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- INTRODUCTION o ", .

' This is a partial report from a siudy of.a field éxperiment which tested

E 4

) a new model for district-wide educational planning, uging participatory tech- .
mques . T ’
4 Two-terms in this introductory sentence recuire definition, One is : .
"plannlng"' the other is "partiéipatory, techniques" Let us begtn yith a dis-' o o
cussion'ot the.term “'planning", _' ’ . " . o

Most school districts, ‘unlike citieé' do not have - plamlng departments
At the same time, mghy activities which may be labeled "planni.n_g’_’ take place
within school syste"n";‘; For exaniple, someone is responsible for projécting

- enrollments and those-data must’ be used to plan for the appropriate. numbess
of. teachers, rooms; and' buaea. “At the same tiplei._some person or group is
preparmg the budget at the central oft'ice level Frequently,  new: programs
. are bei.ng planned, perhaps in apecial education or vocational education. At
the heart of the educational process, all teachers plan coux:ses and lessons.

* . It may not be useful to group. all of this actwity together under the label :

* of "planning": Some of, 1t' might simply be labeled "administration" Other L
parts might be termed ;"problem-'_a‘olving". Some of the activities are quite ' -
routine; they are reméted on a regular cycle, using familiar prooedures, with

Y - little- intent to make substantiv,e changeg, but rather to mai’ nta“ln the. system in
good working. order by,carefully examining its working parts and making ad-
]ustments when necessary Other actwities ofa planning nature are totaliy

non-routine., ¥ .g)r éxample, sc¢hools must be buflt- or closed, or a new prog-ram
. .In human relations is' to,be developed, or two school districts are.to be merged,
: -'- o Plan g is a,non-precise term, Frequently, the term.connotes highly -

y rational activities, value-free in nature, performed Py proféssionals, and

aimea at eXercising some control over the future. Usually, the sub-activities ®
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‘gaitors have found that these plans serve a number of purposes otﬁer than guid-

" advertisements; games, or exercises for interaction (Cohen and March

)
i
W *

o

+,

include the-gathering of...data,; con‘sic_lerintg alternstive solutions, and recom-
mending or ehoosing solutions which are optional in t&rms of established A el
criteria, o ) '

-“Not infrequéntly,. school districts compile alarge amount of data and -

- -

future projectxons into a document called a““long—range plan*, Some mvesti— .

C]

i.ng the course of the: mstxtution i.nto the future. Plans may serve as symbols, P

197,4)- Some skep’tlcism does exist about the value and purposes of long-range
plans. Nevertheless such plan§ aré developed S

In this paper; we are concerned with a process, that has led-t-o%the devel- ’
opment of a lgng-r"ange .plan within a ls&-ool district. This prooe_ss' has.l;een . .
unusual in that within it the school district has dealt with broad-rangmé : . C
xssues, such as teachereétudent relationships, competency—based edu‘cation,
and numerous other, matters seldom taken up in the context of. a long-ra.nge plan, -

When plsn..ing probes. below the surface of things and-raises fundamental

xssues or issues not normally déalt \yith, we may say that the orgamzation is

doing some "constitutxonal"plmming Comt;tutional planning may involve the s,
exammation of unexamined, relationghips. It may deal with questions’ of legxti- ) <
macy For example, should the school system attempt to educate parents as

a means toward i.mproving the educational process for children? = ..

. Such “constitutional" work is familiar in business. A manufaoturing
firm may be struggling to find. a new market or attempting to decide whether -
. it would be legitimate, 1}xterms of objectives and capabilities of the firm, to
move into a new type of product or service. In the public sector, we see num-
erous.,example of such "constitutional-level" planning, For- -example, should T .
the National Park Serv ice permit public convention, faciljties to.be developed - 1 2
in Yosemite National Park, or is that illegitimate in terms of the goals of that

‘%
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agency and/or of the agency's capabilities?. ) .
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Constitutlonal planning in éducation is rather unusual at the level of
localsschool districts, By comple;c social processes, it becomes legitimate
for school systems to educate five~-year-olds, or to move into post&seconda,ry

educatlon For the most part, ‘auch movements are statewide or nationwide

“usually controlled at tﬂ“ state level Local districts /i:spmd but do not them-

selves often probe such baslc 1ssues in a systematic way. There-has been a

-substantial increase, however, in g?al-settmg and needs assessment exercises,

w :

which may raige fuidamental issues.. ° R -k
The plannjng proéess to be discussed in this paper had as its intent such R
constitutional planning. The District choséto do this task by-the use of an in- _‘ '
tensive participatory process, . : '
. Just as the term "planning" requu'es sorii}é‘clarlfication. so does fhe
term "parf.lclpatdry" Mansbridge (19?3) defines "participatory- democracies" .

‘A
as those in’which "declslons are made directly, face to face, by consensus,

i and with a presumptlon of equalityamong the-members"', Participatory meth-
’ ods in school systems will be' defined here as'those which bring parents and/

other citizens together with teachers and adn\iltnistrators intc a, small setti.ng
wherein they share vie“[points and design com monly-accepted pro’posals Such

‘e

" methods have become widespread in the last decade, parily through the imple- )

' educatlonal programs. ‘

. ar
+ fq

mentation of federal programs (such as ESEA, Title I) and state prpgrams {such. ~-¢
as Early Childhood Education, the- forthc'oming 7-12 grade edncational reform ‘

w»

programs in California, and competency-based education in Oregon}, which  +
mandate paren'tal and staff participation in the design and evaluatlon of various .

Along with the-rise in the use of particlpatof'y practices, there has been « ..

.an increase -in the variety of arrangements that are used in the attempt to in- v

clude "parental® and "staff" involvément in eclucatlonal policies and decisions .
The broad guidelines of the Various féderal and state programs mandating par-
.ental andestaff participation have led to the adoption_of various formulag.for, - -

- -t RS
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‘based education,’ language arts).

_be useful in Sther dlstricts We will dlscuss three_ of them,

]

representation, areas of decnsion—-making, finahty of the decismns ﬂiade by

_’these parent/staff‘ groups, and §’o on. In general, however, - these programs« z

hke céritered on immediag'e ‘concerns, usually one - academic year, and have

been limited to one segment of the school system (e £.s grades K-3, competency-

£

This study reports on the utilization qf participatory methods for the pur-’

poses of long-range ‘planning, The case we will be descnbnng utillzed commit~

Teées that have some resemblance ‘to existi ing "district advisory committees",

" Unlike these, however, the planning committees in the Project were coordin-

ated under a ”collateral organization" structure and were not limited to dealing
with a specific area of the school district - The planning committees in the study
also resembled "goal-settmg” groups, but unlike these, they did not simply

_state gqgls but.f’ormufated proposals specific enough to be implemented A

third dlfference between the planning teams and | the usual t‘orms of policy-level
participation was that participation was quiite unrestricted, since- anybody wnsh-
ing to become a "volunteer planner™ could do so, Finally, planning teams were
provided technical consultation when they needed itdn order to conduct surveys _

&

or to do other work,necessary to. their - purposes - ¢ S

£

OBJECTIVES OF THIS PAPER . a

<>

The Palo Alto District set,out to cond&ct a comp’rehensive planning pro~
cess, partlcipatory in nature, with no limitation on subjects which could be
taken up for plannmg purpgses, In 80 doi,ng, a number of things were, done L

Q-which are unusual and deserve careful study as field-tested methods which may

~ * This paper assessés the bencfits and d1sadxantages of three planmng
techmques RIS . e

1 Bringing volunteers from among all major sets of
-actors. in the school System (parents; students, *
teachérs, ‘admiinistrators) directly into the tech-
+ T nical process of planning and policy formation;

..
4
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BRIEF HISTORY OF THE EXPERIMENT *

- T e e g e T
) » . ‘ -
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“ v . st ., L ,
) 2. Allowing 4 flexible problem definition, ihereby .
. participants in planning are given ample freedom )
. to Belect dreas fo study and planning, subject to
a minimum.of_restraint-by-school authorities; and .
-~ - . .
" 3. Establishing.an organizational structure for plan-
ning purposes which paralléls the District's ad-
- min{strsiive-structure in some, Fespects but « ‘s
remains separited from the line administrative.
* structure and permits teachers and administrators
. to join with parents an}l students’in educational .
: study and planning in a mianner which cuts gcross ™

-

existing school structures and functions. \ - ) »

«

LY

Each of thesé planning t%]iniqueis“is traced over a tliree-ire_ar period; from
inception to t{:,e presentation of the planning pgmposalstb the Board of
Education. . . -

') o, ™ . <

ar

‘The 'Ps_;rticipatbry Planning Exéeriment: The Case.of Project Redesign-

_ “The Palo A'lto“Un|iﬁed School District is a suburban K-12 district com=
prising 13,000 students, 20 eiementa'ﬁf schools,: and 6 secondary schc;oia.
In 1967, the Supecintendent initfated efforts to invelve the eéntire.school/
community in an examination and redesign of the educational systems;- ".'_to ST
mee_t the needs. of ;tuc.i‘ents growing up‘ih'ihé uncertain, fa'_é;techan_ging, com-.

-

~ plex world of the 1970's and the early 1980's", & The sphodl board enthugj-

astically>approved-the Superintendent's proposal and ppointed a committse of o
31 persons to create a structure by which the séhopl.district«could proceed to ..

prfoduce'_.a long-range plan. This group, labeled the "Convening Committee": .
ﬁs_ composed of citizens, staff,- and‘student;. S g .

PR . - - '

. .. . ‘e -

(1) "Project 1970's - 1980'5: An Educational System Redésign", Superintend-
. ent's memo to the Palo Alto Unified School, District Board of Education.
October. 15, 1971, ¢ : . a
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°P ‘I‘he structure formulated by this committee was endorsed by the Board, .
: -, and Project Redesl&;: wis ‘thereby born in January, 1973, It was g_o’be come e

T posed of volunteers from all segments ot’ the sch'ool-district *A small paid

. _gtaff would carry out techniqal and seCretarial tasks forﬂ'le volunteer plan-
’” Hers. The-main P t of the Project wou}clbe the de.live;ry of.a long-range
. plan by, mid-1975. “"}?‘ -

Structurally, Project Redesign was, to be coordmated by a small eleven-- _
'member group called the: "Design Management Team" (DMT)., The Tirst task . ~ "**;:' g
'of the DMT was to be the orgamzation of several task forcesﬂ:]'i}rged with carry— PR
.ing out studies of the schoo‘f district to produce a_data base for comprehensive
planning. This was to be followed: by the orgtmlJ ation of planying teams charged"
with developing progosals, afld ‘ad-hoc groups, which would be"'self-appomted s

-

or special interest groups" working on some issues far in¢lusion m the long- +

/"'
range plan.( 2 During the life of the Projeot‘, seven task forces and eleven
planning teams were in operation. One group of primary teaohers ‘at first., . ‘ ‘

emerged as an ad-hoc group, but then requesfed thatlt be designated as a plan- -

-

nmg team in primary education,
" The planni.ng teams met bi-weeklyfor an average of nine months, “They

produced plannmg proposals in the form. of "operational goals' for inclusion in
- the Project's long-rangé plan, The DMT' task later.,lp its life became that of .
. synthesiztng all- op\erational goals into a si.ngle dooument, wliich resulted in an’
. / o 80-page long-range plan, The plan - whieh included 36 operational gosls --was
delivered to t.he Board in September ot’ 1975, Action was takasn on- six opera- ’
tional goals in March of this year and it is expectéd that the Board and the Cab-. ° -l '
inet will respond to the remaining 30 3?3.15 in the spring and summier of '197(?;

-

v . \ e + " v gt
” » ( d .o :
2 "A Report to the Palo Alto Unified School District Board of Education"
) Prepared by the Convenmg Committee, January 23, 1973 R |
. . _ e !
L] o 8 ] L & ) )




f’ The findings reported hergcm were obtained by a ‘variety of research

' tools Approximatel_v 120 active PrOJect particinants were observed and com-
B eted questjonaaires. Plannlng tzam. ‘coordinators were interétewed on coms
pletion o{‘ their teanrls work, Board a.nd Cabinet members | were interviowed _
tivice duriné the development of the PrOJect Minutes and other printed docu- : L
ments were examined. Additionally; one.of the"researchers acted as a parti- ‘ :
“cipant observer, while thé other was a(}non-particlpant observer fr;ona the be-
ginhing-of the P:‘oject's‘life-. . %'W. 5. . L .‘ . | .
Study of the°process:and provision of technical assistance to the volun~
teer planners was made possible, in part, by a three-year grant fromthe 7

National Institute of Education. R S Lo

» . : it

k-]

¢ : . "’ e
L. PLANNING-WITH UI'&RESTRI’:"TE.D PARTICIPATION ‘ | o

Certain forms of voluntary‘ participation in schools are easil_v accesslble

" to anyone interested. These include service as a classroom aide or tutor, & |

.helper or organizer of field tr1ps -member of the PTA, and 50 on, Other forms

of participation particylarly- those dealing with-policy formation - are more re-' \

¥

str1cted Not everyone can serve on the school ‘board, on appointed advisory

« ‘committees, or in leadsrship roles in the PTA Involvement in'policy-level . 4

activities is usually attained after a PTO‘{% of seIectlon or election, Persons

who do not have a history of educational involvement. or who are not well known

by others in 'their com'munity are unlikely to become involved.

Some channels for polic_v-level participation are highl_v accessible of -_' “
course: These include a;idr;essing the Board of Education, writing letters to

the local press,: participating i in school electidns, and organizing or joining-ad ~° \/

" hoe cofnmittees or groups of parents interested-in some as.peots of the schools.
Characteristically, these channels -eitl'g,er‘pro_m'o'kpai‘ticipgtion in dn gggmai-y

setting or else affect policy formation in a very indirect way. : L
In the ‘case of Project Redesign, parti¢ipation }yas quite unrestricted. oot

The Project permitted very easy access into polic_v-level activities, since
_ . ﬁf : . o‘ —a .-
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‘mvolvement in the task forces and the planning’ .teams of the Project was open .
to. an_vone The De31gn Management Team the Prbject's coordmating body -
was theonly instarice: of a low-accés ibility group-in the Project Members

3t 'the” DMT, as it was.dhlled were pointed by the Board of Education

e

-

MRS

“ U
,actlvx@s depends a great deal upon- the’ soclo-economic malt'eup of the commun-

ity (Carter, 1960; Giaham, 1963} Mlnar, 1966). This Pro;ect took placeina
“suburb wh1ch is characterized byta hlgh percentage of residents in professional
tecnigal, and managerial occuplations, Particlpatlon in school affairs is rela-
tively h1gh More than 4000 persons volunteer their services during a typicsl
school year: most of these (about 82 percen}) becomwe involved in- auxiliary ac-
t1vities.( ) About 370 persons are presently involved in D1str1ct advisory com-
nuttees (hoth those mandated by federal programs and- those ex1sting at the Dis-
grict 1o vel). “In additlon, attepdance Wﬁjmﬁs is-constant, ‘with an aver-
« age audience- of 60’ persons per meetmg. a figure reIativel_v hjgh for a med‘ium-

sized schoo] district. The community has traditionslly supported educgt} by

»

_ votmg favorably for- hond issues and revenue base mcreases even whe‘n si ‘

electfons in neighboring districts were failing,”

from.a Project which permitted unrestrlcted participation in poli -le'fel wark?
One hundred eleV’n persons participated in task forceé} About 190 parti-

“cipated in plannmg teams. Total commumty/ school participation in-the Pro-

Se ]ect includmg those who served-on the DMT, réached about three hundred

" ject. Thu'ty-seven percent of the participants were parei:ts 33 percent wére

e : . L . .. T P

1
Ak 1

(3) These data were obtamed from participation necords for the academic \yea R
1973-74 Similar trends were observed in the yédrs 1974-75-and-1975-76.

¥

- Previous research has found that voluntary particlpation in school-;elated ’

|l .

G1ven these pre-Project features of the school district, what 'did fve learn -

fl.ft_v~ - Of these,. about 12 percent hsd overlapping memberships withm the Pro— .

teachers, 14 percent were staff members ~and 16 percent were students. [

»
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and’ cldse to 82 percent of these were. in edication-related professions: L Lo

' , had not been involved before m educational activities These were mostly

-frequently expressed Opinions and/or suggested recommendations for change and

' tion for being one of the best in the nation, does have a small number of” dissat-

. . Y s )
Whiie the community had a high proporl{ion ot:college graduates among, -
its :!du'lt popuiation {40 percent), participa.nts"i.n the Project had an even higher : )- .
proportion (75 percent). The largest occupational category was professignal,
age of the participants clustered in the 30 to 50 range, there were almost no °
participants in the 20 to 30 year age range.’ ' -
. We found that the partici]sants were persons with a stable interest i S

: education, an jnterest that had been manifested in previous involvement in

various other educational activities. Eighty percent -of the participants had &
performed at 1éast three actions concerning the school system in the past two
years.{from voting in a Board election to having spaken or written to the Board
or to the Buperintendent). Only a smali minority‘ of participants (9 percent)

older male professionals, Possibly they had seen existing channeis,m the: ,
District particutarly the PTA - as unsuitable for themselves This point  «_* °
is extremely important because these persons were a. new group of parl:icipants
who provided strong leadership and expertise . o .~

- '

r’-.
The Project attracted some of the ¢ritics of, the District .- people who had

improvement of varioﬁs educational policies and programs. * However, these ;
ctitics were more numerous. in the ear,ly phase of the Project, when the Con~
vening Gommittee was appointed Overall, the participants in the task forces
and planning teams were individuals who expressed'moderate to high: satisfac-
tion with the school district, The Palo Alto Distrtct, although having a reputa- -

isfied clients (parents and cit zensp "This: ¢an be inferred from the results of
8 community needs assessment survey (administered in two consecutive Vés) »
in which about 8 percent responded that they strongly disagreed with the asser- -
tion that “'the PAUSD gives its citizens their money's worth, In contrast,_ only
2 percent of thewProJect's participants responded inathis manner

v»la .
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- - wplanning feasible..

.« after they ha.d'Operated for some time usually failed. New partlcipants generaf-

TR
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The rate of partlcipation in-the: Project wag'constant. After the initial ‘ '

forﬁxation of a planning team, there was an immedtate reduction in its mem- | é
bership, usually within the first three meetings, After that membershlp wag
quite stable, Most of the work was carried out by a small core of active par- v

_ticipants, Thus, while participation:in plannlng did not attract a large number
“of part1cipants, the small but comm tted groups that evolved made participatory = «

LY \\\ ~ ' . - . ;
The Pro]ect's staff and the DMT sough to have heterogeneous plannlng .

'teams « .The- goal was to- mdlude in each team dividuals from the four main

. coﬁsti,tuencles of the school system parents teachers, students and admi.n-

N mtrators ‘It is very mnportant to note that hetero§eneity is not the same as’
repnesentat‘iveness The members were from different groups bui did not.re, repre-
sent dlffenent grouBs The concept is the: same as heterogeneous groupings in . .
classes. It w,as sook learned that the degree of heterogeneity of a pla.nning team
was directly related to the problem choices of the teami; Problems of general |

. Interest, such as high school graduation requinements teacher/learner relas
tionships, and‘early adolescent education attracted a combination of parents, ' ‘ . ;
teachers and school staff. In contrast, more special{zed topics, such a,s long- . 0.

J . rahgetfinahce and. Specnal services’ tended to attract mostly parl:icipa.nts from - -

ané or two groups‘, either mosfly,gar_epts or mostly -members ot the.staff, If . - '

\ was fouhd that attempts to increaee the degree of- heterdgeneity of- these teams

1y found it dif ficult to join an.ongoing team in which. all’; members lmew each

.;'T—,,—x—-otherquite well already or felt that other teams members were very much ahead

ot

L

in terms of the wqrk and rese\grch done. 56 far 0.
The participants gave to, the planning task a constant and reasonably high ‘

|
number of hours per week (an average of 3.8 h0urs), although parents and stu-

dents showed significant va'riability in the time given to the task: The majority

v of the participants performed their volunteer planner role acco,:ding to the -

. . L] c L . ' ’
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olficial expectations aitached to it; the performance scores of the quality of

7

participation for the four groups we-;g quite simflar.

./ Inexamining the'level of participation of those whio became stable par- '
. ticipants in Project Redesign, we found certain organtzational variables made
" a significant impact on the 1ntens1tx of partlclpation (defined as.the number cf

houxs- devoted~te the—planning task)—andthe—g&itx of- particlpation—(def ined-as*—————

LE}

.‘ . "D.

me behavid’ral compliance with planning task guidelines) The heter%ne:t_v i

of plannmg tearn membership was found to be strongly and posltlvel_v lated

_to intensity of [\Jartfeipatxon Effects of group heterogeneity affectmg inte}slt_v -

of part:clpa'tlon, measured in beta weights were . 32'in the case of parents,
» 24 for students; and . 30. for teachers. Group heterogeneity. also had an' ef—

fect on ‘the quality of participation, Bets\Wei.ghts were 30 fof sttidents and

© .. .11 for teachers.. ‘No sigmficant relationship appeared in the case 'of parents, ¢

and the Bta welg‘it for non-teachmg staff members (mostl_v administrators) . .

was negative 1 "“23) . . v
.

caht nnpact onl_v in the case of the pgrents' intensityvof participation (beta g 26)

and quality. of participation (beta = ,16), while.the feelfﬁ_g that key decisfon. mak-.s-;: -

ers’in the school s¥stem wouId'respond favorably t6 the volunteer planners pro- -

The £Llarity Wlth which the. partlcipants under_stood the task had a stgmff-

posals had significant effects on the gu__gy of the parents' participation (beta- = 18 B

staff members (beta = 35), and student‘s (beta’™= . 19) This fe-eling of perceived .

responsiveness on the part of ke_v decislon-:makers, on the other hand, depressed

the particlpants'intensitg of particlpation, except in the case”of students . ’ , L
" The orgamzational variables accounﬁed for a greater variance in the in-

- tensity than-an the qualll:y;of particzpatlon ‘I..ikewfse the_v showed more con-

sistent and larger gffects" fn_ the case-of'parents and students'than among teach-

ers and staff members. The organizational variables we: examined implied t.he

existence of a ver_v rational structure motivating the indiv}du‘als' partic ipation :

Yet our findfngs reveal that neifher the clarity of the task: nor the perdeived
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reSponszveness to the- planning proposals produced unambiguous effeéts.

] ‘Tlus suggests that other yariables, perhaps those related to one s concep-
tion of duty and status, ‘may also.be, affecti.ng participation The finding of
negative organlzatzonal effécts in'the case of teachere- and staff memberg R

-

indicates that clients of the schools- (parents and students) perceive Opporb
hmines.to.partmlpatema_dnfremnt_hght from those working for the schools

(teachers and administrators) * For instance, the negative effect of. group .
heterogenezty upon the admmistrators' intensity and quality of participation’ ‘.
suggests that it is. threatening for administrators to treat educational issues
with parents,. students, and teachers. @ ' ) °
Desmte their commitment to the task the partzczpants ‘main reward
‘for participation was not the accomplishment of planning objectives but the
interpersonal relationships made possible b_v the partlcipatory process. Ap-
‘proximately 59 percent of the partzczpants stated that they attached value to
the planning team setting in wtuch they could intei'act with other persons poe-
“sessing a high mterest in_and l-:nowledge of educatxonal issues. Twenty-three
percent made posztive mention of the’ educational learni.ng expertences afforded
by the planningvprocess Only 15 percent said that accomplishing planning ob-
.- J. jectlves had been the. greatest source of réward from their participation
~  This finding calls.our attentnon to.a very fmportant fact In. normal
school district operations, settings are very seldom. provided for intensive,
prolonged interaction orr basic. educational issues between i.ndivxduals from- _
across the system, zndivxduals up and down the status ranks of the system, and
mdividuals from inside and outside the system. Interaction on basic issues
between such persons is usually cast in an adversary setting. Typically, war-
. ring factimmmdﬂ_ﬂmneat of controversy OWE‘“
curriculum or program proposal, In thia Project, howeven, diverse i.ndividuals

- , - » *
, L : . ¥
(4) -A full discussjon of the- effect of the oiganizational variables on the partici-
paiits can be found in Nelly P. Stroquuist, "Antecedent.and Concurrent Con-

-ditions of Participation: The Casé ‘of Participatory Educational Pla:ming"
unpublished Ph, D, dissertation, Stanford University, 1975
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¢ ~interacted intensively in 2 collaborative mdde on pro.gram'and curriciu‘um.'is_'- .

sues, -and most found the experience very rewarding personally, apart from
ts dircct value to the organization The sett gs in whif-h_persons interact
concerning education within educational orga.nizations deserve very careful

. Berutiny, , -
_ A& noted above, the participants were not people dissatistied with the

’ substantial minority population " Parents and citizens activated by these issues
_ carried out their efforts mdependent]y and did not use: Project Redesign’ as a

school district. Perhaps as a consequence, the participants did mot Become
very strong advocates of their planni.ng proposals, All of the planning teams
completed their operational. goals but there was no great mterest ‘i caimpaign-
ing for their adoption by the-school district. Conversely, individuals who-
wanted to-advocate a specific msue or prohlem did.not Join Project Redesign
Instead, they operated independently by forming their own pre,ssure groups.,

" This was observed throughout the life of the ProjeCt. During the Projeet;

. there were two non-Project issues in the -District which brought about heavy

parent involvement m District affalrs One was the closure of elementary
schoolsythe other, a proposal to.mexge the Palo- Alto ,Unif ied School District
with other. school districts, inclhding sections of East Palo Alto, which’ has a

¥

channel, to ach1eve their objectives - }

Overall, the introductlon of unrestricted particlpatlon in pianning pro-
duced the following consequences :

Participation in planning appealed mostly to.educated pcrsons “with a
stable involvement in educational affairs. Most of those who- became volunteer
planners had given auxiliary services to the schools before and were well-

’ lmown for the1r activism and leadershlp in 8chool affairs This was true of
all groups of pd’rticipants parents, ‘students, staff, and teachers On the
other hand the planning task permitted incorporation of a small number of old-
er professlonals (mostly male) who had not previously been in contact with the
District.
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'I"he"number of those attracted to abstract issues, such-as long-range- - '
planning, was small compared-to the number who volunteered ‘fn auxiliary

activlties m the- classroom or at the school level. - Yet: those. who cilne tend-"

ed to be highly comnutted and- therefore the p!anning task-conld be effectlvely

_couducted All teams fulfilled the1r duties namely, they did produce opera-

tional goals for inclusion -in the long-range plan. " The one exception was a team

‘which was’ d1sbanded after several meetings because no consensus could be

reached onra program of activities.

“Unrestricted participationvtiid not i_esu-l-t ‘in repres representative participation. .
This is not a critlcism It is too often unthmkmgly ,assumed that every volun-
teer group must be representative The school system in- undertaiiing this-
kind of effort, _may | “be thought of as seekmg the best people to do a job, exadtly
as it does when seeking employees Voluntary participation is a very selI-
selective process and individuals who do not see themselves as competent,

knowleogeable, and skillful as other potential participants geneially- will choose .

" not to become involved If school adginistrators intend to mcorporate others

from the community among Volunteet planners, ,special recmitment eﬂ'orts must

L

-

-

be ‘undertaken, as well as special trammg and assistance programs within the
plannmg process. This was done in this Project to a limited extent in the case
" of students and some parents .

In terms of benefits £or school administrators, the. development ofa, o
method for unrestr1cted participation in plannmg caused the District to tap a -
pool of relatively under-utilized human rescurces in the: community The Pro—

ject allowed administrators to discover and develop a core of competent and

‘efficient individuals, During the life of the Project, tlie District successfully

utilized Project volunteers in tasks outside the Project itsélf, including help
in a.taic-revenu'e election a‘nd:in conducting a budgét,priorities survey.

2 UTILIZ ING FLEXIBLE PROBLEM DE FINITION IN PLANNING

-

The repertoire of existing planning models, is largc Goldman -and Moyni-
han (1974) have found that at least eight planntng models are betng utilizgd in

*u

-
L}

.
. L
. . .
. L)
. : . v v
- - . * II




education, ranging from quantitatxve techmqu.ee, such as PPBS, to behavxoral B
- methods, such as organi.zatxonal development to simple projective techntques,' o
such aa the comn’ipn _vearl_v pro;ectlon or status quo planhning. These plann;ng.__~ |
processes have in common the fact. that they have usually -been carried out by a-

e mmma 4....,. ——— e ——

cadre of "technical experts" “he organlzation 8 -clients and its line- personnel

o

7 have rarely engaged in district-wide planning, : -
Ed_ucational ‘plang have tended to be- "physical, in the the__sens_e_tj;at_they_have
dealt with resources (usuall_v personnel and buildings) needed to: provide an ap-
-pr0priate educatxonal envxronment rather-than-with- the-process—and products~of- ———
the educatxonal s_vstem. In consequence, the-usefuiness of. planning as a change ‘

_'strategy has not been fully explotted. : )
. . . Administrators who invest in planning must, of course, have in. mind ‘the -
. type of output they desire from planning activities, -and.the dégree to which the_v

" feel the need to control the output in advance. In this case, . the expectatxon was

for rather specific, well-researched pr0posals, without advance speci.ficatxons
-“of the sub;ect matter. In other words, there wag- substantial openness to unex-
* pected findings and proposals, onl_v with;the requirement that there be ‘adequate
‘ evidence. of need feasxbiiit_v, and support

-

-7 This is a change gtrategy which recognizes several crucial features of

Lo

school systems in regard to change. It recogni.zes the extréme complexity of
‘“ edueational s_vsteme s0 that no central administratxon can understand all the
needs and possibilities for change., 'K recogni.zes the disconnected or loosely—
coupled nature of the s_vstem which makes it ponjible: for change to ocelr in -
several ways -4t the same-time without damaging the. oberation of other parts- ot
the system. It recogni.zes the need for ownersimip of change to grow and develop
‘internall_v, witheut tinposition from above. Finally, it recognizes the crucial
role of the commumty in school change processes. .

Project Redesign departed from the standard planning practice's .by. work~

ing on the assumption that 2 participatory plannlng activity is important because
it allows persons other. than "technical experts" into the planning process. These

-
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’ planmng teams were given complete liberty to define the problém areas with

1Y
.

© F A

. persons brmg their own "expertlse" as teachers admmistratoa*s L__rents,
and studeats. They are prov1ded additional expertise in the form of technical

assistance, and they develop new expertise as they gain experieace— withm the
Project Redemgn,sought to have avery wide "scope", itnything ufithin
the school system could poteatially be affected by the plan, The first set of*

Project, - . .

. nmg.charg'es_' =-8ome-relatively broad-concerns-that- should be-examined-iwithin

- the long-range plan: long—range fmance, Special servzces m the Distrzct ad\-

jbecause, in the opmion of the DMT, certain brgad areas were too imporl:ant -

. posals-or recommendations-to solve i was not strictly linear There were a

which they would deal, The second set of planning teams were assigned "plan- .

ministrative ) needs teacher/learner relationships, and so on, ‘This was done*

R

to rlsk omission, and because the task of problem definition withi.n new teams - Sl

was found to require an injtial statement of the broad area w1thm which the team -\

. ' "."&:‘\ ’ T o |
The kmd of planning process. that emerged under the participatory planning'

model resembled a modified pattern of. needs-assessment planning, The process

revolve d around identification of "wh,at is" and_‘‘what should be" happening i.n

the school district Most- planning models assume a ratjonal mode of decision~

making in which (a) problems are defi.ned (b) data ort alterniative- solutions are

obtained (cy a.fternatives are. compared against each other and (d). the most saﬁ-.

1s£actory solution is finally chosen.. In the case oi‘ Project Redesign, the pro- .- -

gression by wh1ch-tH’e teanis moved from defining a problem to offering some pro<

‘would work,

great many feedback loops between problem. choice and data-gathering: before the
actual shaping of the proposal was begun Planning toams frequently ¢ said that N
they "uncovered" issues as they twent through the information” and ""asked new
questions a8 they became more knowledgeable" - e

. Observatioa of the planniug teams, as. well as interviews with team coord-
inators, revealed three main stages in the.planning process:- the prohlem defini-
tion stage, the data~gathering ‘stage, 4nd the p'i_-ohlepi-,solution stage. r
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. ‘provided ifi schools.

" of the proposal! -

T el ,

R . ) . \
Whe‘ther-a planning team had-complété freedoin to select its topic or

was given a "charge", it spent a sizable amount of time (ranging from three -
to'twelve meetings) trying to define its problem in such a-way that all mem- '

bers of the team agreed-on-what they wanted fo do and could do. Teatns which

had a "charge" spent a.smaller amount of time deﬁnmg their problem, but

these ‘teams had to’ go through a process of, understanding the charge and- shap-.

mg it to their pérééption of. their needs and capahllities. ' _ Co :
Most of the data-gathering activities of the planning.teams were closely: =~ -

related.to. the problems chosen-ior—examinatmn—-Very*little“use'was“mfdeﬁ — oy
. T 3
volum inous data genemtadby earl:er taakjomes. On the other hand, the .5 e

. SRS

planning teams carried out a gteat deal of g;éaearch on their own.. They fre- T ‘
quently did extenswe literature searches, vlsited other schools, and interviewed

personnel in the achool district, Five. of(_the teams gathered data. from the . '
sehool/community by means of aur\rey;ﬁF ;JApproximately 2500 commumty and no
staff members participated indirectl’y in the shaping of -planning- proposals by |

respondmg to surveys., The proceas that took place within the planning teams _

'illustrates the inadequacies of planning procedures or: goal-setting exercises,

in whx,oh there is 1ittlé proviaion for deviation from a straight linear procéss, -
The teams needed to be able {o learn frem initial attempta at defining the prob-
lem and gathermg data,’ They.needed to go back to rethink the problem, to res -

" 'examine the data,«and sometimes’ to look for 1 new data, It waa a free-wheelmg

process. The opportunity a.nd the setting for'thia kind of process is not often

L

From the team coordinators’ description of their plaining activlty, al-"
ternative solutions were.geldom explored formally. In some caaes, the pro-
posed solutions "emerged" from the- data-gathering Ttaelf, Thia was particu- .
larly thie case when aurveya of parenta, atudenta, and teachers were utilized,
In other cases, the eventual redefinition of. the problem led to the formulation

« Questionnaire reSponses by mc}lividual,team members closely resembled
the judgment of the team coordinators “about the degree of dtfﬁculty of various

£
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e a- . planning activities, In both cases, the data-gathering process was sgen as , =
.o ‘%elatively easy, while the design of the proposals was considered very' diffi- |
cult, While only 5 percent of the partxcipants responded that "obtaining the

. information and lmowledge necessary to do the job" was. -very. dnfficult 37

\ ) \percent responded-that "movmg;irom information a.nd data-gathering to spe-
‘ .cifxc operational ‘goals or pr0posals" was very dit‘ficult About 34 pencent '
* . stated that "moving from the plannmg charge mto relevant work assignments"
‘ s :

: - was very difﬁcult Teams and mdividuaL team members frequently plunged
I Hmto—data-gathermg—with—great—energy-afterthvtmgh-process-o[—defmntg'tke—"" S
ST problem and specnfying the desxred data was completed: I)ata-gathering ean . . .
. be seductive m its tendency to crowd out txme for the 1 more difficult tasks.- |
- i Whereas the: official role of the DMT was - coordinatlng the work of the

pla.rmi.ng ‘teams, rather than imtiating new pr0posals, this underwent a‘de )
facto change during the writing of the long“range plan Asa result of the free- e -
dom the pla.rmi.ng teams had exercised in establishing planningprobg, the .
"DMT and the PrOJect's staff - the two,j groups formally responsible for the quaI‘ el
) ity . of the plan - saw themselves compeiled to establish a bhlance of topics, The
. DMT and the Pro;ect staff, who actually wrote the plan, set- out to. ’do a "synthesis"
- o the operatlonal goals presented by the.various planni.ng teams, Tt soon found - Tx

. ' themselves "supplementing" these operstional goals by -adding concerns t.hey ) ¢

personally had”‘ concerns they_had__geen expressed in the various needs assess~ -

1 e
- . il

ment surveys, and concerns they had heard from Board members. Conseqnently,

vy

4 . although the;plan itself was Initially expected to come from the teams, the 36 .

-

. operational goals in the long-range plan had the following origins, accordlng to.

LY

planning team.coordinators and DMT chairmen. :
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+ TABLE T
Operational Goals Contributed to the Long-Range Plan by Planning Tenms

Not recogmzedby a2 Team Coordinator -

fort with'the changes introduced

Team . - Direét Con- © . Indirect Con- g
. tribution tribution *

.' h ’ ot - . T -
Elementary Education -1 . 3 P )
Primary Education’ -5
Earlg Adolestent Educdtion 3 )

Secondary Edjication A 3 ]
Schoot/Commynity Relations 1, 2 -
‘Long-Range Ffnance . 2 C
Teacher/Leamer ‘Relationships A 3 3 ' '
Curriculum | T i ’
© 7 Administrative'Needs . 2 DT
Special Educational Services 3 S
DMT T - ’ It

&N
".
i
i
|
i

"}.

e . -, L .

3A8 can be seen, of the 36 Gperational goals,.the planning teanis claimed
direct or indirect authorship of 25; DMT l_eat_iel_'s recoghized T a8 having been
originated in the DMT; and'?oould m;t be identfﬁed by the e'oordtnators. - The
pai‘ticipatorjr processes, therefore, did not ré&ult i a ptlrely ﬁartie ipa:tory
product, . Part of thls is. eXplaihed'bjF‘tlie“ common e‘:qje'ri'e:m’e"’tlfit‘ 48 new ‘gi'o“ﬁp'"@‘s
worle on the output of other groups, changes are invariably lntroduced. In the
case {f Project Redesign, 6 teaim coordlnators were pledsed with the jo‘b done
‘by-the DM'I' in fitting the'sperational goals',mm;me_longgrange_ plan__hecguge )
"only minor\chaf;ges" had been made, or because their proposals had been ren-~ -
dered "more speeﬁi' ", The other 4 coordinators, however, felt that some of
the proposals-had been deleted, "rende;:ed more weak and less controversial®,
or "takén out of context", ver, -these codrdlhators'did not express discom-
the DMT. They 8aw these modifications as

Ly o

Y
[

[

-

L

.-part of the DMT's coordi.nating role, ,
Although the teams had ample freedom define their charges and to pro+ -
pose solutions, the eventual operational goals were not,” in gen_erai, highly .
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controversial’ Eight of the 11 team coordinators thought fheir- pr-opos'alé
"addressed the needs and concerns of teachers"; yere-'extensions of what -‘
L we have been dotng" "echoed a need this community hds been expressi.ng for -
. , the lagt twenty years"; or "represent an 1mprovement over the present situa-~ >
| fion", Two team leaders descrlbed the1r proposals as innovatlve because
these were: elther "trymg to-make- the educational system more responslve
to changing needs';, or "gave parents moré rights in the schools and-asked
for mdzvxdualized progra.ms‘for special children'% Only one team coordinator

_ categorlzed his teampropesals as controversial. In his opiﬁ s, the- propos- ‘ ., )

trnct to react to‘possil;ole legal directwes about educational ftnance.., o
+ The opinions of members of the BQard of Education and the central ad-

. mators. -Both groups thought that the plan dealt with the’ most important -
2 - issues in.the District, Some of these-persons mentioned omisslons, mcludin;é _
.cost effectiveness approaches to educatlon, teacher evaluation, cultural plural-
i s in) and education for the gifted. No sth]ect was peroei\red as "missing“ by ;‘ -
‘ " more than one reSpondent in interviews with the central administration and the

»
" L]

e e~ Boardi— - - — v
o _ -~ A number of central admimstrato,rs expre gsed disappointment at not see-
- . " ing moré "eontroversial’ and "innovative" proposals, Severai stated that the
- a _ proposals provided substantial support on.one side. of issues now before the
. District,c The latter tnclude developn),ent o alternative eIementary school pro-
-~ graims,. changing from junior high schools to-middle schools. and developing ,
) better coordination of career and vocationai echication. Most of: the- proposals '
’ .. . were seen’ by most admtnistrators as addressed to changes alreadyunder*way

-

intheDistrict RE N e
‘ The t‘act that an open planning process did not produce more controverstal

x

S
or "inno»ative" proposals deserves comment This was not a divisive process,
/ . - ; e .
(5). Cultural pluralism was not dealt with'largely because the District maintained .
a Department of Human Relations specifically charged with developmental h_r

-

work in, that area, g _ -

'als were "causing the District to respond to State action" forcing the Dis~ ~ 7.

‘l * . . .
LS. . oy . - — " -
. ‘. o, . - . ’, 22 - . " - 4 "_. f .s.
Toxt Provi c v ' - . o *
. . . - .

mimstratlon_ regarding the proposals were not- uniike those of the team coord— R
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. It could have been, resumably, since this District has its share of controversy.
The act ef deliberately raising broad. and .deep educational issues in t.he context® -
of a planning process with accompanying norms of research. data-gathering, and
examlnatlon of needs and solutions; in lieu of raising such issues in adversary |

gettings may have had-the effect of making some of the issues less divisive. _While

>

1Y

many persons saw the proposals as not very controversial or innovative, the: pro-

posals do deal w:th substantial. 1ssues some of which wiIl bring about major _
changes in the system i implementation is successful. The planning process, ag- ——————'mn
conducted m this Pro]ect is an educational proce—sTfor‘aIl‘concsrned—Under—cor—

u

ditions of generally positzve attitudes toward the schools, this. type of process ma_v . K
be a much more fraitfal wa_v to bring about changes. and improvements than using -
»standard exlsting sc ol district mechanisms. Whether proposals generated in -
. _ such a process would be, more divisive q,nder conditions of high distrust and dis-
. affection from the system is 5t known, There are reasons to-believe that even -
under these conditions, this process would prodirce useful and non-divisive- results. _
' It may be ' apparent from-this discussion that-along with proposals-for
change, this Pro]ect facilitated another process, namely, that of improving and
deepenmg ideas already current within the system or in the educational scene out-
side this particular District,’ This second process is also one that is not provided
- for very extensively in normal school districét life, We may be dotng some-good
thlngs now which need to be better understood and given more depth and content’
through research and planning, in the minds of both staff and citizens, This may
- counterbalance the need for change .in other areas and make. that change easfer.
. It is difficult to provide a brief summary of the 36 operational goals con-
e : tamed in the long-range plan. I we use the typology developed by Stevens -(1976),. -
‘which-establishes three-different types of educational reform (those dealtng with

structure, product, and the process of the scliopl system) (6) , the operational

3-...
g

(6) Stevens considers gtructural reforms those dealing with basic organization,al
resources (dollars, teachers, building) that seek to increase the internal effi-
ciency of the system; product reforms are those .covering services and policies

— having direct impact on students-{e.g., programs-for the gifted, compensatory
education, work-study); and: process reforms are those affecting educational
- decision-making. .

3
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goals can be classified as follows:

ﬂ;-TABLE u P ,ﬂ-"

-
" L]

Number of Operatnonal Goals Contained in the Long-Range Plan, by Type )

1

-

- e [ - : . ' N
> T Structure < 16
Product - . 7 - T
, . P_,l'oce' Cess. " . 4 5 ¢ T
e 4 T T ey . - : "
: , .8 - .. :
I3 ' y . [ . LI F & - e 2
S . . ‘ ™

-~
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g lesgons have been learned The choice by the group itself to deal with v,rhat they

, prq:osale which forin a tightly-lmit plan, and move.a eet”of“recommendatione on

N Stevens (ibid ) has noted. t]:lat structure-relateﬁ“product—related re-
fo‘;'ms are- usqally promoted by administraiors and, hence, are more eaeﬂy ac- '

) complished As can be séen in Table 1I, moet of the operational -goals contained
in-the long-range plan dealt with either structure .or product issues, Despite its .
participatory ongins then, the long-range plan seemed to follow the usual pat- ‘

tern ‘of most i.n-houac-de,signed'féformEF. )
From the uge of a ni‘pthod featurmg ﬂexibfe problem definition, several .

consider important may acéount ig part for the great amount of ti:me. commitment, ‘
and effort devoted'by particnpants to the planning taelc. However, hecause of the
isolated interest that tends to develop in éach team, there isa tendency at the pro-
ject level to ehd up with disjotnted—proposale.._&e_r&a_pg_ when-open participatory

"—-—--—-—.

methods are used, the expected result should be less a set of highly-integr‘a“te“‘d“““ R

— T e

issues or problems which are fgmd to be important aﬁl solvable by methods

il

proposed. s ,
The plarning etyle that emerges from participatory planning teams is not

characterized by formal examination of alternative So_lutiOns. Solutions tend to

be those which receive the consensus of ,planntng team niehib'ers. after nunierous

. a
e Fos
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: trlal-and—error attempts with other alternatives, This prcpensf»y to make de~

. cisions by "satisfyi.ng“ instead of optimizing has been noted elsewhere (March

. and Simon, 1958). Simply stated, solutions vghicﬁ are proposed are regarded
.as satisfactory solutions, but sufficient analytical rigor is not app‘lied to state

that these are‘optlmal solutlons, better than all others. ‘

" A flexible problem definition may. a.lso lead to the emclusion oi’ certai.n

issues or problems which do not fa11 w1thin the areas of concern of ‘the volun-

teér plsnners. This leads to- -a change i the "coordinati.ng" role of the group *

hensive plan, A ﬂexible ‘prob.em defmltion also places a burden o the Pro-
Jject's salarled staff. Since these are.persons formally responsible in the organ-
ization, they se;e themselves forced to mclude proposals the planning teams did
not design-but that should be there accor'ding to the problems they have per-'

o ,celved whlle dealing with.the org 7ation, P L,

*In spite of these problems, -the-basic- concept of settirg.npa planning

It requires. wss on. the part -of 'school officiaib?to proposals they did not
originate, coming from within the teachmg and administrative ranks, as- well@s ,

- - from among parents and students, These pmposals are allowed to. develop and

. mature in a collaborative atmoapjnere, rather than being put forward in adver-
B e 'sary settings by special interest groups. '
: . ,
By A PARALLEL ORGANIZATION STRATEGY

. o The Project Was set up so that the Design Management Team (DMT)

‘h m: LJ_—‘T _""'would”coordinate the work of. the planning teams. To assure that the Project,
LI . | would have independence within Ehe organization, it was decided that the DMT -
R would report directly to the Board of Education. 'I.'he Project director, on the
other hand, was made a memberaof the- superintendent's cabinet the topsadmin-
- o istrative council of the District, -and reported to the superintendent

25 ce

at the top, since it is put in the position of coming up with a reasonably compre- )

ST T __‘iprocess w1th open problem defmltion in a broad participatory settin%feaaible.
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~ This structure resulted in the creation ot anew orgauization within
the school disthct which in: some ways paralleied the regular District struc-

ture. The: 38 a h1erarchy of teams and reportlng relationships aud a ;

‘broad: division of labor to encompass wideiy-di.t‘fering educational aud organ-
izatiopal concerns. This special orgamzation was to deal with ill-defmeo
problems and issues centering around the -future of the school district, It
would not get involved with daﬂy'operatloual responsibilities and p%%blems.
but would nevertheless, have the freedom to.exemine any issue conceming
presem: operations, P’eople in this new- organization wouldfcome from a vari-
-etyvof ‘rolés in the regular orgamzation buthere- they would agsume new roles
a.md would we vk a8 equals. regardless of. positiémdn the forma,l organization. :
The creation of a parallel organization in this manner is not unIike the orgam-. -
izationdl change str‘étegy labeled the "collateral orga.nizauon" developed by
Zand (1974). (’7). ‘I‘his strategy has been tested in i.ndustrial and commercial
setti.ngs. In the words of Zand . ‘

»

“I‘ypically. a group (in an organization) has-a chain.of ° ,
command and a division of responsibilities designed® .
primarily for coping with well-defined, repetitive =
problems, - Continued change in, consumérs! desires, * .

g competttors' ‘tactics, and prochct tecnuology introduoe
unforéseen, ill-defined problems and: opportunities.

" The hierarchical organizational structuré is not.de- T

signed to discover and solve thésé "ill-structured'i t
) problems. Managers, regardless. of organizational '
level, ‘therefore. need collaterai ques. . -

-
-

We believe tha* the hierarchieal structure of schools, as well as that
-of commercial organizations studiéd by Zand, is "deslgned primarily for cop-
_i.ng with well—defined, repetitive problems. a.nd not very adaptable to ‘dealing
with ill-detined problems and opportunities“., Rigid bureaucratic structures

e ’
- .

(7) Concepts borrowed from Zand are. used extensively i.n this sec]:ion. The
réference is to,Dale Zand, "Collatera). Ofganization: A New Change -

’ ~Strategy, Journal of épplied BehaVioral Science. Vol.lo No. 1. pp. 63-39.
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) m anagers ‘to encourage the development of proposals and ideas which are

have been shown to present problems when the organization must deal with

uncertain, amhlguous envtronme*nts (Burns and Stalker, 1961). Many wlll _
- -agree that school systems do face such envlrouments at.the present time.

The partigular characteristics of school Mreaucracies_which inhibit innova- .
tion have been exa'fnlned by many persons, "A good diﬁcussion of this is pro-‘
ylded by Abbott (1969) School managers are hot. more inclined than other y

"unsanctioned -and unpredictable”, in the words of Zand, .
~ School ofﬁg.l’s can utilize differtng organizational structures for dif
“ferent purposes, it they have the desire to do so, Zand. asserl:s that am

‘who uses only one orgamzational structure for all problems is like a carpenter

who only iows how to use a hammer, Structures can be rearranged and tem~
porary structures assemhled and dishar{ded to.deal with d*fering needs and”
) pro{lems. Sarason (1971) comments/that, in the case of principals, there is
)4 “a tendency to stay near the lowe °%
- of flexibility on conceptions of what the system will tolerate or what will work
which have not been tested, What are needed are concepts explalﬁmg and 1egitl-
m’rzing departures from standard structures, and legitimizing relationshlps and
ﬂows of mformatlon and 1deas;outside the usual channels, This does not mean ~
an undermining of the manager'ﬁ posltlon. ‘On the contrary, there is ample evi~
dence that if such planm.ng ind d on-maki.ng structures enhance the influ~
- enceI of parents, students, teachxﬂ and lower-level administrators, this need
"not be at the cost of influerice and authority on thé part of I:Op admi.nlstrators.

T margi.ns of what may be done, basing such lack

. These persons may well flnd their own influence st ened along with every- °

one elsé in thé system (Tannenhaum 1968; Johnson, 197Y). Skills and know-
' ledge may be Brdy t into the 1] g\prodess whith are present in the.school
 system, and the cornnﬁlnlty but are not utilized by normal administrative proced-
ures. Attention and energy may be focused on these ill-deflned problems which
otherwise do not heppen because of the press of other lssues. Norms which

s N
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exist within the organization Whlch make it very_ hard for new ideas to get a
fair hearing may beé overcome, .Work may proceed on, difficult problems in a

collaborative getting i.nstead of the commonplace adversary sétting in which-a

-

speoml intenest group,p'eeents its demands..

§ _ . In the planntng process, we are examining a "collateral organtzatlon" . .
set Up on a temporary basis, which d1d provide for new approaches to planntng —
' and problem-solving, It showed both merits and problems, which are-dis- ---- -
" cussed below. . ) @ B

"The collatéral organization ‘strategy for planning assumes 3, Fational
‘mode of decision-making., This does not mean that the organization is expected
to base ifs decisions on perfect luroivledge and unambigyous ranking of priori-
. ties, but rather ttlat the ;leoi_e'tone will be based on-data and that the organization
* . will proceed to implement the necessary changes; once certain problems ire
identified and adequate solutions posed, : '
The creation of a collateral organization is intended to facilitate a new
(mode of behavior within the school system, It does not attempt to replace the
usual roles nelationships, and ways of. behavlng, ‘but to supplem,ent them with
new behavior patterns for persons while those persons are working within the
) collateE&ganization This assumes that persons are capable of- different
kinds of behavior within the orgamzatlon at.different times and places.
. Zand argues that an orgamzation may operate { 00 exclusively ri what he

calls the “authority/productlon mode", The collateral organization may provtde
. the opportunity to operate for certain purposes tn the "htowledge/problem" mode.
The contrast between these modes is described by Zand, as follows: (ibid., p. 68,){

T




_mode is employed.

-27- <
Figure 1 = .
Contrast between Twd Organizational<Modes S

€

Aulhwlly}hod&;llo;i Knowledge/Problem
3 '

_gﬂrenu .
1. Levels of authority Many. w,
2. Division of tabor High - . iw
3, Links to others-in the: .  Few * Marny
organization . . ’
%, 4. Source ol.infiuence_ Position in the hierarchy Ability 1o identify and ~
and power . solve tho problem
S. Use of ruies and High Low
procedures - : " . ; al "
6. Primary purpose Maximize output . Analyze or Invent v -
- knowledge to solve .
- ' problems . .

L]

We will now describe ways in which Project Redesign serves.to illus-
trate the collateral ‘organization mode of planning and problem-solving, then -

" discuss somé of the ways in which 1 systems present problems when this

*

Project Iiedesign did succeed in ‘setti.n_g up a working collateral organ~
ization. An elaborate structure came into béing’ and operated parallel to the -
_regular- organizatioﬁal structure, The members of this parallel organization
,gz;me from zgwide range of.positions within the school district and community.

In the Zand industrial model, all membe:ré of the parallel o_rganfzation

are from the regular organizational structure. In this school version, memberé

were drawn from-the community and the-student body ; ag well,’ Communfty vol=

umteers and students were in effect accorded a special membership in the organ-

' ization as participants in this Project. ‘

29 -
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’ to initiate chscussion than adults.

N - )
.

' Within.the planning teams which made up the core of the parallel organ-
ization, group-norms of peer equality were quickly established,. Some adminis-
trators and some teachers grumbled about having to explain "professional" mat-

- . ters to lay persons and students in the early stages of the work, ®) Each team

went through a "shalnedown" period during which several pérsons dropped out,
After this settling-down bhase, peer equality among the working team that re~

mained became the norm, For example, it was standard pra.ctice for tearn mem- ‘

bers to call each other- hy first names, even when students were addressing prin-,
cipals, The level. of interaction was high. Students did Show a lesser propenﬁity
Consnder\ble pains were taken to establish norms of planning. hehavmr
within the plannmg teams, and to a large extent this effort was successful, ]udg-
ing by responses to questionnau'es and by observations. These norms included -
the importance of being:in touch with the community about issues under considera-

-tion; gathering the best svaﬂable data to apply: to pr’oble'ms; keeptng the needs of
. N ! _
students most clearly i in mind; and working toward specific proposais. The norms

called foi-openness to diverse points of view and. stressed rational comparisons«

. and data-gathering, rather than relying upon one's own opinions and biasee. Enor—

mous energy was invest d in data-gathermg. New,v.r norms developed within teams
in which supportive, po! itive comments and suggestions were made when new -
ideas were proposed, i conti'ast toa common organizational norm in which new
proposals are met with mmediate criticism before the idea is fully enough devel-
oped to ‘withstand such riticism. In other%ords, a norm of oooperation and

collaboration deve’lqp,edjl rather than norms of competition and criticism, within
| . . £ g

1

i

J

1
H
)

|

(8) It has been suggesfl;eclI by others experienced in participatory planning that in-.

teraction between pn(!;fessionals and non-professionals is most successful
when.the non-professionsls are generally regarded as more competent than

the ‘professionals by the professionals themselves, Such eitra competence
can be deliberately 1\lrelcmed and pains can be taken to make gure the pro-
fessionals perceive the special competencies. of the non-professionals..For - -
example, students haJ/e special competence at pereéiving the student view-
point,

-




this particular working relationship, for most of the planning teams. '
The teams ‘were asked to come up with spocific proposals that would be-

. come igput to the policy formation process at the top of the organization This
was made very Specific by the useé of the term "operational goals"“ defined as’
descnptions of desirable future states of affairs possible within a time span _° -

‘. _ of two to five years. ) Teams were asked to produce such goals, and did so

_without exception. - i L s
» -y % -

Accordmg to Zand, a. collateral organization is distinguishable from and
linked to the formal organization in the- following waya L

-

a. The parallel organization is set up to identify a.nd solve problems
not solved by the formal organization. Within. the context of a school district,
it seems that the parallel orga.u’ization is more aucces,sfu.l at idantni'ying prob- )
lems than at solving them. As noted, the parallel organization does not suppla.nt '
. the authority of the formal. organization, 'yvhnch contimes to hold responsibility

for all decuilol}s ‘ '
The Project inade a contribution insofar as it addressed many problems
. ‘noét othemise considered by the achool district. As examples, a study of over-
all eurriculum policy formation within the District reaulted in a proposal for a
-curriculum commissiorr, and the- study of general problems in secondary educa~-
tlon led to a proposal for competency-based education, These are not new ideas -
but they are new to this District. By ‘means of this process; - "substantial amounts
of information and disc&ission conceming these issues’ has ensued throughout the
D18trlct SN ' l - l ’
3 " As the work progressed the PI‘O]eCt became the setting in which individu- ]
als pursued their own interests in a way which would not have happened outside
. this ‘Project. For example, a group of middle school teachers examined alterna-

tive schools in surrounding communities and wrote a report about them which was

(%) This definition is from James M Hardy, Corporate Planning for Nonprofit
Organizations. New York: Association Press, 1872.
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. within the system, witholt- waitlng for official approval, Some"of these reports

--30- . ' I
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widely ciroulated; and a citizen raade a otildy of the changing picture in col- '
lege admissions which was extensively used. A study of certain aspects of

‘the relationship between teachers and students was ¢arried out'by .a group of -
parents, teachers, and students, and:becanie the bagis for faculty workshops,

as'well as being uzed in several classes for- diacuasion purposes.

charmela of communication. and pew ways- -of aellimz old ideas, -

Withwt-any question, this was achieved m Projoct Redeslgn People . .
were brought- together in new combinations across schools, status levels, and
communities. Old mformation-channela,‘were_bypasaed. Interviews were con-
" ducted, Eﬂea were examined, and surveys xw;rere carriéd out without seeking ap-
proval through normal administrative olialinela. The: Project Itedeatgn staff
advised on technical and orgamzational matters in order to avoid problems of
' inadequate or impmper survey instruments or unneceasary i.ntruaiona, orin
order to.negotiate permission to obtain information if ‘quéstions were: raised. - ' .
~No- problems were e:q)erienced in obtaining information desired by: the teams. -
Information from outside the aystem was also sought in great quantitiea Tele-
phone ¢alls were made, the ERIC.system was used, letters were sent out, and
" humerous visits were made to other matitutiona. Informatiori flowed freely
from the teama, as well as to the teams Numeroua reporl:s and papers were
developed by individuals and teams and these were freely printed and diatributed

were widely uaed as materials for workshOpa and diacusaiona throughout the
District, '
Commlmication was very open among the members of the tearna,
well as befween the individual teams. and the system, Tedm members took much
pleasure in the free-wheeling interaction about educational problems, within
teams. This interaction, as stated earIie.r, was considered by the participants
to be one of the major rewards for partioipation This auggeata that the
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- collateral organization format in schools- meets the need to have a settlng

withm -schools -in which teachers, administrators parents, and students can

engage in purposeful searching discussions of educational issues on.& sus- o
tained basis, The standard gchool structure makes no pmvision fo¥ such *

interaction.

avallable to managers to use, depending upon the e problem, During the existence
of Pro;ect Redesign, the District administration became aware of the resources -
. the expertise and the people - made available by the Project. The administra~

tion, through the superintendent, chose when to utilize these -;;esources and when-

o

sources, such as in carrying out a successful tax revenue campaign, administer- ‘
| ing a budget priorities survey in the community, or involving parents and citi~
zen¢ in public hearings about elementary school_closings, such resources were
. specific indjviduals with-specific skills or'reputatidns.'_a -
_ The school admi.nistratiqmdid not use the resources of Project Redesi_én
in a manner that could-be identified as contributing to administrative decisions.
Five planning teams presented interim re;)orts to the board and the superintend- ,
ent. These reportsfwere generally received with praise, but they did not evoke
_any wrltten réply or comment, On the other hand, the superintendent asserted
that he had regd the reporfs used them in Cabinet meeti.ngs, .and had found the

4

input "valuable and useful", ' . v,

et ’ d. _The collateral organization consists of the same people who work in .
the formal orgamzatlon. There are nc new people. This feature of the collat-

eral organization as described by Zand 18 complex in the case of schools. In

one sense, as-we have noted earlier, there were few ""new" participants, since
most people who became involved had been active in educational matters before,
* 'In the same sense, stude_n_‘ts are not "new" participants, Many of these people
. are new participants in policy-level activities, however. Fcf:r many, %t was a
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role that placed them for the first time in close working relationships~wifh
people in the central district administration. Moreover. some wholly new
people did become involved. For the most part, Project Redesign put pecple
together in new roles and new combinations-who _already bad some close rela-
tionship with ﬂiejorganig.ation; not inlike the Zand industrial model, except
_in the wider diversity of organi'zational- roles and relationships. ’

i

From the above discussion, it is apparent that in many respects, Pro-
ject Redesign does illustrate the collaieral organization mode of pianni.ng and
problem-solving. There are, however, more problemattc issues than- those-
just discussed These' include the mterface between the formal organization
and the parallel organization, the-basic issue of community involvement in
this mode of planning,. and the utilization of the output of the plannmg process
by the school -system. _

Project Redesign operated as-'a large, complex parajlel organization.
It would be possible to utilize the concept of the collateral organization with a

small group around the chief administrative. officers of the school system. In ‘-

- this case, however, we are examining an a{nbitious, large-scale. broad-ranging
. enterprise. It proved difficult to maintain ¢lose interaction. bei:ween the Project
and the school district governing board and adiministration.

Project Redesi'gn was an agenda item at 16 (14 percent)-of the 90 Board -
of Education meetings -held during the period from the ince‘ption of-t.lie Project
to the time the board formally received the plan. In addition. three special study
- sesgions were held conoerning the Project, Substantial time was- devoted to the
selection of appointees to the initial "Convening Committee" and the Design Man-
agement Team. Pnce the planning process was under way, involvement: of the
board was limited. At. first quarterly reports were 1o be provided, but aftér
three\such reports, they:were discontinued because they were time-consuming .
and did not elicit much interest from the board, Two annual management plans
" were presented, but i'e'vv comments were fed back on this material. Thé Project

Ll -
bl

34

s




—f;l

. . - ) .
\ . . ' ‘
' 1

staff maintained personal contact*with individual. board members by means-of
lunches and informal briefings “In mid—Project, the board -appointed one of its
members to serve as a liaison with the Des!cm.Mamgernent Team, and this
person subsequently attended all meetings of that group. Individual planning

teams made special presentations on three occasjons when their work applied

dzrectiy to matters on the board agenda However, in the over-all. process, ac

there was but limited engagement of the board in- the planning .process, This -
is not necessarily surpriai.ug, except that in this case, the Project was set up
“as a board project, with a- direct reporting relationship to the board, rather
than through the -admmlstrat{on. The analog}f of a city planning commission.
which reporl:s directly to a city council was sometimes mentioned in,e:q:flaining.
_ this relations.hip. From the administration’s point of view, this reporting rela-
tionship resulted in the planning proposals' éoming:to the ad:hﬁiistratidn in a man-
ner similar to those of an outside consuiting agency or an outside study commis-; .
sion. The administration was not directly responsible for the study and the subse-
quent proposals. This provided cerl:ai.u advantages to the administration which,
under these circumstances, was free to take an independent stand on the merits
of the plans proposed — , . o

The thought of setting up a plannmg process reporting directly to the‘board
might appear risky to:-school superintendents However, the process did not un-
dermine the admtnistration in any way, even though ‘gome Project reports were
very critical of administrators The Projeet staff reported to the superintendent
'personally and the supermwndent was always,i.n a position to intervene if he had
desired to do-so, although- that did not happen.

District administration at the top levels also participated in the planning
process only in l'iin‘ited ways. On séveral occasions, the 'superi.ntendent appeared
at Project Redesign meetings, sometunes to make formal statements of support

or encouragement, and‘at other times just to join in when he happened to be in the .

building. He -did not actively engage in the discussions.

¢ 3
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' The superintendent's. ad;,ninist;'ative cabinet is a group of nine pers_onsf,—' Sl
including assistant superinitendents and certain other administrators, This is . .
the chief administrative decision-making body-of the District, Excliding the ~ - _.
direc_to_r of Project Redesign, only three members of this-group participated ) '
‘a8 members of Project Redesign teams or task forces, -and thege three parti- ) = o b
cipated for only brief periods, On occasion, one assistantsuperintendent asked —
the Project Rcdesign staff 'to meet with his staff to discuss developments within
the Project. Top administrators were' frequently asked for—lnformation or were” !

interviewed in connection with planning team. studies. Nevertheless, the engage-
ment of this- -group in the planning process-was limited This wase one outcome of —
structuring the process ina directnreporting relationship to the hoard of -education.

This lack of engagement posed dilemmas io the planning participants and
the staff, The norms of’the Pioject called for open.and collahoratiVe con‘sidera-’
tion of ideas, Since the top administration did not share in those nOI_'mB, propos~
als could not, or at least were not taken to this group in-partially-completed . <.
form. The sense prevailed-that the top administrators’ should not receive pro~. - o
posals until they were .in finished form. :

‘ In other words, persons who participated in the collateral orgamzation ' . 1____
were asked to perform two roles - their regular organizational role and the temp- ' ’
orary, special role of participatory planner, The top ad:ninistrators were not
asked to play two roles, retaining instead oﬁly the\normal authority role, ‘Given | !
their position in the District this fact is the strongest. departure of Project‘Re- -
design from the collaterai organization concept, Idedlly, the supermtendsnt's o
cabinet would haye been engaged in the planning process by 'n'_ne means while _
proposa.fs were still under development, This could“have been ccon'iplished by~
special workshops in whici the ggbinet members worked as tem;ary peers

‘with the rest of the pl plannlng participants in afree imrestigation of dathand - L

. alternatives, ) - _— .

' The crucial moment in the Iﬁferface between the collateral organizati n

and the formal organization occurred when the long-range plan was suhmitted to



" tested proposals. If the top administrators of the origanization do not share in’

the board jo September, 1975. Detailed i.nfonnatioﬁ ‘was provided in a:Tong -

formalﬁpresentation‘. Board membei's ‘Tated each proposal as it was presentéd

‘in terms of their willingncss to act on it quickly or their desire Lo defer it for
more discussion and int‘ormation. Following the initial presentation to the

\board the superintendent was asked to study the plan and.to come back with

" the recommendations of his_ staff,

At that time,. the District was going through a period of elementary
scliool closures and there was a probability that the District might facé a merger
with several-neighboring districts. The cabinet devoted four meetings to review-
ing the plan, but found this process extremeljr diﬁicult. It was decided to recom-
mend action on some goals and to defer action on most of them, Chosen for im- '
mediate acceptance were ‘goals w]rich according to stated cr1teria were 'con~
sistent with actions already approved by the Board" "were not likely to require
increases m,fiscal resources''; and "could be pursued within normal work assigu-
ments of stafﬁ" '

'I'he whole issue was tabled with the consent of the board until the school

closure issue was resolvéd. That resolution was- reached in Pebruary, 1976.
In the same month, the board did formally adopt six Project Redesign goals and g
is scheduled to act on further suhsets of the goals during the spring and summer
of 1976, as’{b,oth the supermtendent’s cabinet - and the board have the opportunity
to study them further, :

Basic issues surroynding the mterface between the planning project and
the admmistratiori may be summarized as follows:

Participatory planning using the collateral organization Concept calls
forthe temporary assumption of new _roles by participants. This new role Jf
planner makes it possible to have free eéxchange of ideas and i_nt:o‘rmation, and
makes prgsible the development of ideas from tentative, unfinistied forin to

-~

this process with its accompanying norms a serious dilemma is created. It
the planners take tentative, unfi.nished idgas to the top administrators these

- - - . .? - - - b4
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persons may kill the ideas before‘ they are fuily developed. * This is because
the top administrators are operating in their usual organizational role-with its *
norms which are very different from those u'.rith.in the special collstersl organ:'-
ization, If plans are not taken to the top administrators, however; they have'
rio ownexship of the final produ‘cts. As far as they-are concerned, those pro-
.ducts are the same as the work of an outside study commission or consulting )
firm, even though the work was done by persons from inside the organizationl
and the community, and indeed, by many of their subordinate adrninistrators.
.Préssures of' time are always present which ma;v be ilsed‘é’ along with many other
reasons, for not becoming involved with the- propossls, either during or a.fter
_ the planning process. ' -
; In the case of Project Redesign, a s,trong:comm-itmentlhas been made
by the superintendent.and his top administrative staff to follow through with con- -~
sideration of the long-range plan in cooperation with the board of e¢;cstiom ,
This, of tourse, is crucial to any evaluation of Project. Redesign. -
One of Zand's criteria for a collateral organization is that the outputs of
thé collateral organizafion become inputs to the formal organization..
Y As the preceding discussion shows, at the central policy Jevel, this e;c-
‘ chaoge is happening,- although with some difficulty. I is very important to \add |
' however, that outputs of Project Redesign became inputs to the schobl system
at ‘many levels. other than at the top; and even at tﬁe top, output of the Project -
: has been used in many ways other than for ofﬁcml decisions-on Project-Re~,
- design gosls. A ' - LT ) ' oo y
There are several instances of this. Work conducted in Projéct- Rede-
- sign in the area of early adolescent ed:cation becs.me basic study material for’
- pre~8chool in-setvice: teacher :workshgps, and for the work of schdol level

committees developing plans for mejor program shifts in the junior high schools

The concept of the ''middle school" while not new in education, was new {o this
District prior to Project Redésign. At present,/the old junior high schools are '
charged to develop "middle school" programs and the term "junior high school™

hasbeendropped . . .38 - .
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_ ‘A 'stud;r of teacher-learner relationships ‘condﬂcléd by a_ Project Re-+
_design: planning team was used for in-service training in two secondary schools, - J . ’
‘The concept of the altcinative elementary schocg has been deepened and clari~ |
fied by the elaborate work of a.Project Redesign team worlcing in that area, ‘and,a
many requests are receiied Tor the output of this team, The District has adOpted
an official policy permitting the development of officially-designated alternative
elementary schools, Sections of- Project I(edesign studies regufarly tum up in
proposals and plans by schoolg andgroups around the District. Boand members

quote these | aterials and a number of teachers have used them in classrooxns.
A total of more than 30 reports and studie's were completed by Project Redesign

teams, m ddition to the long-range plan itself The Projéct 9perated as a kind

of free pre¢ss within the system.
THe full effect. o{ this activity is elusive and dit'ficult to analyze. In some

cases, i robably spurred activity which might otherwise not‘have happened,

The full ccount of the use of the output of the gollateral organizatlon 'Project

by the formal organization (the District) must await developments over

“the next 1xmonths. ’ . oo ’ ,

final issue'of Project Redesign as a collateral organization is the in-

volvement of the community w1thin the Project, !I'he collateral organization model

" s not aacommunity involvement model 1t is a problem-solving technique withtn T

. orgatnizatnons w1th potential uses, partidularly ‘with major, ill-defined long-range

) problems for wh1ch broader expertise, free information flow, and c\areful nurtur-

-

i

'ing of possible solutions are needed Schools, ‘Thowever, are intimately bound up .-
with the communities they serve. To address auch "constitutional" fasues with- -
out mvolvement of the client community 1s probably unwise, (For an. excellent., '
theoretical discussion of the relationship between schools and communities which
is hlghiy relevant to this discussion, see John W, Meyer and Brian Rowan, /Notes
on the étructure of Educational Organizations; Reyised l)’ersior}" ) Nevértheless.
the collateral organization perspective does not necessar.ﬂy ¢all forformal com-

mumty representation by a delegate system, nor wholesale cgmmunity involvement,

39 . . ; .
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The purpose is to"find -solutions to problems', .and’ bringing in the éommunity o,
. 1s done to accomplish th&: purpose, not to build a political base for decisfon- | ‘
3 < ma]dng or for other reasons. Those reasons. are important from other pomts
. o« viev? ‘but from the collater orgamzation standpoint specifically, the col-
v lateral organization should be set up with the best persons available to work

' :

"on problems, :
?artic:pa.nts in Project Redesign, self-selected through ap operr- volun-
| tary process, dxd ’bring a great, vanety of skﬂls and expertise into the Project,
It is doubtful that the same persons- would have been present. if a system of elec-
. tion or appointment had been used, * -, ...t L, ° »
. b - An appomtive system might have produced even- greater‘expertise. How- -
t © 7 ever, this wusual- open system produced a group of persons who fxt the needs of-
¥ . the collateral organization very well. They were willing to address theinselves
1~ tothe difficult task of planning. They were not: responsible to specific constitu= .
- _ e encies-which would control their work ‘in the ProJect They took very, seriously ' .
the need to be in touch with the broader community in the course of the work.
- The broader community did not express mubh interest in the planning pro-
.cesg while it wag in progress. Attempts were made to keep ‘the community in- [ .A
formed. Open houses were held at intervals in the Project offices but they at-
tracted only about 10° visxtors each day. A Seeds assessment survey of the com- - ' .
. munity in mid-?roject (March 19:75) shows that 48 percent of the respondents '
thought they knew "some" or "a great deal " about the Project Thirty-eight per-
cent of the respondents believed that the Project had had "positive" or "very
‘positive" effects on the .District, but 49. percent had no opinion. When the plan-
- was pnesented to the Board of Education, approximately 110 persons were in at< .
tendance. ‘Later,. two public’ heai'i.ngs were-held on the plan, -ith very low : -
-attendance (20 persons and 5 persons). Written responses by the general public ’
_ to the plan totaled about thirty-five,» The written responses includeti formal o
g " statements (generalIy .su[_Jportive) from the League-of Women Votets and twé .
. " local educational groups. The teacher organizations -responded only

. .
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Tto porl:ions' of the plan in a limited inanner. This is-furthér e;idence of the
. non-controversial nor-divisive outcomes of the process. It also illustrates
the !’act that the collateral organization concept is feasible, even given the
“need to involve the community. School administrators have greater flexibility
in types of community involvement than is usually ﬁtil:ized;thro'lxgh stan;lard ad- -
visory cormittees and, other devices. e s . . L 4
I must be pointed out that PrOJect Redesign was not designéd with the -
_ concept of the collateral organizatlon in mind, Instead, as ‘the Project devel~ '
) . , oped it took on features which ‘make it possible to examine the Projectas an
.o exaniple of the use of the collateral organizaiion for planning purposes ‘in schools, »
. In-many respects, Project Redesign did operate as a collateral organiza-
"tion, Inthe uncertain world of participatory processes. and planning processes
" in schools, there is no surplus of workable concepts. \To the extent to which
‘Project Redesign did operate, as a collateral organizatio(n, we are encouraged . :
about the usefulness of this type of temporary organization for planning purposesl
with broad parl:icipation, new norms and new roles. "The fullér application of o
. the concept in a manner which would mvolve the superintendent and his immedi-~
/

ate staff i in the process must awalt another field trial in hnother district,
A collateral organtzation does not need to be as elaborate and tim

v | -consiming as it was in this case, The concept is an advance oyer the mo :
~ “passiye advisory committee So oopular in schools. Advisory. committee are .
believed to operate, for the most parl: under different norms and expee{tations
than those h}t/ended for akcollateral organization. v - k

PR
. SUMMARIZING COMMENTS H T , -_,-{
. . ) 'I'his paper has examined cerl:ajn aspects of this ﬁe'ld experimeni: in par-
‘ ‘ ticlpatory educatlonal planning, Some general summary comments may now be
) _. | made: T : p ‘ i \ -
- ' Clearly, some of the greatest benefits of the Projec he school dis-
trict derived from having community and staff members partic{p  in the task
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of planning, . The process of the Project was very useiull to par'ticipants and tc

the District. The degree of satistaction among the volunteér planners was high, "
Their satisfaction was not as clearly related.to the clesign of planning prcposals

as to the learning and process-experiences afforded by the planning _teafns. The
District superintendent; top~-level administr:itors; and board members. were al-
most unanimous in expressing a great deal of pleasure with the number and the

- quality of participants. They felt that ‘the Project had caused community members

to understand the system betier and, more importantly, that the Project had caused
the District to identify a posl of competent and.committed individuals, Many of
them were pleased with the sustained leve1 of‘participation that characteriz‘e'd the

‘participatory planning process. The participatory process had positive results

for the D:strict. That is an important finding in its own ri.ght.
g In_sofar as the Project's major product is concerned (the long'-range plan),
administrators and board members alil:e were critical of its lack of arl:iculation,'
its varying 1evels of . specificity, and ;perceived 1imited. originality. When asked
to state which operational goals had made or would make an impact on the Dis- *
trict's policy decisions, these persons were-quick to point out that _pgny of the
stggested changes were afréady being implemented or would have been scheduled
to-take place even in-the dbsence of Project'ftedesign. -So‘nie. subsequent decisions ¢
of the board that bore a. close relationship to operationaL goals in-the long-range
plan, such as creation of a Department of Research and Evaluation, were not
attributed by some to the long-range plan, but to ongoing administrative changes.
Difficulties were experienced in establishing a successful’ interface be- .
tween long-range planning and day-to-day problem-eolving. Formal liaison agents
between the planning operation and the forma.t organization may be a necessary but
not a sufficient condition for successi:ul interact_ion. v # L,
Some outcomes of the Project which *were not necessarily planned were
generally l')eneficia.l.‘ Early reports developed by data-gatheiing task forces did
not make a significant impact on the planntng pmcess. One group cannot succe ssg-
fully develop data which will.be used by another group without intensive collabora-

tion between the groups.. However, these early reports were widely read within

/
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the 5chool community and caused Project Redesign to be known as a place,
where useful and recent information could be obtained. - : .

‘- "The Ope)frational- goals that were finally-pr”oposed were judged by many-
not to be highly innovative. or controversial They providecl substantial support .
‘to programs and directions that were undertaken bg other means within the
District, however. In some cases, it is qulte difficult to decide whether the
proposals supported administrative decisions or whether administrati ve-deci-
sions .moved alpng to preclude being told what o do‘lfw a document that derived, . .
toa large extent, -from parents' and teaohers' recommendations. An_.outside ob- ‘
- server might find that the proposals are quite innovative s.nd quite controversial,
. but after discussions within this District over a three-year period resulting
from Project Redesign, they seem quite ordinary to persons heve, They strongly '
resemble proposals contained in the California proposals for reform of inter-

-

. mediate-and seoondary education statewide, '
Some of the reports developed by the planning teains had a direct i.mpact
on some schools, administrators, and teachers.in the District. In some cases,
survey results and proposals in the long-range plan were used by prin.c‘ipais'and . ‘
their staffs'iu shaping policies at'the school level\. In other cases, reports from A g .
th.eplanning teams were used as the basis for in-gservice training activities, \
| The most important test of the et‘feotiveness of the Project, from the:
point o\‘ view of bemg an exercige in long-range planning, wﬂl be whether the
' ‘Tecommendations make a long-range measurable impact on the school district.

At ‘t,hls point in 6ur research such an appraisal is not possible. All we can say
is that there isa willingness on flie part of the board to study ways to i.mplement
the reoommendations and some participants have indicated that they wili pressure .
IR X board members into action, .

o
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