezx all levels of adm1n1stration ‘and
. teachers continued to be'a theme. . It was a common feeling -
. that decisions were made by a few people, and that the
' -opinions of the majority counted very'little. The role of
fjou«s1de consultants in the system was questiongd e 4

‘At the end of the week, the group producem a. déLﬁllEd llst
of factors which they felt were threatenmng t@e forward
movement of MSD, and those which they felt were pushing
it forward. This formulation became the basis for the
planning of the operation of the.Staff Development -Conference
for the next four weeks. 'During that period the group
operated a small laboratory school for use in worklng
through and discussing curr1culum problems.

P
g 1y
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More importantly, its members communicated with each
other about their special programs, and problems, and
the whole group entered into discussion of plans as to
how the team of fifteen teachers would function in the

. coming school year. Dr. Cernius remained with the group
as a consultant on group procedures and operations. He

- worked, as he expressed it, "to help the team members
free themselves from self-lmposed psychological restraints

" which st1f1ed their functioning both as pe¢ple and change
agents." . A prime ne;d was to get the group thlnklng in:
terms of the needs of others, and 'to consider alternative
change strategies.* « C

-y

“A summary of the early'history of the Team hy Mrs. Sherburne, the .science
consultant from EDC, lists both what the Team decided its functions should

be and what conditions must prevail if it were tofsucceed.

Major functions of the Team:

1. To help teachers see themselves as potential instruments
for initiating change in their own behavior. . .

2. ‘To help‘teachers improve instruction in the classroom to
' the level that teaching and learning are both more pleasant
activities. . .. ' ‘ : ‘

3. To increase the power of teachels in dec1s10n-mak1ng in
" the school espec1a11y in the area of curriculum. . .

4, To prov1ow a coordlnatlng functlon for services, resources
- and school programs which assist a teacher to 1ook at ber
‘classroom unit as a whole. . . !

S. To prov1de a channel for experts, spec1allsts, and people
- from many walks of life to enter the school system. . . at
-a level which will affect teaching and learning.

Conditions Necessary for Success -

1, A11 classroom teachers had to have some opportuﬁlty for
on-the~-job training.. . (As a consequence, release
time was built into the program.)

2. Teachers had to have the rlght to. choose among new pro-
' grams, to exercise optionms,.and to feel they
could ‘make choices and exercise respons1b111ty for “the
instructional programs they carried out. -

et

.  *Mary Lela Sherburne and Vytas Cernius, The Innovation Team: A Model for
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3. Teachers had to have ‘access to new curriculum materials,
equipment, and supplies on an immediate and responsive

basis. . . (Therefore, the team set up its own purchasing
and distribution system for special and 1nnovat1ve mater-
ials.) -

4, .The authority of t1e team should be that derived from
" its own competence and ability to deliverw services to
" teachers, It would have no direct administrative evalua-
. tive, or supervisory role. (Consequently, the team members
- retained their classification as teachers and worked with
. a teacher only when she exercised the initiative in re-
questing help.)

'

Tﬁejsummer exoeriepce mas important, less because of the goals or conditions
established'for success, than because at the Institute the Innovation Team
came to understaﬁo group process'emd gi;;p process.tecﬁniques (Whicb they
later used “in their own relationshios with other teachers) and to know each
other as potential_coﬂeagues. The process of building Team cohesion and" ’

establishing operating procedures continued into the fall.

TEAM OPERATION * Mrs. Sherburne, although white and not a MsD teacher,

was e1ected the first Team leader;' A training center for teachers was

_established in an old furniture store. The Team_also\decided t0'set.aside'

: Fridays of every week to continue their own growth in-both skills and group

process with outside consultants.

i

The Team decvded that it would function in the fourteen scnools, not as

1nd1V1ouals but as sub—teams; ‘Each sub—team, composed of three members with

]

different subJect matter spe01alt1es, was to be respon51b e for three

buildings. This division was conceived as a way of increasing the variety

- *Logs of Team meetings and ‘the Team members meetingq w1th teacners, principals,

and other 'school personnel have unfortunately been lost.  Thus, much.of the

,‘rec0ustruction of how the Team operated day-by-day is from .the proposals and
- reports. of those who were intimately involved in .the Team., Although act1v1t1es3

may not have been carried out as smoothly as some'of these accounts. would
suggest they- are useful as an overview of Team operations.
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of talent, skills, and personalities available to each‘school., It also
was a way to permit Team members to support one another in a worklng |
51tuatron. The Team also agreed that, as a general pollcy, any Team
" member could be cal}ed on for use in special sitnations in a school by any

other member if his particular specialty were needed.

The Team's first efforts were,directed at introducing rhemselveshto the
principals and'assistant'principals of the sehoois where they would‘work.J
In a series of neetings, they exchanged ideas‘on‘how'to maximize the Team‘s
effectiveness. However, the Team was not acconntable to these principals
’but rather to the Assistant Superintendent;of theiMSD. In fact,.rhis |
independence,fromhthe principals seemed so important to‘the Team”rhat it
went so far as to obtain the right to enter and 1eaVe any of the'fourteen»nr-~
buildings without having to announce rhe faor to the principai."(After‘a
few years of working almost entirely with the teachers, theyfeam nas to
_turn'to.more direct involvemenf:with the orinei;ais as initrators'of change.

But ‘its independent relationship with them always continued.)

The sub-reans;then met‘with‘the‘faeulty of each of the schools where they
would be Working to déscribe’thebways in whioh they might be of assistance.
Tke Cordy, a ‘member of.the’feam, lisred a number -of these functions: .
1. 'Converse w1th teachers about t ir needs
‘ké. 'Order materials for teachers

3. Conduct classroom demonstratlons for new and tenured
teachers -

4, Subst@tute for teachers ‘who were either ill or. attendlng
workshops o
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5. - Put up bulletin boards

i6., Assist with the writing of lesson plans

7. 4ssist with the physical examinations of children:

>8, Conduct and organize workshops

9. Provide moral support for teachers.

The Cernius and Sherburne report catches some of the flavor of the first

The first year was characterized by ebullient spirit and
immediate successes.; Team members found friends-and
supporters among L& teaching staff and the supervisors
and administrators, espeCially ‘those who had been part of
the. summer conference. In general, the team met positive
and well-disposed attitudes, or at the worst questioning
and wait-and-see ones. '

' There was an immediate need for the Team's services with

seventy new, mostly inexperienced teachers, entering the
Model Schools. .These new teachers were the victims of

their lack of familiarity with the style of the children whom
they were to teach in the inner city. First week’ classes
were often chaotic. Where and how did’ one begin7

The friendly, experienced hand of a Team'member was fore
than welcome. They.would teach a lesson and give the new

teacher a chance to rest and observe. -They would reorganize

the room,.and be off, only to be back in a while with some new "
piece of equipment or educational game which could occupy :
overactive students and grant the new teacher precious .
learning time to grab hold.

Even more astonishing, they would finish and would ask;.''Now .
what would you like in the way of new materials, or workshops

‘to help you do a better job?" And in a few days they would

be ‘back with a list of offerings and the suggestion that the

"teacher make her choice. 0ld and new teachers alike welcomed

the materials and workshops the Team offered. Initial gains
were easily made in'this atmosphere.. .Feedback, both from
team to teachers and from teachers to team, was re1nforc1ng.

The team set up procedures for- ordering and distributing sup-
plies. They were respon31b1e for their own purchasing. A
contractual agreement with EDC provided ready access to funds
and rapid purnhaSing to meet daily and changing needs of '
teachers.’ :



-8

Until the end of October the tezm was-: 1mmersed in formu-
lating its new role. All relationships were new and
exciting. The easiest tasks came first. Thc consultant,
Dr. Cernius, reminded the team in one of its, weekly

" sessions in October "This® is” the honeymoon "

W . :
Among the activities conducted the f1rst year the volUnteer workshops in
readlng, mathematlcs social studies, and science 1nvolved the bulk of the
Team' s‘time. Not only did: the Team members schedule the workshops Lhey |
arranged for the approprlate consultants, handled enrollment, obtalned the B
necessary substltute teachers to free the teachers to attend (s1nce they

were held during the school day), and helpad lead the meetlngs. The following

sample from the January -May, 1968 schedule is 1llustrat1ve.k‘

Tuesday, February‘20 INDIVIDUALIZED READING _ (Beginning)  Grades 1-6

This workshop is open to those teachers who have ordered
the SOUNDS OF LANGUAGE reading series and OWL series, or
who w1sh to order them and begin an 1nd1v1duallzed program.

The extent of use of individualized materlals -and. the tran— :
sition to the’ program can be gradual and modlfled to your -
class and needs. Therefore, there #s no need to fear be-
coming involved at this time of the year. ' You can use what
you learn--now and later! .. ‘ ~ :

Consultant:- =~ .  Mrs, Peggy Brogan
Instructors: Edith Baxter and Ann1e Neal
WOrkshop open to 30 teachers - ‘

Wednesday, February 21 AFRICAN WORKSHOP L 3 9-30-2:30

‘ Enrichment for teachers who are involved or teve been
Y el “involved in the study of Africa. Works shop will include
~ ‘curriculum evaluation, resource’ people, books, records,
~materials available, listed trips and artifacts necessary.
‘Correlation with Negro History as a new 'unit of a cul-
minating act1V1ty from Mr, Penn, D1rector of Hlstory
: Department D.C. Publlc Schools.; S

_Consultant: . Dr. Bernard Coleman Ass1stant Secretary
S . of African Affairs, State Department
~ Instructor: . . - -Donald Greene
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. Monday, February 26 BRINE SHRIMP AND GROWING SEEDS Grades K-2-

An introduction to two of the most successful units on
_living things which are in use in the Model Schools. .
Both are useful in the primary grades and Brine Shrimp
.~ can be used in a more intensive way in Grade 4. You
. will learn the techniques of culturing brine shrimp and
~will observe and learn more about these animals by watching
them. Likewise, you will work intensively on the methods
and ways of using Growing Seeds graphing.

Materials will be brovided

Instructors: " Vivian Lightfoot, Flora Hill, Annle Neal
WOrkshop open to 30 teachers

Wednesday, February 28  SMALL THINGS _ (Advanced or Beginning) Grades 5-6

This workshop will prepare you to begin teaching Small
Things and.will provide assistance in advanced problems of
the microscope, culturing protozoans or continuing with

" the study of pond and water life. (See March 27 workshop
on Pond Water). Materials -will be provided. When you
sign up, indicate whether you're beginning or advanced

Instructors: Ralph Jenklns and Flora Hill
‘Workshop open to 30 teachers

As thevworkshop program suggests, the Team focused 6n inrroducing.new_
methods and new curriculum that emphasiaed the use of concrete learning
materials and indiyidualized and active.learning akperienges. 'Gordy's
recollections express some of the tensions this Pilot Commuhitles' approach
imposed on'the MSD teachers: ‘

The consultants did not simply bring "innovative", mani-
pulative materials, but also a strange and different
teaching style--a style which appeared permissive in
nature and contradictory to the current of successful
methods employed by these teachers. Many of us "urban
teachers' had been led to believe that in order to survive,
we had to have a disciplined class, operating according to
- strict rules. The proposed style.required an individual
to relinquish the role of the authority figure and to share
the responsibility for learning with the student.. This
idea was quite frightening. Most humans find it difficult
to alter behavior, particularly if the repercussions of
the change are an unknown quantity. '
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The Innow tion Team~conduqted 68 workshops durihg 1967-68, involving more
than 2,000 teacher dayS'in training. (Each MSD teacher ﬁas_eﬁtitled to

four fulléday workshops.) About one-half of the sessions made use of outside
consultanfs in associétion with Team members. Every teacher who attended

a wdrkshop was given the necessary materials to begin ;eaching or using the
new methodolpgies. Approximately half of the sessions were related to
reading and language arts. Some workshopé were single, day-long interven-
tions only; others were sequentiai and required attendance of the same

teachers over a period of weeks.

In the spring of the first year, the Team arranged and secured support for
two summer Institutes the largest of which was a Reading Institute for 65

K-3 teachers.

The second Summer Institute on the teaching of a social studies unit was
organized and conducted by one member of the Innovation Teaﬁ, in cooperation
with the Smithsonian Institution and under a grant from the National Science

Foundation.

finally, the‘TeamLengaged in on-site curriculum development. One of ‘the

efforts was a:booklef "Names;Yqu Hear in Cardozo,” a bibgraphical work on
the Negroeé”for whom the schools in the Cardozo area weré named, A second
book, ''Tell It Like It isﬂ was produced in response to the riots of April,

i968, following the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King.

The pubiication of the children's book made the Team an "instant' success.
A veritable deluge of demands suddenly descended upon-i;. Although greatly
warmed by thiS'responsé, the feém was initially unable to-deal with the
ﬁultitude of requests for its time and assisﬁance. For a time,

ERIC
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things floundered as activities were overscheduled, under-organized, and

n 1

no one had yet learned to say ''no.

TEAM LEADER. ‘During the Washington Team's second year, although activities
continued much as they had befbre; more attention was focused on managing
prioritiés; The 'second year was also marked by a significant shift in

leadership from the white, outside consultant to a black teacher as elected.

"Team leader. Ike Gordy, the new leader,'aftempted to re-organize the team.

He, too, encountered numerous problems, all of which had to be worked out.

He wrote, in retrospect:

My initial operating style was one in which I was a nice

- guy, responding to the whims and/or concerns of every
individual. . Foremost in my mind was the fact that I must
be "successful" and must be liked by my peers. I say peers
because 'to be an elected leader means only that I am respon-
sible for the coordination of the Team's activites, for .
chairing meetings, and for representing the group when
necessary. This is in no way a promction, nor does  the
appointment elevate me.

My initial way to do what I knew I must do was to set up a
pilot or steering committee to assist in the decision-making -
process. Prior to this, most of the decisions for the group
.were made by the Team on Fridays. A second task for this:
group of Task Force chairmen was to decide, by consensus, the
agenda for Friday's meetings and, finally, to determine the
order of priorities for the group. During this period, the
overt concerns were again tc develop group cohesion and
remain at ‘individual tasks, decided and controlled by the
group. Many efforts were made by members of the Team to
‘break from the group tasks and seek fulfillment from self-
motivated projects. '

The efforts of these persons, who initiated their own prOJects,
were stymied or halted by ‘the’ Team. Questions such as,

"Where are you going?" or "What are you doing?" were openly
addressed to Team members. Later, I recognized these to .
really mean "How do your self-initiated tasks relate to the °
group tasks?" Very few, if any, Team members felt comfortable
responding to these questions. Meetings in which members were
confronted concerning their activity were very solemn and left
me with a feeling of -being completely drained. 'Many times I
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wanted to answer or support an individual, but I ywas

afraid that the interruption would halt the discussion.
Team members viewed this as a laissez faire

attitude and would try to capitalize on this by asking me
to make announcements for them. Within, I tried to display
a behavior which would foster and promote interactions. I
felt that interactions and confrontations were healthy in
that they reflected the kind of leadership and group atmos-
phere necessdry for action-oriented programs, and provided
a real experience for prospective leaders. ’

The Steering Committee idea seemed appropriate at that time.
Tasks were given to volunteers and the committee gave the
leader a direct line to the task groups. However, I .did not
have any way to hold individuals accountable for the tasks.
If an individual nsglected to do his task, the chairman had
to rely on the group to take action.. If no action was taken
(this happened many t1mes), the individual got away with
doing nothing.

The basic program changes that occurred during the second year reflected

‘the changing needs of the schools and the‘changing demands placed on the

Team as a result of its experience and success. As Sherburne's history
of 1968-69 indicates, its.program focus included:

1. Expansion and follow-up in the teaching of Beginning
Reading in the classrooms of teachers trained in the
Summer Institute., . This program involves extensive
testing of children aud a series of workshops for
teachers on how to give and make use of information
derived from tests. The tests being used are a battery
of new ones designed especially for inmer city, urban
cultures. :

Also . a grant from the Polaroid Corporation has made it
possible to emphasize the development of language skills
through the production of children-made, illustrated,
and written books.

A second grant from a private foundation has made it
possible ‘to extend to the upper grades the program oE
having ch11dren write their own books.

2. Extension of staff development programs to the adminis-
trative level in the Model School Division. . . This
was begun during the current year with a two-day weekend
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conference on human relations in which principals,
administrators, and Innovation Team members of all
the schools in the Model School Division participated.

Dissemination and extension of the ideas of the Model
School Division to other school systems and schools
within the D. C. systam. A large part of the time of
the Team is currently being spent- in telling others

about its work, how it functions, and the prégrams in
use. Team members have participated in national meetings
all over the country, have served in advisory capacities
to departments and programs within the school system,

and have talked to numerous local and civic groups.

Expansion .of the Team's workshop operation in the area

of reading. It continues to support teachers with work-.
shops in mathematics, science, and .social studies. Special
development programs are also in operation in a half-dozen
classrooms in music and drama. In social studies, two
workshops have already been conducted for teachers on the

.subject.

LONG TERM INFLUENCE. The Team has continually had to face some questions

about the larger issues of change. 'How could the power and effectiveness

of the .Team become transferred to principals and teachers in such a way

that the Team did not always have to maintain the load of an accelerating

‘demand? -How could the findings be disseminated to the larger system? Would

they work in other areas of.the city? In March, 1970, fhe Team made its

first move outside the MSD to the Georgetown area where three troubled schools

sought assistance. The combination of Team skills in humah relations, prob-

lem diagnosis, and curriculum expertise were useful there. During the summer

of 1970, the Team undertook the largest operation of Summer Institutes it

had ever taken, reaching large numbers of teachers outside the Model School

Division and up into the junior high level. The Team extended its exper-

tise through differentiated institutes:  an Open Classroom Workshop; a

Man-A Course of Study Workshop; a Reading Institute; a Mathematics and Ssience -

Institute.
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The i970-71.school year posed the greatest challenge to the Team's educa-
tional values. The school system adopted a plan for encouraging academic
tachievement in a way that went counter to the Tear.'s mod: of operations.
The Team‘é éentral belief that change should be generated and plaﬁhed by
thqse‘who have to carfy it out was not supported by the Board of Eduéation
wﬁén it adopted the Clark proposal for a system-wide reading pian.' Similafly,'
-the Team's belief that there should be differehtial solutions to insfructional
problems was not upheld by the unitary_pfobosal on reading. How the Team
could continue to function in a helping and innovativenrole,vand yet}pursqe

the stated goals of the system became a crucial issue.

The Team met the problem crgatively; using the resiliency of its members

to respondkin planning aﬂd problem‘diagnosis. It refused to politicize

its informal power but used its.human and physical resources to help princi-
péls and teachers, to the best of”tﬁeir %bility, to respond to the system-
wide reading plan.‘”The Tgam‘conducted wbrkshops for principals, trained
teachers for réading, and assisted tﬁe superintendent in a planning and

organization effort,

EXIT. 1In 1970, individual Team members became involved in.the férmation‘of>
new groupskthat coﬁld.expand fhe Innovaﬁion feam philosbphy throughout the
city. - One Team member: is.now the aeveloper>and leader of a Team_and a
teachiﬁg center being orgahized in the4Model Citiés'area of Washington. A
second Team.member is orgénizing an advisory servicé in open educatiqn"to
connect pﬁblic;aﬁd private schéol teachers, parents; and adﬁiﬁisfrato;s

- interested in ekperimenting with alternatives iq education. (fhe connecting

1iﬁk between the people in this group will be their philosophical commitment
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to expefimenté in open education.) A third Team member desires to create
an experimental school which will explore new Qays of manégement and or-
géniéétion of.; single schoél. A fourfh Team membér is the director of é
project in the Baltimore City area that offers an innovation team a&d
learning resourbé center for teachers in the Model Cities targetlschqbls.
Other Team members have produced plans for expanding the preSsnt Téaﬁ
operation aﬁd Resource Center to serve the training purposes of the

larger D. C. school system.

%‘.
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OPERATING PRINCIPLES (V)

The "following lessons from the Pilot Communities' experience
concern the tenuous balance between too much team initiative
and too little.

Operating INTERACTION WITH THE CLIENT SYSTEM. Team members must walk
Principle

a difficult path, midway between -evaluation and passiveiéervice.
On the 6ne hand,.they must never take part in the system's
evaluation of its teachers; on the other hand, they must be
able to state clearly their own eddéétidnéllﬁeligfs-éhd biases

and must not shrink from critical interaction with teachers.

Evidence In terms of identifying their educational beliefs, the Team
“from the . :

Four - members in the Pilot Communities Program were aided by their
Sites : -

relationships with EbC. By 1967, teachers had a genéral know-
ledge of the learning princiéles EDC'espoused. Many Team

‘members, from the béginning, and increaéingl& so over the years,
were open education_advocates.' They sought to encourage in-
creased openness, student-initiatea learning, and individualization
in the classroom. Only the Boéton Team had a sizeable minority
of.memberé who were ffankly skeptigal about the efficac? of open

-education for urban children. -

Teachers at the four sites entered into rélationships with the
- Teams, more or less expecting the Team members to offer curriculum

wares that would embody these discovery principles, Howéver, they were
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soon to find that EDC had dome little work in some curricular
areas, and they often resented the slowness of the development
process, a difficulty compounded by poor organization at EDC-

Newton for the delivery of curricular aid to the Teams.

But, even when they could not or would mot provide handy
Eurriculum'packages, the Team members were often invalugble
to new and old classrooﬁ;teacﬁers. They were in touch withl
new ideas and procedures; they ﬁad the‘time_tb hang aroun&

and help. .And, most important, their opinions about an

individual teacher's performance would not-''leak'" back into

the evaluation networks of the system., Although they never
passed on evaluative information gathered from their classroom

visits, the Team members were not simply passive, non-directive

visitors. They were not ashamed of their pedagogical biases,

énd they did not shrink from private.préise of teachers or
disagreement_&ith them. In additiqn, the? had to be éble to
&emon;frate'their own beliefs. Eloquent theoreticiaﬂs who
are scared of children are.oﬁt of_placé.on Inhovatién Teamé,
and so are ''matural teachers" who cannot or will not articulate .

their good practice. A continuing complaint of teachers: during

_the first two yearé in Maine was that . some Maine Team members

refuséd‘to reveal their educational beliefs. Teachers came

to believe that .they had a :'"hidden agenda.'’

RELATIONSHI?-BUILDING WITH INDIVIDUAL‘TEACHERS. - This

process builds on the whole-Team contracting process, and
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is anéiagous to it, Te%h members should go only whére they
are wanted, They should respond to specific needs, and

buiid relationships with individual teachers in an atﬁosphere
of mutual respect and 1eatning. If they becoﬁe paséive de-
liverymen or zealots.for'single-solutions, theit effectiveness

is lost.

Once the initial contract was made between the Team and several

~schools, Team members ran workshops, institutes, conferences,

and lecture series, but attendance was never compulsery., They
carefully followed-up teachers who attended their group activi-
ties, but never trespassed where they were not wanted; they

only visited the classrooms of those teachers who invited them in.

On the other hand, they made every attempt tdfbe wanted, They

were willing to gradually. soften-up tesistantfteachers by
dropping}by.when their classes were not in séssion and by
using other teaéhers to encourage their friends to cdop-
erate. Cédperatihg teachers often receivc& curriculum
matétialé without the delay usual in many Sthool systems;
the. Washington Team set. up a quick delivery system. (Their
p0pu1ar1t] as deliverymen of materlals made some Team mem-
bers untasy, but they soon reallzed that service was des;
perately‘needed and that it helped gain them entry for
work they honsidered more importanto) Team members had
othér tangible goods to*enhourage codperation;,ciassroom help

in teaching, discipline, and organization; released time and
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substitutes when teachers wanted to attendbworkshops as well as
~in-service credits, andi(often) e#tra pay fﬁr attending Team-
spoﬁsored activities. The Boston Team in its last year of
operation devoted much energy to én.in-school Resource

Center for children and teachers. In short, the Teams

actively enticed teachers into their orbit.

~ The tension between being "experts' or ''process consultants"
remained in thé foreground in the operatiohs of.all the Teams.
Teachers welcomed the expeditious ﬁelngry.of,new bits of
curriculum like the E.S.S.:kits. They eagerly sought specifié
ideés and were wary wien Team members pressed them to take
time to ponder:the‘larger implications of their adoption of

these ideas.

SUccessful Team members saw fhemselves_as "consultants', not
"experts''. = As one Mainé Team_membér said, "I see a consultant
-as someone who can help faéilitate the process of people helping
themselves. A‘consuléagé, for example, éan helb you work out
the procéss by which you can meet your own needs. An éxpert,

on the other hand, would make specific suggestions as to the

kihds-bf programs, materials, or procedures you might follow."

The four Teams often made use of "'experts', especially in
short-term workshops and teachers' institutes. There was
ample fecbgnitioh'of the useful role people with very. specialized

skills can perform. Many‘Team members Had special talents.

ERIC
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Dr. Curtis' considerable expertise in reading programs
exemplifies this., The "consultant' mode described

above was clearly the pféferred role, '"Consultants,"

in this sense, seem to come closer to the Leistéershire

idea of "advisors.! They come in only on teachers'

requests, armed with solid classroom experience and

"teaching skill. They are not judgmental; they are not

afraid to articulate their own.values and demons;rateb
them with a class. Aé a Bgidgeport Team member said,.
'"We are 6utsidé people helping to.feleése insidérs'
energieé;“ The successful Team members‘seeﬁ to have
hany of the helping qualities of the best teachers in
épen classroomé. ‘This analogy might'be a helpful one

for selection and training purposes,
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CHAPTER 5
BOSTON, BRIDGEPORT, WASHINGTON. AND MAINE--A COMMON EVOLUTION

The four teams, in their Separate sites, never worked together which
probably accounted in part for the extreme differences in' their develop-
. ment., Seen from another perspective, however, all four.teams underwent

a general evolution that makes them look very much alike,

For the first year-and-a-half the teams seldom dealt with parents. or
"community," and they communicated only very infrequently with the other
adults (employers, ministers, or social workers,  for example) who are

part of the total educational process of children.

Furthermére, thé Teams' whole atéention.in the early stage wés devoted

to the diSSeminétibﬁ and developmeni: of curricula for classroom use,
ﬁsually in‘those'areas iﬁ which EDC had been épééialiéing as a curriculum
“development organization. Most of_the_initial Team mémbgfs éﬁ éil foﬁr
s;tes were "master teagheré” with‘considérable classroom gxperiehce. Mény

had been involved with_EDC’é-curriculﬁm deveiopment shops, "

Much of this téacher-fo-teéchér-acﬁivify was exéeediﬂgly‘slo&‘and ffuétrati@g.
Some Team members.had little Eo offer teaéhefs; mén&_tééchers and édminis-‘
',traﬁors were inCurabiy Sugpicidus ofyéutsidérs.' All of the Teams experience§
great difficulfy working with EDc; The driginal hope that the Teams would
purvey new énd‘excitiﬁgrEDC'cérriéulum materials tgfurban én§ rural'schools_.:
often foundefed because the EﬁC curficulum déveiopmént shops seemed'fo

have little intgresﬁ'inibending;their work schedules to fit the needs.dis-

‘covered by the Teams in the field.  And'many_of the needs, iike reading,
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bilingual education, and black identity curriculum were not areas of
interest for the various EDC shops.

3

At the-end of the first two years, money for the Program became tighter.

The Office of Education began to cut funds, insisting on more con-

centration of resources and more centralized evaluation and training -

functions in Newton, Because of these and other difficulties with the
original model of teacher-to-teacher help'and because of the reduced

- resources, the Maine and Bridgeport Teams stopped working with experienced

teachers in classrooms. The Maine Team shifted its efforts completely

_into pre-service education, supported partially by EDC, but with most of

its funding from other Federal sources. 1Its program with teacher-trainees
is exciting, but it has very little in common with the original Innovation

Team notion that we have focused on in this document.

The Bridgeport Team was disbanded after the second year. It had foundered

‘fromvthe beginning, One Team member continued to help teachers with math

curricula in the new middle schools, but here was:a solo veﬁturef Other

EDC pefsqnnel developed a vefy successful teacher-aide training pfqgram

at Eas£>Side Middle School, énd‘tried uﬁsuécessfully to help tﬁe_Bridgepoft
schqols initiate a‘Mo&eiiééhooi.Diviéioﬁ like Washingtoﬁ}s.‘ These were,
however, isqlatediﬁrojecté,'not a coﬁcent;ated Team effort to help ciéssféom

teachers with curriculum revision and development.

After the ofiginal activities of the Maine and Bridgeport Teams were

halted in 1969, most of the aVailable resources of the Pilot Communities

Programs were split betwecn central administration, training, and evaluation

at EDC-Newton, and the ‘two remaining field Teams.in-Boston and Washingtbn;‘
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This is not to say'that the 1969~1971 work in-Bfidgeport and Maine was
insignificant, * But, by 1969, work at those sites had moved far awéy

from the original Innovation Team concept.

CIf we concentrate on the first two years in Bridgeport and Maine and

the four years ih Washiﬁgton and Boston, we can begin to see an importanf
change in the origipalvconcept of an Innovation Téam; é'cﬁange we have
iﬁdicated.in Fhé Bridggport and Maine narratizeé.' Over the four yeérs{
of the pfoéram, Team membérs.gradually‘saw themseives less and_less as
”masfer-teachgrs“ and more and more as'"change agents." .This shift sig-
nifies far mo?e thaﬁ-a mere change in nomenclature might indicate, The
very notion of "master teacher" carried with it a connotation of expertness
that.individuél'Tgam membefs found both inaccuraté and ina’ppropriéte°

From the beginﬁing, their goal was tolencourage teachers to work out their

own curriculum and changes in classroom organization, not. to serve teachers

as instant "experts' in new curricula, They also disliked being deliverymen
P y 1 Ty >

~mere conduits of '"the latest and the best" in curriculum innovaticns, They

Qanted to help'teacﬁeré discover their own resourcéé,kjust as they encouraged
teacﬁers ;6 help the children in their classrooms discqver their own resoﬁrces§_ 
.As_éxperienced téachers themselves, the'Tgémvmembers had seen firsp-hadd the
sﬂort life of ”teachef-pfoof“ curriculum packages haﬁded éver to teachers who
adopted them wholesale, with Iittle or_no'thbught about their-:elgtion fo.

individual children's needs.

Fufthermore, the Team members began to see the critical necessity of work
outside the -classroom that could reinforce their work with individual
teachers, From the beginning, all the Teams had relied on workshops and

institutes to unfreeze groups of téachers and to encourage them to
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communicate with each other, instead of hiding behind closed classroom

doérs.,dGradually,.they began adding workshops for parents, hoping to

heip the parents understand the changes that teachers were trying to

_acéomplish. In Washington, parent workshops, organized ostensibiy to

teach parents how to help théirichildren_with homework; turned into
fundamental math and language literacy sessions when parents admitted
their own basic educational needs. The Boston Tezm added members whose

principal responsibility was the organization of Dearborn School parents,

The Teams .also increésingly worked with school administrators. The

Washington Team gradually had a significant change of heart about working

with principals and other supervisors. Initially, the Téam members Had

gone directly to classroom teachers, bypassing building'principals° In

the fourth year, they were heavily engaged with principals, not only in

“-the buildings where they worked with teachers, but throughout the system.

In addition, the Teams came'in contact with other educational.institutions
and refdrm groups in their communities., The Maine Team spent more and
mofe tiﬁe, evéﬁ in its second yéar, with local uﬁivepsities and colleges"
and the State Department of Education. From the beginning, the Bostqn
Team was heavily engaged with private commuﬁity échools in Roxbu;y, Boston
Staté--the.largest teécher;training institution fdr Bosfdn 3cﬁddls--énd
literally dozens of agencies énd‘grdupé trying to improve Boston sChools.

The Boston.Team trained adults as classroom aides and organized parents,

“and, for four years, operated a community resource center., Work with

non-classroom educators, especially supervisors and teacher-trainers

‘increased the Teams' impact on formal instruction, and helped to prepare
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the way for policy changes that might perﬁanently’inmlement.some of the

helping work of the Teams.

. Althoughvthe o;ganizational.mode df each- site Qas differeht, in the first

. year of. operation approximately two-thirds of the total resourceékof the
Pilot Communities Program was spent on Team members who were tq act as
master tea;hers. By 1971, Eowever,_the proportions.had_feverséd; less
than one-thifd of the Program's resources were spent on master. teachers,
Funds spent at Newton for trainihg, documentétioﬁ, evaluation, and adminis-
ération absorbed more théﬁ Half cf the Program's reséurces. fhe Maine Team
had left classroom materials and master teachers completely for én emphasis
on effective pre-serviqe'teachér edﬁnation; and in Bosgqn‘only $60,000 oﬁf of
a total estiﬁated budget of Siéi;MOOOkwaS directly cdﬁmittéd to "classroom
.support.” These proportions may be inexact, but théy'indicate the sﬁift
away from the initial emphasis on master teachers and new curriculum
materials towards a view of educétibnal change that includédlmany other
coﬁponents. By 1971, only the Washington Team -remained heavily committedv
to the initial notion that an Inngvation'Team.Would cbnsisf principally Qf
master teaéhefs working,witﬁ experienced claséroom teachers-on curriduldm.
improvement. And eveﬁ'theIWéshihgtén'Team members had exteﬁdea the concept

of master teachers far beyoﬁd its 1967 definition.

At the end of four'yearé, then, the Teamsuwére>composed of.“change‘agentsﬁ
who had déveloped‘skills‘thét extenaed far beyond the Qriginal cgnééption'
of their‘rales as master teaéhers.‘ In the words of»one‘Team member,
" change agents were not so muéh "to teaéh, to deﬁonstrate, or.to do" as to
 york intensively,with training and generating, in other people, behaviérs
that can‘bring about change." In the procesé‘some of théiTeams laid aside

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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or peribdically neglected the original mission of tiia Innovation Teams. But.
through their own organic development, théy demonstrated graphically{that

change in classrooms cannot be dealt with as an isolatable phenomenon.

[ S

‘One final question about the common experience of the four Teams remains to be

asked--but unfortunately cannot be answered: How'did the four Teams go about

withdrawing or exiting from the host system?

The whole issue of exit--or orderly departure of an Innovation Team--was

never squarely faced in the Pilot Communities Program. The reports of the

. Program frequently characterized the Teams as ''temporary systems,' as task

groups that would go out of existence once their task was performed. But

the tasks proliferated; there-was always a new project to undertake., The

Teams. in Bridgeport and Maine left their original tasks,fnot primarily because
they had finished thém; but becau;e Pilot‘Communities funds'wgre cut back and
were concentrated §n the Boston aﬁd Wéshingfon Tgams. Wﬁen the Office of
Education annoqnced in fhe fall of‘1970 that the 1970-71 school yeat would

be the last year of the program, the remaining Teams:weré_caught off;gﬁard,
without pians for orderl&jdisengagement.- The Boston Team, in fact; was
beéinning anew with a new 1eac_1er° The Washiﬁétn Team had elaborate expanéion

plans, not plans to contract.,

The Pilot Communities experience gives little evidence of ‘successful exit;
therefore, we cannot presume to construct an "operating principle' about the

process, but we can at least attempt to make some .common sense observations.

" A Team should not, it seems to us, simply fizzle out without working with the
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system to plan and fund' the uéxt steps and the long-term strategies for
continuing change once the Team has left. A feam should'plan for an

orderly depérture well in advance of the moment of termination, Hopefully,

careful planning, assessment, and modification will be activities built

into the on-going process of -the Team. However, a final assessment is

particularly important. An Innovation Team should not exit quietly,

should encourage reflecticn on the Resource Team venture by Team members,

teachers, students, administrators, and parents, This will be an im-
portant learning experience for continuing efforts at improvement and
will encourage all participants in the system'to assume some responsibility

toward this end.

Bomer s e
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CHAPTER 6

THE POSSIBILITIES.AND LIMITATIONS OF INNOVATION TEAMS

The plahners 6f-thé Pilot Communities Program and the Team members who
implementedbit were principally absorbed in doing their inﬁovétion work.

When they were reflective, they tended to Be concerned'with‘immediate
problems, with daily decisions, and not with questions that related to fwo or
threé, or five years hence. 'Jusf as they avbidéd thinking about éxit--

their immediate future--they never faced adequately the longer, larger
o ' .

Aimplications of their work. - . : _ L 3
‘This.lack of critical reflection én what the Teams were doing, why they
. were doing it, and what they hoped tokéccomplish, seriously affected the
functioning and final outcome of Team efforts. Problems which hampered
or, in some cases, paralyzed thé Teams,icoﬁld have:been'anticipated,»dealt'
with more effectively, or ?erhaps evén avdided. Time might have been used
moré.wisely if ﬁhe Teams had had a clearer sense of short-aﬁd long- term

goéls.

" For those communities who are considering instituting Innovéfion Teams,
‘we would like to highlight several issues essential to the success of

~ . such a project.

Support for the Innovation Team. The planners of an Innovation Team pro-

:ject should consider, from the very beginning, Whethef‘tﬁg system will
‘be able to support the project and the changes it generates‘in'the long

run. '"Support” is used here in #hree. senses--ideological, ‘fiscal, and .
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structural. Innovatién Teams represent a particular kind of educational
innovation: the develoﬁmeﬁt of a cédre of "helping' teachers, released
from classroom duties, and with a mandate to improve instruction'ﬁyv
woéking closely with teachers who invite their help. .Until a system(is
williﬁg to-consider seriously the long-term costs aﬁd implicatiGns of
such differentiated staffing; it should‘not start down the.Innovation

Team road.

Some personnel in the schqol systems will be unable to. support the con-
sequences of such an innovation ideoiogically. Building principals or
‘supervisors, for example, may be threaténed by a Team if its members
encourage teachers to think of new wa&s.of grouping ghildfen-or of chapging
the learning situation to encéurage more student initiative. The Washingfon e
Team approéched this p;oblem circuitoﬁsly, firsf'avoiding principals,, but
eventually'invol&ing them in workshops deliberately designed to introduce
them to some of the new practiées'it'was espousing. 1In the 1oﬁg run, a
~Team cannot:simply avoid such oppoSition;ﬁ}t will have to find wa&s to
change super&isors' atpifudes éﬁdvbéﬁéviors; if the tééchersiAchangés are

to endure,

Parents'ﬁay also be wary of changes. The éfforts of~tﬁe Maine Teaﬁ‘at Qﬁe
school foundered, because parents felt that chénges‘weré‘coming too quickly
and breaking too sharpiy with established»practice.‘lUrban parents afe :
especially likely to be suspicious of "open education”‘practices;'they
often feel that order andvdisciplinevare Synénymous with leérning, and

 that a shift to more student-initiated learning may impede their children's
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-chances of conventional academic success. In Boston, the Team found it

necessary to devote much time to parent education and organization.

The teachéré to bé helped by the Team will.prévide fhe swing vote on
the ideological side. = If teachers want change and the extra responsi-
bilities that a Team can help them develop, their enthusiasm énd
advocacy will make.the di fference. Whether or not a Team iikéé to think
in politicallterms, its efforté with teachers will be a form of teacher
v.orgaﬁizing§ ‘A Team will be éuccessfulyif it can:bring teachers, super-
‘visors, and parents to see that 1earning conditions can be improved and'
to insist on continued improvemeﬂt once the Team has been disbanded. 'Ai
major test of such success will be the institution of teache;—hélping
mechanisms in the system; ;ystémféponsored résource teachers, as well as
principals who take the role of instructional 1eédership seriously.

Of the four "Pilot Communities,' only Washington has begun to institute

these changes.

In the long run, Support fo£ the kind of change that an Innovation Team.
will initiaté will alsd'démand=structura1 changes. ‘Status hiérarchy;
éoWer relatioﬁs,Aand‘role def?nitioﬁs create vested,inéerests, procedures,
énd‘formal and informal rules that encourage behavior COnfrgdictory to
attitudes of openness, éollaboration, and experimentation. Thege struc-
'tural‘relationships‘wiil have fo.be changed if new attitudeé are to be
given a chance to survive. Innovations in a classroom willinot last long
if teécheré'are not sdpported in their experimenting, or if the norms are’
éuch ﬁhat teachers can only maintain a sense_of‘secprity bngﬁphasizing

discipline and achievement tests as indications of their success.

ERIC
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There will be some school systems that are so wedded .to their structure

that the very notion of an Innovation Team would be ludicrous. We

' 'suspect that Boston may be such a system; the Boston Team certainly

had very 1ittie impact on the system per_se, althdugh it was helpful to
childfen_;ﬁd some individual teachers. In some ciﬁies,?people who want
to changélthebschools may have to turn, not to fhe-eﬁoiutionar& internal
kinds of change exemplified by an Innovation Team, but to the moreﬂ\;

dramatic kinds of change that the cries for "cowmunity control" indicate.

Thé question of long-term fiscal support isvalso important. Reieasing’
teéchers from classroom duties to help other teachers is expensive

as a small-scale experiment and even more éostly in‘the 16ng run. Ifla
school ;ystém should undertake to’e#periment with an Innovation Team,

it would have to be willing to release at least half-a-dozen teachers and

to provide them with funds to purchase materials and training. There would

also have to be access to groups of teachers throﬁgh summer Or

wéekend workshops, and these teachers would have to be paid for their extra

time.  Such a scale of effort would cost at least $100,000'a year. Over the

long run, it would cost much more to provide Teams of resource. teachers

for every school in the system,

All the Teams in the Pilot Communities Program had these funds and this
access to teachers. They could provide consultants, take teachers on

trips, and deliver new materials rapidly, Without‘the‘interminable'delays

endemic in most school systems; moreover, the Pilot Communities Program

was federally-sponsored, and it was initiated when money
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for this sort of experimentation was readily available. No one involved
with the Pilot Communities Program ever alleged that it was inexpensive,

nor were there discernible efforts- to make it more cost-effective.

It may well:be that fuguré Teamé gstablishea by school systems'wiil be

at an advantagé if'they are funded from the beginniné Qith school systems!
funds. Virtually none of the funds for the.Pilot Communities Téams came
from the regular_bddget of the host‘school systems. This fiscal fact'
may_haﬁe helped the Teaﬁs‘to feel more freedom, but it reinforced their -
"outsideness." :The s@hool‘systems'had vefy 1iﬁt1e egpnomic;stake in-the
success of the Teams. Only in Washington was the fundiﬁg sufficiently
"local" (reinforcing the indigenous originé of most of the Washington Team
mémbéfs) to force the school system fo take g%e Team seriously. The
Washingtoﬁ Team had a‘Better chance of surviving, becausevits members were

on the system's payroll from the very begirning. D. C. "owned" its Team while

the other Pilot Communities invested little or mnothing in their Teams.

" In the long run, a Team must prove its usefulness, or it will die. But ‘

local ‘investment in it, from the beginning, should improve its chances of

-success.

Expansion:of the Program. From the beginning, an'Innovaﬁion Team will

‘need a long-term strategy that will enable it to spread its effect to_thé
whole school system. Most Teams will start with paﬁté of the system,
with individual schools as the Maine and Bridgeport Teams did, or with

‘a sub-system like Washington's Model School Division.
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. The Pilot Communities Program may have been too optimistic about per-

vading the systems in which it worked with the changes genératéd by an
Innovation Team. The assumption seemed to be that the process of

expanding the use of Resource Teams to other schools would be automatic,

~ that adoption would occur in the natural course of events. However, on

the surface, at least, three of the systems "cooled out" the idea.
Bridgeport has some new curricula for its schcols and an active teacher'

aide program. There are fifty unusually trained new teachers in the

‘Maine schools. Boston has a bilingual_cluster program and a new and

e

vibrant private community school. Some éxperienced teachers at all fouf
program sites'ﬁave develoéed new ways to individualize instruction énd
encourage student-initiated learning, but as of.this date, none of the
"Piiot Coﬁmunities" haé adopted the Innovation or Resource Team notion.

We already know the fate of the Innovation Team notion in Maine and

Bridgeport, and it seems highly unlikely that the Boston Publiic Schools

will either find a way to continue the Resource Team there or start
. . . S

another,

Only the Washington Team ‘seems to have dealt sudcesSfully wifh fhe term-

~ ination of Pilot Communities funding. The second Washington Team 1eader

has moved on to start an Innovation Team in Baltimore, funded

by Baltimdre's Model Cifies Program.. Other Team members in wéshihgtOn
are‘continuing the work‘of the Team in various forms; the Team EEEEE to
have establishéd the notion of teachers helping teachers in the D;C,
Schbols.‘ In Washington, therefore, the System's‘appérent failure té
adopt the Innovation Team idea ﬁay be‘insignificant compared tobsomé of

the other changes the Washington Team has helped generate,
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‘Unless new Teams are more attentive to pervading the larger system than

most of the Pilot Communities Teams were, they will run -the risk of
devoting all of their energies'to the work immediately at hand, thus

not being able to reach:outward—-to other teachers and to other schools,

One strécegy that should enhance the possibilities of wider-scale impact

~ would be to rotate Team membership. Team members could be assigned to

thevTéam for t&o or thfeekyears, with the‘ciear expectation that they
would return to tﬁeir'"ﬁomé‘schools“ after learning how to work with

teachers. The planners could build in the_expecfation that teaéhersb
rotated out of the Team would be allowed to>carry out teacher-helping

activities when they leave the Team,

‘Another. long-run strategy might be to insist on the adoption of a plan

that would promise the continued expahsion of teécher;helping Teams to
the rest of the system after an,iniéial‘tfial éerioa. The original
Team's eﬁforts coulabbé.scrutiniged by an independenﬁ observer whq would
evalugté.its efficaéy and allow'ekbansion afteriinitiai performance” |
criteria are met°  Such an evaluation would have to use performance

criteria consistent with the objectives of the Team, R ;

Limitations of the Resource Team Strategy. 7Innovatioh Teams, as they

wére’established and developed by the Pilot Communities Progfaﬁ,_épring

from a basic assumption that public schools»can be improved in: an evolu-

“tionary manner.' The kinds of chahgés_institutedgby the Pilot Communities

Program were more incremental than the sweeping reforms proposed by advo-'

cates of decentralization and community control, such -as abolishing
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compulsory schooling. One suspects that the latter kinds of interven~

.tion should produce much more radical change, but that is only a suspicion,

There is»no.evidence presently available that will prove or disprove
" the efficacy:of thé Pilot Communities Program in itself, of in éompafi-
‘son to other, more radical_alternagives. It is for thié reason that in
this document we ﬁave attempted to describe thevProgram,'not to evaluate
it and to accept it for what it was intendéd_to be, not for what it
-might have been if othér people hédbset it ué or funded it. Our inten-
tion is to hélp the next community;set up such aﬁ Innbvation Team 5y
ayoidihg some of the mistakes and paying attention to some of the suc-
éesses of fqur such'Teéms over foﬁr years of experiﬁentation. Tﬁe inter-
ested comﬁunity must be made aware of;the iﬁherent 1imitations.ofian

Innovation Team approach to the improvement of education;

The ;otion of innovafion or Resource Teams was a major step forward from'
the s¢h001 curriculum reforms of the.60'$. Helping a teacher on all |
classroém aétivities--from'curficulum to diséipline to organizationf-,
i%zpoteﬁtially far mdrgféfficaciOus than plugging'in axﬁeﬁ science seriés‘

3 here.or:a language lab tﬁere.__The range ofﬁhéip}by the Pilot‘Communities

7 Teéms stiii-tended to Bé.too'ﬁarrow, focusing rathér-on someiqf the'éég;
nitive curricﬁla--especiailf science and mathematics--and often neglécﬁ-'
ing the huménities and .social sciehces, aé well as usually disregar&f

- ing "affective'" curyicula,

In addition, the Teams tended to work with isolated classroom téachers,

"and too seldom worked on the whole professional atmdsphere:of'any school.,

El{lc
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Only rarely is there aﬁything 1ike a coﬁmunity‘of interested proféssionals
in a specific'school.v Only a very few schools have'intéresfing, expandé_'
ing talk in teachers' 1oungés, useful faculty meetings,bcross-visitation
of classes by feachers, and other forums for exchange of ideas, Good

~ .

teachers exist in every system, but they are almost always very isolated.

from each other. Seldom do they shafe ideas; seldom do they talk in

~ any depth about individual students,

The Pilot Communities’ideology towards teachers fully respected indivi-
dual differences béfween them and ﬁended to be relatively 1e$s éoncerﬁed
-with_the.climate of rhe schooluas a whole, The indiﬁidual glementary
classroom--however '"open'" or "closed"-it may bé--was usually still age- .
graded énd isolated. And the individuai teacher was primarily dealt with
as an individual teacher, not as a member of a faculty, not as‘a teacher's

union member concerned with whole=-system politics.

i

In addition, thé classroomégentered ideology of the Pilot Communities

. Program seems to have been too little concerned with school administra-

tive officers to expect deep-seated changes. For example, Pilot Com-

munities Teams could hgvekput much more'monéy into intensive work-
ShOpS.fqr pfincipaié.and supervisors. Inétead3 most 6f'the,resouf¢es'
went to individual classrooﬁkteachers. Thére seems tq have beeﬁ‘a general
feeling that tép-level 1iaisbn was needed: the superintendenf of'séhools

needed to‘be courted, but there was too little middle-level 1iaisbn; '

- Bridgeport is the principal example of that failure,
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Finally, there was very‘littie attention paid to education outside school,

e.g., from families to church groups to the streets. There have been

‘neither streéet workers, nor social workers, nor any family visitors on

the Teams outside Boston., The whole Program was directed at working .
with classroom teachers in’ (mostly) public schools, and there seems to
have been relatively little attention paid to in-home teaching, work with

gangs, or concentrated educational experiences such as camps or boarding

schools, The ‘Teams did step outside the patterns of conventional, for-

mal schooling, often with great success, as in the aide-training program in

Bridgeport. They were constrained by‘their'funding source{ the Office

"of Education was primarily interested in the improvement of deliberate,

in-school instruction; however, the Teams seem to have needed more thorough

discussion of alternative modes of change.

Alternative Strategies. If there is sufficient dissatisfaction among
relevant constituencies and sufficieni support from the administrative

hierarchy, then an Innovation Team-typé strategy can be useful for a_num?

ber of purposes, so long as the obvious mistakes_made by the Pilot Com-

munities are avoided. Although the Resourgé Team was originally con-
ceivad as‘a strategy for achieving a particular objective, it was prac-

ticed in the Pilot Communities as a type of intervention which, in fact,

“could be used for several purposes and not just delivery of new curricula. .

I1f a school system is at a fairly low level of readiness for change,
then the Team is a non-threatening means for increasing this readinecs,
by getting teachers accustomed to trying out new ideas -and by discussing

problems in the c1assroom--reflecéiﬁg on .educational goals==on a
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.one-to-one supportive besis. The goal ef introdueing new curriculum
becomes quite secondary to the idea of'increasing teachers? awéreness of
their role as teachers, The Team can be opportunistic, using'any chance
to respend to teachers! needs as a way of gaining trust and respect.

This develops in teachers an excitement about teaching, a sense of secur-
ity in trying new\methods; and a sense of.confidence that_they'might be

able to influence and make nceded changes in conditions around them.

It is‘pOSsibie.that the state of a system may be such that the primary
focus of a Team éhggld be on delivery of new curriculum methods. In
this case, the system should Be made aware that the pfesence of a feam
fof:a limited amount of time is not sufficient for any meaningful and
permanent change to occur. The Team should encourage the school to con-
sider alternative ways in which this delivery can continue in financial1y
ﬁeasible terms; for instance, a).making sure -that materials, newsletters,
etc., are feceived from curriculum development”centers; b) cutting back
the number, but sfill keeping master teachers as e'permanent‘part of
the system; c) giving‘teachers release time eitherafor independent
work or group éenineré‘and discussions. This can be_arranged by.plan-
ning independent ﬁork for students (probably.good'only for upper grades;
youngef kidslstill need supervision) or bringing in volunteer teacher:
eides and scheduling outside pedple to give a class on a fopic of their
.expereise; or d) creating team structures of teechefs, studenté, andﬁ
'administratdré,:bqth temporary and permanent; S0 ehat_the benefits of a
Team ggq e hierarchy ean be permanenglyAinstitutionélized, and‘teechers
heen deveiopvtnei;kown inncvatidns'(as opposed to adoption or‘adaptation

. of innbnetiens developed exeernelly).

o : , C .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

~120-

There are, of course,'pros and cons to each of the abéve'suggeétions;
consequently, we come to the purpose of a Resource Team, namely as a
"change ageﬁt" for organizapional development, engaging all members of
the échool in.a self-study, with the idea 6f creatiﬁg an enviponment

for change. This method incorporates basic organizational principles:
that those who must ultimately carry out the changes must be a part of
pianning them and that change must start wifh the actors' perception of :

the problems, etc, Other strategies can incorporate these principles

too, but the organizational development approach makes them fundamental,

This focus demands a different kind of Team, one in wﬁich the personal,
interpersonal, égnsitivity, and 1gadership-bui1ding'skill§"are moét impor-
tant, Expertise in a subject matter may nﬁt be as necessary as ié expe:-
ience in schodl systems==important for trust and accuracy in the change

agent's perceptions.

:TheyPilot Communities followed at least one principle enunciated by

theorists ofaorganizational_development in-identifying and energizing
local strengths, .Time after time, Team'members_mdved into a situatiOn,
idéntified local leadership, helped that leadership get some skills--

or money, or ideas--and got out of the way. This happened at every

level--in classrooms, in school buildings, in pre~school centers==and

was often more useful than trying to stay within the original focus of

working with individual teachers. Thus, the mottos change. At first,

it was: "Listen carefully; make sure you know every step.'" By the end,

the slogan is: '"Get out of the way.'"
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A sécbnd category of ghaﬁge strategies becorﬂé o pfopriate when precon-
ditions for a Resource Team are not met, when dissatisféction is not
widespread, and/or support does not exist from the hierarchy. A nuﬁber
of possibilities existf 1) Atteﬁpt to enter a school at ‘a very specific,
service-oriented levei. (The persoﬁal friepdships established ma& be
Iused as a vehicle for encouraging particiﬁation in worﬁshops and finding
the sources of resistance to chaﬁge.) 2)  Set up an alternative school.
3). Organize students; teachers, ordparenté'to be effective interest
groupé, applying polifical pressure on tge system, so that isAis within

the self-interest of the system to respond.

The above discussion of'cﬁange stratééies‘in schools is predicated on

the assumption that ultimately the mést important and necessary change in
schoblslis that they become capable of ;reatively adapting to intgrqglb‘%
and external pressureé; that a structure and culture is created wﬁiéh
encourages each membe;'s curiosi;y to 1earh and gain respect'for_him;‘
self and others; and sugports éxperimentation and fisk-takiﬁg. All

other changes will otherwise have a 1imited‘effect and will be less than
safisfadtory; Wé believe that the uséfulnesg and outcomeévof Innova-~
tion Team activity-jboth within the Pilot Communities and in thése

started independently in other communities--must ultimately be judged

with this perspective.



