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_of translating governmenial policies into workable programs. A third strand

'1m9iemented s

_Peliogrun Xa872), Gross, Giécqu:nta and Bernstein (197!), Beynolds (19?3} and -

" the p;oblems of.lmplementation, difficulties of maintsining moétivation 6ur109

. imp!ementatnon gratess=-to add new dimensions to the concepts and hypotheSES -"_'_ .

_cons:deration,;and oyer which tﬁey can exert. some controf,,durlng progr B - .
_planning and implementation, A brief. descrlption of the program studisd will

. The Implementation of a grogram g
for.the R
Professnonal Development of Urban Secondary School Prqncspals T
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-- -Within- the . Ja-st—f-isneor six- years, researchers. have begtm' to pay exp,hc?t ,1
attention to the processes involved in the impiemefifdtion of educatienal pros lw
grams. One strand of “this research has been pursuéd by students of planned -
orgarizational change. Working from a sociat~psychological perspective, these
researchesrs have moved beyond a. preoccupation with the, diffusion and adoption
of innovations and have focused on '"the small and mundare as weli as the large
and impoftant issues and problemis necessary for idealistic practitioners to
carry. out their dreams" {Smith and Keith, 1971, p. iv).. A second strand,
using a politigal science perspectsve, has been coocerned with the probjem

has grown out of attempts tq evaluate innovdtive educational programs. Eval-
uators have come te reaiize “that programs canndt be faulted for- -fatling to .
achjeve_ |ntended outcONQs if, in fact, they have not been sugcessfuliy

[}

. ea vy - i
LS ' . i N
F] - L §
L3 . N

i FEE B . o -

|\

Representative of the 1hpiementation studles are those bl. Chaftecs and ~ e -

smith and Keith .(1971}. ‘These studies and others, have identified a fugbér nf N
hlndrances to successful :mplementatlon’ abstract or overly ambitious objec~.’ -
‘tives, the failyre to incorporate user ioput 1nto goal, formulatton 3 te&dency . R
to svoid detalied planhing, inadequate respurces a: failure to appreciaxe the, T
dlffiéulty of learnlng new roles,. management®s fgildke-to help ‘staff deal wjth

the trials of lmplernentation ang ingffzctive moni" toring and feedback mechan{sms. ]
This writer's synthesis of ‘the case sthd:es deai:ng with program impiementation s
is In Press.. . .. e PP e

e WY g . .
o s '.v

The purpose -of thns study is b coﬁtr!bute to what' is known aBOut the L

geperatcd by'other ;esearchers and to suggest addifjonal onés. In particular, -,
the intention is to'identify problem aYeas that program managers.éan. take into

3 3

precede a presentation of programmat:c outcomes and an daaiysis'of factors that '
influenced Implementatfon. L s P A

L . P . - 4"y
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A yapcr presented at thg.annual meeting of the Amerﬂ;an Educationa1 Research )
Associat;oo, April. 20, 1976, San Francnsco, California . . .
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_ : " The Urban School Adninistrators Feilowship Program- \:‘ T
{ - The data for this study come from a Foundétion-sponsored Feliowshsp R ' .

program designed to provide in-service professional deveiopment opportunitles
to principais of secondary scthools’ in large cities {average city population,
430,000). The Quiller% Foundation's lirban School Adminisiratérs. Feliow~ ]
ship Program is currently in its ziﬁrd year--ﬁﬂ prmc;pals are, or have ’ ’
been, “Qu:iler Fello\»s. e o _ e

As orlginany concewed

The Quiller Foundation (QF) would ‘spansor 2 nine-menth
‘internship for. persons qualified for high schoot . .
adminlstration but who'have-not yst so served. S
This proposed program wouid seek 10 combine the
new efforts of departments of education, avaif-able ..
: . talent in the school and the grzatef comifiity to ‘

o provide a better procedure for preparsng, high . . - -

school admimstrators. ) : .ot . :

P . The assumption is that: the Qun?iEr Fogndatjm..., RS .oy L
’ " can fmprove the procedure for ¥rainfng. schlxﬂ T L e

: . administrators, can contributé: to the posl of - 4, ... ..
A N * qualified principals and gan fnf!uem:g the p;'eparatlon PRI

o : . ~ of persons for principalships: 111 the ?qture._. vieow .

L. R (Program proposal) . - _._- __-. E _," -
As 1t turnaﬁ.out, however, the lnternship beoame a Fe%lmshtp program wh&n ’
the invited school systems expressed an mtereat “to giving their- current

. . admmi,strators an .opportunfty Ffor professiona}’ devel’opﬁxent. At the btart .
of the program s" first year, then, -each of the part:b:patir{g scboo? -systetrs .
‘was represented by five secondary ‘schooi prmc:pals. N
. N ettt - --;,-; o,
in essenge, the. program cqnsisteﬂ ‘of three mterrejated comoaents. SR
D - An intar-city. eomponedit, mvolvmg aJL,the Felloug, consisted o‘:’ a four- : "
- - 1 day retidential .workshop in . August mt:ngs in each of the program.’. °..° -

Githes gnd atte,ndéhca at the ASCD convencion “An intFa-city compon_t; SRR ]
WA desxgned' Lo give eacf\ city’ group ‘of five. Fgflows the opportugity “Eo :

R ‘ address Zoncerns -specifuc to to that city. “itocal eoordinators!’ . e T ot~ g
e (uoiyersi.t!f pro.Féssors} were emg?oyed— on.& onehﬂfth time basis to’ . - R
L ;uppojf:’ the activities of Yhe five Fellows in 3dch elty.. . Although eagh . .. . .
S gi;y qroup. et its Qwn way ;" mtra-city actgvitl'zs consistéd maini? R SO A

) ;’ . Of half-day meetings, sometimes with a\forgal preserisation en & topic”™ ', T 7 R

- _"cxf I’nteresi .ahd ‘'ysually including tonch BF. dinfer, -, Finetly, 2o | g
L ndividuai cnmgonen t wads mcluded in the. program in order tQ ailm each L. T A
. . ‘. . i i ”" ) " l-*.. .:. "'. '.' ;’ '; *" :'..’..,"':"__".‘;_'" j RLEH ';' . ;:&:‘
*A fictitious name. used to presbrve andmﬂnlty. ’ . A AT T
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" ‘Fellow the opportunity to address a particular need or interest. Thjs -
componert ‘made it possible for the Feilows to atfend _national of regnonal
conventions, workshops, seminars or institutes. |In addttlon, a‘portion of
the time available to each Fellow for program activities was to be used in

.h_quglgping a project in his school. The "projects' were to consist of the ]
._sefection of a sxgnjfncanz_pzpblem_and then the design; implementation and _ ~
evaluation of a solution to that problem. .
" tfack Feldlow retained full responsibility for his administrative duties ,/”’f
but was authorized by his school system to use one day per week for program
activities. In addition to his regular salary paid by the school systenm,
each fellow received a stipend In recognition of time spent in the summer
and on weekends. Each city group of five Feliows had $5000 ‘to support

intra-c:ty activities and to allow the Feltlows to attend workshops or .
seminars, Finally, each Feliow could spend up to $250 on @ls individual
project. .

L] -

. 1 functioned as half of a two-man central coordinating team for the
Fellowship program. As such 1 had access to all program documents and to
responses. on periodic structured feedback instruments. 1 conducted formal
interviews with each program participant at the tid-point and at the end of
the program. |n addition, observations and the content of some informal
conversations were recdérded regularly. The data for this study come from
the program’s first year.. .

[ ) . v

! Pt C P&Qgrannatic 0u¢comes

S At. tﬁahgpd of the prognam'the fsrst-year Feflows vere Gmanimods in
. Fating the program an excelhmnb vehicle for the in~service profess:onai
deveiopment of .¢chool acﬁmmstrators,a?a& attested to bengfits in two
inter-retated categorles--beneflts for I‘}cé'nseIVes personaﬂy and benefits
. for their scboois and sthooﬁgsystems..' , ) .
f? Therh seemed to be three.ma:n clusters of personal gaLEs. First, )
_the Fellows became gore “c05mépolltan " They shared perspectives and
" vélues c0ncerning a wide array of Issues associated with urban secondary °
_schoolsy espeCtaIIy thé administration of those. schools. They broadened
s w}l_at they knew about the.educatidnal problems of large c1ties--inc{ud ng
" their.own city.. And they learned about alterpative solutions to thése
problems.” Second, some-Felldws attested to gaining . specific skills.
-These included alternatave.ways of working with students, improved ability
" to.work with an’ administrative team, becoming aware of ‘the necessity to
" ‘involvé others.in decision-making, etc. Third, the Fellows attested to
. Mpepgonal growth," 1], became more conscious of my own def;ptenCles.”

i) acquired a greater desire to compete.” *'My enthusiasm for the job
was rekindled."” "Partlctpatlon in the program increased my professional
seif»cbncept it gave me time to think." ''It gave me a chance to
eaamtneumy.own personal goals." ;-; '

. P ¢ )
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There were also gains for schools .and schoo} systems. At
schools and school systems could only profit by more competent, j
enthusiastic principals. At a second level, some principals cou‘° point
to specific new programs that they started and ;hat they attribu

- their participation in the program. ¥hese ranged from a year-long’ ‘pro- e
gram of orlentation for new teachers in a school & a-new forelgn I&nguage
program to a newly organized administratime-team. At a third. level, the ,

.Felois In.a city got to know each other bettgr and developed a sensg T
©of mutual respect and colleagueship. One Fellow said, 'l have made fpur .
new personal and ptofessional friends who are feliow principals in my. -
school system.” Another commented: '"We are probably more supportive of

,one another and our various school prograps.'” As a result of this ne#
"closeness'" of principals within a school system there was more of a
readiness to share ideas and to work cooperatively. On a fourth levetl;

. solne principals.attested to new status that could be used to exert
district wide leasdership. Some commented that. they got to know their
superintendents better. In additiop, the Fellowship experience apparentiy
sbarkﬁTugged 3 movement to give secondary principals a mork signlflcanﬁ,
VOICe within at least one district. . ;

Despite the positive outcomes indicated above, it can also be said -
that the QF program did not fulfill its potential as an in-service profet-;
sional development program for secondary school administrators. This *
concltusion is based on the under-utilization of resources available to
the Fellows. As indicated above, the Fellowship program provided each
Fellow with resources of time, money, access to expertise and access to
a support system to be used. for professional development. These resources, ; ,
were under-utilized during the Fellowship year. According to their-own 5? !
accounts’, The Fellows spent an average of 20 of the authorized 36 days on [;;, v
program related activities. The average amount of time spent by the B ’
‘coordinators on program activities was even less. City-group and project ;iJ‘

1:?
T-

funds were not exhausted. 1n one city no Feilows attended workshops or
. conferences on an individual basis. Staff resources were similarly h:h
- under-utillzed In particular, Fellows received ljttle heip on their 3
projects ‘from the local cdordinators. In one of the cities, meetings f : ;

of the five Fellows with the coordinator were Infrequent and unproductive. a':. )
The Inter-city peetings were devoted largely to school visits--an.activ:ty‘t' :
that was perceived by the Fellows as not very vaiuable, . B
. - ‘o !-é. i
Three major, interrelated, "reasons' for the under-utilization of #g {
resources can be jdentified. One reason for the under-utilization of ’
resources was a3 low ifevel of trust between FeJlows and staff. The trust
problem dlstracted Fﬁ iows from more substantive issues. Both totak-grou
, and ¢ity-group meetlng time was devoted to this trust iSsue to the ex-
clusion of other topics. More importentiy, the issue provided an excuse

when Fellows were confromted by their inability to implement projects. if s s 7
. Instead of trying to deal with implementation difficulties, some Fellows,/ 1?'
—.{’\} vented their frustrations through the trust issue. The Jow level of trudt
" also ted to problems with utilizlng evaluation and to vlew:ng the progrip
C director as an authority figure rather than as, @ resource. ¥
— . empela, . ’r;j
. A . ) ;i‘ j
’\"\, I/: . 5‘" { "
o 3 . ' ‘i
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A second redson, low enthusiasm, meant that some of the Feliows did
not expend much time and energy on implementation of their projects. in
addition, several Fellows did not make serious efforts to locate and
attend workshops or seminars on topics of PErSOnal,intergst. On the part
of the local SOOrd:nators, low enthusiasm was expressed in mlnimal prepara-
" tion for city-group'meetings and in a failure .to actively prOV|de the Fellows

with help on the projects.

K third Teason fqr the under-utilizatibn of resources was that program
activities were not integrated with each other. Because the individuat,
clty-group and total~-group activities were not integrated with each other,
there was little reinforcement of, or support for, what was going on at one
level by what was taking place at the other two levels. Individual pro~
jects were pot supported at city-group meetings or at total-group meetings.
Similarly, the tasks undertaken by the city groups were not supported or
reinfprced at the ievel of the total group.

-
-

” ]

Factors Inflaencing Program lmplementqtion

—.ﬁ \ *

The sectionsthat follow will examine the above three ''reasons' in more
detail. Following that, three mpre basic, underlying, reasons for problems
with implementation will be examihed. Implications for program planners and
managers will be contained throughqut. . :

A low level of trust. One of t purposes of the August workshop was
to develop prel!m:nary plans for_the Pellowship year. As the program director
noteT in a staff memo after the workshop: ¢

To the extent that this program has a design, it has
rested thus far on the premise that the Fellows are
in the best position to define thelr concerns, that
the Fellows are in the best position taedesign projects
and that the staff's task is to Btimul3te and support
such activities.... My concern is that the Fellows
” may not have percelved or accepted our own view of
. our roles. | had the feeling that some thought we
had the answers and were fiolding them back. (Hemo
. from Program Qirector to coordinators, dated August 31)
l
The firection of the program was largely determined at the August workshops=-
but largely determined without explicit input from the Fellows. The
structure of the workshop, its content, and various attendance circum-
stances, played a determinative role in shaping the direction of the program.

-

#

First, our early communication to the Felldws about the program and the
initial workshop was deficient. Some Fellows did not know about the stipend,
other knew ''very little't and "'real ly had to guess' about what they were :
‘getting intg. For a time, at least, one Fellaw thought he was a part of




another program with which he was acquainted. In addition, most of the
Fellows were unprepared for the totally isolated setting of the woskshop.
Probably the most significant consequence of this early lack of infermation
was not the inconvenience but the attitude conveyed to the Fellows. Accord-
ing to the end of the year.interviews, a number felt that they were pawns

In the hands of the sta¥f; that they—were beung "used" and that they were

—

hot considered as equais. = -

’

Second;_severa1 factors contributed to a "ga ¢ between Fellows and

Tstaff.
experience administering urban high schools.

What little we had was not

———— ———— e =

All the staff members were University based and had relatively littie

communicated to the Fellows. Further,-all the staff members were White in
a program in which more than half of the Fellows were Btack. To top it off,
there were separate living quarters for Fellows and staff at the workshop
and staff meetings were held without representation from the Fellows. As
one Fellow commented later, '"We didn't know what the staff was talklng about
when you got together in your cottage." .

. .

Third, expectations regarding ''doing a project" were not clarified.
rationale for ""doing projects'' was presented at the workshop along with
possible project characteristics,' but a lack of discussion about the

- project concept seems to have led to a tack of real commitment on the part '
of the Fellows. More than haif of the Fellows experienced trouble with "
the projects and eventually dropped active work on them. 8efore mid-year, .
in fact, frustrftion with the projects led to downplaying their centrality

- in the program. 'Growing professionally," referring to a general exposure .
to educational ideas and issues especially.through such devices as atten-
dance at professional conferences and workshops, school visits and inter~
actfon with other educators, took its place. : -

A

L%

Fourth, financial quidelines were left up in the air and would not be
clarified until two months into the program. Before clarification, however;e’ 4
one Fellow attended a workshop and incurred unusually large expenses prompting ’
a memo ¢oncerning "'exotic meals.'" The term became 3 watch-word in the pro~
gram. Besides being the topic of a number of humorous exchanges there was
‘a serious side. One Fellow, for example, revealed late in the program that .
he had been carrying around a meal receipt for°several months--afraid to sub-
mit it for fear he would be accused of having an ''exotic megl."

All of this seemed to coalesce into what one city group referred to as
a '"low level of trust'' between staff and Fellows. The roots were sown at
the August workshop and earlier~-by the end of Qctober the issue was full~
blown. The minutes of a city-group medting on November 15 contained "trust
level' as the first entry. The hain ifsue was that the Feilows felt there
were unspecified objectives they werg”expected to attain and unspecified
‘criteria by which they would be judged-~despite statements by staff that
there were no predetermined program goals. The trust issue also occupied

- - R
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a major portion of an inter-city meeting.

The major point of the above is that some important norms and senti-.
ments present within the Fellows throughout the program were largely
determined by events of the first week of the program. The Inltial relation-

v ship between staff and.Fellows, the early lack of flnancial guidelines, the.
B nebulousness of the projects were never corrected. In part, thls was due
J to the tack of time available to be spent on establlshing new norms and
7 new sentiments. Yet even with time the task would have been formidable - — —
,because of the inertia of the érigina) experiences. |n a sense, a pro-
gram cannot escape its own early history. In this case, the result seems -
to have been a preoccupation with the trust issue and the bufdensomeness ~
of the projects--to the exclusion of more productive uses of the re-
" sources available in the program. More generally, the experience lndlcates
the importance of '‘getting off on the right foot."

Problems with maintaining enthusiasm. During the Fellowship year, the
enthysiasm of the Fellows and staff for participating in the program did
not remain constant. As the final interviews indicated, there were times
when the average enthusiasm ievel was relatively high and other times when
it was relatively low. ~

* L3

Having been chosen to participate in the program served in itself to
establish and maintain the enthusiasm of at least some of the Fellows. For
one, it was "the first time in twenty years in education that people have
come to me and said how can we be of heilp." Other enthusiasm raisers were
the opportunity to visit other cities and to attend national conferences
and workshops, in short, to move beyond the conflnes of a particular city
and to experience the new and different. Enthusiasm was also raised when
Individuals or city groups worked on a task they feit was important and
when sucoess and accomplishment were felﬁ. .

- My enthusiasm was highest at the end of the progran

because psychologically we found we needed to get

ourselves involved next year. We rallied around

writing proposals to other agencies, attempting to

fintsh, We wanted to continue next year because =

we had invested a lot of time already. (A Fellow in .

the final interview.) - ' . ,

But there were also enthusiasm depressors. In fact, the average
enthusiasm level was higher durlng the August workshop than it was for
- the next seven months. One reason, of course, was the beginning of ,
the problems with trust between staff and Felliows. Another reason was -
an initial period of ""floundering' between the workshop and the first ’
Inter-city meeting. The floundering was at least partly by deslgn in

order to give the Fellows time N o

to make progress in the process of ﬁerSOnal goal -settling.
.. They should formulate duestions; we'll get resources to them. -
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Having experts in urban education would.,give them the .
answers. I'd Jlke them to request trafn ng In goalsetting. - .
« That's ope of our goals. We can find out how they decide -
to spend their money. (Program director as recorded in
. . Field notes dated SeDtember 25.) o

e E—— = - s . -

e

The result of the f1ounderihg, howeveﬂ,-uas less a coming to grips
- - ~ with what Tndividuals and clty-groups wanted to make of the program and R
st ToTe § failure to capitalize on the relatively. Wigh Tevelof enthusiasm ———

' with which the Fellows left the August workshop. The absence of a short- _’ 1
term goal--to,be accomplished by 'Individuals and groups *by the end of
September--seems to be the major culprit. In the words of one of the
Feilows, "At (the first inter-city meeting) l wondered what the hell we
were doing."” . v .

in"the final interviews almost one-half of the Feilows attributed
the low points in thelr enthuSiasm, at least in part, to probiems with
the projects. Besldes the general frustration feit at not being abie
to accompl ish what one set out to.do, there was another dimension: the
perceived pressure to produce felt by some of the Fellows. As an example, .
one Fellow attributed his low enthusiasm to the Y'weight of the project
hanglng over my head. (The local cdordlnator) tried to get me into 3 new .

~ project, but | couldn't get It out of my head that l had to produced' -

3

The middle of the school year also contributed to dhmpened enthus~
!aﬂn. L : , T
_ The middle of the program seemed to lag. The same S
) . format became routine and borirg. (Feliow in final -
: ’ Interview) ¢ . . )
After Christmas the whole system, including myself
was in the doldrums. 1 think that affected me apd -
some of the Fellows. (Local “Coordinator. in final
interview) Fa
. _ y b . . .
One of the-characteristics of the "doldrumsU was that the one-day per
week provision of the program dissolved into somethlng cioser to one
day per month.. A slmilar problem befell staff meetings.. After the
August workshop, the staff met .only once prior to the middle of March.
7 There was anogher circumstance.that affected two of 'the local
. cooordinators. One started out the yeaﬂ'on sabbatical but because of,
events within his dbpartment cut his leave short and returned to full-
time work as department chairman. 1n tﬁ& final interview he commented
that his enthusiasm was highest fn the fall when Ke had more time. '
! do not feel | can do both program and depdrtment
- head'well. Thinkfng time is cut down.. It's a chore to
even Steal a couple of hours to prepare and submit P
minutes "and expense forms. .

- - -
v [ -

|
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On the other hand, the second coordinator began a sabbatical midway
___;_____*___ghrOUgh the ! ently-had—more time to-devote to the == —
' program despité not being ablé to get completeiy away from his
university work. Ouring this.period his city-group was easily the
., most active. - )

L

— - '—“"‘lf"the’assumptron-tﬁat Iinks enthusnasnkto f’ﬁfug fuit advantage —
. -—- —-of the resourcesﬁof—the program is val-id, then-one -of the -tasks-of ----- — —— ———
~__program fanagers is to assure a high level of enthusiasm. xhroughout e ]
the course of a program. The data peint to two methods of securlng . %
. high enthusiasm amond _program participants, The first is to provlde
) intermediate goals toward which program participants can aim<~-and

* exPerience some success. The second is to provide occasional breaks ) "

in the routine, to provide a change of pace. » -

M * ’ Vs
. Poorly integrdted program activities, As implied above, one cause *
- of low enthusiasm was that the Fellows had little sense of being involved
~ in a coherent program, i.e,, a set of integrated activities leading to

a specific goal. The field notes of the program director, written when
he attended the first city-group meeting !n one of the cities, speak

to the issue:! . a
' Someone .asks: why are we having a meeting of all the . !
L __,cchﬂg;gugg. One Feliow. [ggallg_;hatﬁjt_was,ln“share__ . ]
progress reports, the others say they don't recall that. ,
- {1 sguirm¢ the rationale,.at the August workshop, as }
recall it,.might best be construed as the summer _
school/high. school "iet's ‘get together for a reunfon''

R . theme, which seems right when uttered,,but soon seems ' Coc -
R hoifow. So we have.a meeting scheduled, but -no. agenda.}
{(Program dlrector s field notes dated August 2k) L G

.integrated wlth each other, in_.part be- :
n conception of program goals or of 3
their own roles within the progrgm. Consequently, they followed idio=
syncratic paths at the city-gr level based on their own concerns and
styles. 1In one city, where the local, coordinator was non-dlrectlve in
his approach, the city group meetings were infrequent and relatEVely .~
. non-productive. ' An entry in the minutes of one of their meetings seven
months into the program noted: ''Observation was made that attendance at
our called meetings has not been good.' In a second city, ‘the meetings
were held regularly at the facuity club where the. tocal coordinator was
a professor. Each meeting was characterized by a carefully specified X
agenda, sometimes agreed on beforehand during a conference phone call
, originated by the locai coordinator.. The agenda was written on a flip - o
‘chart carried to the session.by the coordinator. Over the course of _the 1
year, attendance at these meetings was almost 100%. In a third city the .- )
coordinator coocelwed of .the program along tie Ilnes of a traditional -
internship. The meetings were heid in each others' schools featiring
discussions with central office personnei or with consultants on specific
topics.

Program activities were no
cause the coordinators had not{c

*
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while, Tt was desired, and deslcable, that divers:ty among c¢jties — L

be :ecognized and allowed to influencé the programméibc content at
the city level it was also necessary that-there %?dme “commonality .
+, among cities and individuals in order to provide: iﬁfogus for the .
.. . .— —__total endeavor, that 15, in order to have, h_ﬂoherent Qrbgram. How= i ]
— —o———ever,—little time was devoted to coming to comsensus regarding the- . 4
- _staff's understanding of program goals and, their wn roles. '

- . — ——

.The ste?f meeting before the August worEsﬁop attaéE_a'the question
of the role of the local coordinator head on, but only briefly. The )
field notes made durihg the meeting contain the foilowing rather - .
N el liptical refereqce to the discussion: . ’

-

] The role of the local coordlnator‘ it is wide open right
- now. They are to emphasize .projects==insure they're
well defiped, heip them get implemented, relay resource
needs *b us. The project is not the only activity but
a major activity. Local coordj rs should capitalize
onJopportanties. (Field Nofes dated July 31}

There was, however, no discussion of concrete methods for carrying
- out the coordinator role. ‘Consequently, each coordinator was teft
+ with'his own repertoire of approaches, unenlarged by discussion and
[T 77T -7 Tuncriticized by debate. Foilowing the Oakwood workshop the staff
me;,formally only two times during the rest of the Fellowship year. ,
There was no real attempt, therefore, to establish, in the minds of
the staff members, a common conception of the program and of the . .
" relationship between the various components of the program. The

program cohtinued without this cammon conception throughout the year.

- ., .As the year progressed, the Fellowship program became more and ’
more 3 collection of city~group programs. . These city=~group meetings ;
. did not provide mechan!sms for holding the Fellows to the task of -

""doing a pro_;ect'l and did not provide the technical support needed to
insure prOJect implementation. By the end of October the project idea
was no longer viable as tbe basic unifying element in the program.” In
fact, nothing was=~and the total-group meetings proceeded without any
unifying theme except that of visits to each other's schools. Pre-
' liminary plans for the January inter-city meeting included only a -
- " small amount of time for the total group to meet. .The local coor~
e / dinator explained that his Fellows, who were planning the meeting,
-Mdidn't know how any additional time could be filled up" (Field
{nptes dated January 12). . ’ -
.. What was missing from the program was a series of prei!m!nary
staff meetings for the purpose of clarifying the program's-goals or
for, reformulating those goals to more, , adequately reflect the deslres ;
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and ficeds of the staff. Such.meetings could also have served as a vehicle

for the clarification, or_reférmulation, of the staff person’s role within
the program. Frequent and sufficiently long staff meetings during the
program would also seem to be necessary in order to have the opportunity
to clarify or reformulife goals and roles bafed on actual experience
within the program. . . ’

_____ - * 1} "-1
—4b~summar&ze-t0ufht$~pe+ﬂth—~%he—under-u£4!izatién of resources has. . ]
“"been—attributed to a Yow level of énfhusiasm during part of the programy —— ~~ 7]
to a low level of trust between staff and Fellows andgto a low level of ) '/;7 ‘

integration among program activities. At a more-basic level, hgwever, °
three factors contributed 'to low enthusiasm, low £rust and low integration
of activities. Those factors: intended programmatic out¢omes, stated in
behavioral terms, were never specified; we relied on a muddling through
* strategy of program development; and our formafive evaluation capability
did not contribute to significant program improvement. As with the
_,g!ilal three factors, these basic three are intertflated.

The failure to specify |ntended proqrammatic outcomes. The program
staff met the Fellows for the first time (at the initial four-day resi~
dential workshop in August) .with only a "rough plan or strategy' to-
present to them. Essentially, the project idea was to be 'the basis. for
organizing the year.! An open-ended proposal3) the change from Internship

* to Fellowship and the program director's commjtment to a strategy of
involving the Fellows in determining the structure of the program all

" «ontributed to the lack of definite goals and means as the Fellowshlp year

began. : - - ~

The trouble we had. with detenuinlng goals is indicat@d in excerpts
from field notes and memos. At a session with representatives of the
participating school systemsin Aprll, the program director began with:
1'm looking for an operational way of desciibing what we're about. !'1'm
looking for objectives for the program.'" The ensuing discussion did not
reach. closure. .(n mid-May, a group of national "“experts'' on administrator
training was convened to get their advice on program development. Ouring
the ‘meeting one consultant commented: ''It worries me that all this money
is committed to thi's and no plan is fixed." We also met twice with the
local coordinators for one~day planning sessions_in June and July. Two
sentences from a memo | wrote to the program director following the
first meeting give testimony to the pyroblems.

e .

-

.l think it*s important, if we're golng to go. ) 8
_ wWith the project model, that the local
" coordinators be solg on that model and know ' T
thoroughly what it means ogerationally.
(That goes for you and me’ also.)

3
-
. 3

In sum, tﬂére never was an unambiguous statement of intended programmatic
outcomes phrased in terms of what a Fellow would be like after completing
the Feliowship year. ,

t
o
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A major objective of the August workshop was to involve the Fellows®
In the development of specific plans for the year. In the absence of
clear-cut program goals, however, the Fellows had little they could plan
for except the projects themseives. '"Doing a project almost became
synonymous with being a Fellow. Planning-for individual projects did
take place during the workshop but plans for city-group and total-group

meetings were not well develbped and these components were not integrated

with the projects. The Tole of the coordinators in relation to the pro-
‘jects was also not clear.

- Beginning the program without clear-cut program goals. had ramifica-
tions throughout the year. The Fellows constantly searched for what
was expected of them--and, for the most part, turned up empty-handed.
Not being able to find out what was expected of them contributed to a
lack of trust on the part of some of the Fellows toward the staff. When
the project idea as a central element was all but abgndoned after two
months, the program continued without a unifying theme. Individual
attendance at workshops or sehinars, city-group and total-group meetings
continued but without being informed by, or directed toward, any over-
arching programmatic goals.

Without a picture or image of what a Fellow would be 1ike at the
end Of the program year there was nothing the Felligws could aigpat,
nathing to motivate enthusiastic participation In the program.” Further,
expectations were unclear both for Feliows and local coordinators. And
the ‘absence of clearly defined intended programmatic outcomes precluded
the integration of activitles around_such intended outcomes.

Limitations -of *Huddting Through.' From time to time during the
course of the Fellowship year the Program directgr characterized the
program development process we were Using as ong of'hmddllng through."
The term comes from Lindblom (1958} who descriﬁzgfthe way policies are
formulated (and decisions made) as ''muddling ugh.' _ln Lindblom's
theory, pelicies are not made "rationally' and comprehensively; rather, .
new poticy builds on current policy by small increments, in a step~by-
step fashion. The term "muddling through' was used in this{;echnical

seénse.

As a description of our approach to program plannlng and develop- f
ment, the theory of ""muddling through" fits rather well. First, only

. a few alternative program designs were considered--and these never in

full-blown forms. The ultimate design developed out of the program
director's experience with other programs and also built incrementally
on_ "“standard' internships in educational admin¥stration. Second, only

some consequences of pursuing aiternative program designs were ‘considered.

For example, we considered the consequences attendant on succdss with

“the projects and planned ¥rom the start to faciliitate .sharing among

Fellows, with the school systems and with ‘the professional generaliy.

£ -

.-
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The frustration that accompanied fallure to implement.projects was not |
anticipated and consequently no provisions were made for dealing with it, ]

"Third, we planned from the beginning to constantly monitor the pro-

gram and adjust its means and ends in the light of evaluative findings.
This is.most cleariy seen as we progressed from year one,to year two but
even within the first program year the same process is evident. When
‘the projects proved an obstacle to some of the Fellows a decision was
made to de-emphasize "doing a project’ in fayor of,the less threatening

. "professional development.!* This decision also iFTustrates the pheno-
menon of making choices to alleviate identified 111s rather than to

. promote a well-defined future state. . .

In part, muddiing throtgh was forced on us by the necessity of
workIng with several school systems and by time and other constraints.
However, a part of the ''muddling'* was b dessgn. Because we were start-
ing the program from scratch We were cofiscious of the need to modify
the program as the year progressed. We were willing to adjust as the o
need presented itself. In addition, we felt that it was essential that
the Fellows‘PrOV|de input into the program.

. But there were some adverse consequences that developed because
we/'muddled through' the program. The continual adjustment of ends to
ans and the other way around resulted in undefined Program gdals,
means masquerading 3s goals and a set of unintegrated program elements.
Each of these consequences had adverse effects. First, the lack/of
’//// definitive program goals was a major coutrtbutor to the trust problem
that surfaced at the summer workshop. The Fellows figured the staff )
had firm program objectives and were frustrated because they couldn' t
discover them. _Second, ''doing a project! became the goal of the program
in the eyeiy%ﬁ’fﬁe Fellows. When difficulties with project implementation
. developed, Ydoing a project! was de-emphasized and the program was left
. with no unifyibg element. Third, the one day per week time allotment,
the projects, the availability of co-ordinators and the three levels of
program activity (:ndrvndual clty-groups, total-group) were never in-
tegrated. e s

Another facet of the temedial orientation of 'muddiing through'' is
the “never ending series of attacks' on a problem through serial analyses
and evaluation. A formative evaluation component was built into the
QU|Iler Foundation Program precisely to provide the capability of improv- L
ing the program as, the year progressed. . However,. as indicated below,
problems generating valid data and problems making use of the evaluative
_findings developed. o

The phenomenon identified by the physical concept of lnertia represents
the major drawback to our use of "muddiing through'' as a norpative model
for program development. One of the characteristics of '"muddiing through'
is Its remedial orientation. | noted above the power of initial experiences’

- ’ ! ’ - »
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for shaping the subsequent direction,of the Program. For example, the .
early lack of financial guidellnes, although tater corrected, led to
problens with funds that lasted throughdut the year. Similarly, the
early relatlonship that developed between Fellows and staff at the
August workshop had its problematic aspects throughout the year. In
effect, remediatlon was pnext to impossible within the first program
year. . /

Problems utilizing a formative evaluation capability. Problems c¢an

be expected in the first year of any program and, as the sections above
“Indicated, the QF program was no exception. But we were prepared; an
effort was made to monitor the program through periodic intervlews and
structured feedback Instruments. However, the existence of a formatlve
evaluatiog®apability was not sufflcient either for discovering the
probless early enough or for initiating intervention strategies that
could have changed the direction of the program during jts first year.

We encountered some problems jn our attempt to gather valid and
useful evaluative data. The main difficulty occurred over questionnaire
items that dealt with city-group meetings and the work of the coordinators.
These items drew almost uniformly positive responses. One example:

o {Our coord:nator) has done everything requested by staff, and adminis~
tration. Both the pattern of resporises and the off-the-record comments
of two Fellows later In the year made it cléar that they "were not about
to say anything negative about their coordinators. Close relationships-~
at least working relatlonships--we{e developing between the Felilows and
their local coordinators. OQur requests for information violated these
relat!onships. . .

3

Desplte difficulties in getting good information, some valid and
useful data were obtained during thegcourse of the program. However,
that data did not contribute to prdggim improvement during the first
year. One of the problems in the arrangements for making use of evalua?

. tive findings was the abséence, throughout most the year, of regularly

scheduled sessions in which those findings could be considered. Staff

* meetings were non-existent during the middle of the program and, al-

though questionnaire results were tabulated and returned to the Fellows,
at most of the Inter~city meetings no time was allocated to discuss the.
responses or to consider’ program modifications based on the evaluatlve
f!ndlngs.

" A'related reason why evaluative feedback did not get used was a
lack of focus in the presentation of the findings. Even a four page -
document proved too long and too dlffuse to encourage discussion of the
flndings and possible solutions for probiematic situations. With hind-
sight, it can be said that an in-depth consideration of oniy one or ~»
two findings from the Tesponses to the questionnaire following the

.
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August workshop nay have changed the progr&m. The availability, but
non-use of a score of fandings serged no- useful purPOSe. ‘ ) .

[ ]
" The mOnitoring of the progran did seem to bear some fruit, how-

.ever. In the short run, mid-course alterations were effected when

-

receptivity to intervention could be capitalized oniand when inter-
vention was timed to coinclde with natural turning phints In the
program. Fof exanple, the pattern within one clty wls -altered when
the local coordinator, who was depressed about the ways the program
_was developing in that city, was glven some suggestions based on feed-
back from the Feliows. in that.city. (Interestingly, the feedback and
suggestions were given in a. corner bar, over a ¢ouple of beers, and
jater on the strest corner, itsalf ) - :

In the iong run, and In. tﬁe coutext of the prodram continuing over |,
several years, it is fair to $ayy that formative evaluation did have an .
tmpact. The end of one year and the beguaﬁfhg of another . is, of course,

a natural turn:ng point. Change’is expected. The seCOnd year Fellows ‘Qﬁ

encountered an extensively redesigned program based on the first year's .
experience. To be sure, there were mistakes made diring the second

year. Some of the first year's problems were fiever: corrected, and .
some new ones cropped up that were aever. s¢lved. But, in genhral ) .
the second year nrofited from feedback frOm the first year‘s-operation.

+ r

Within the first Fellowsh:p year, however; the formative evaluation
capability did not contribute sign:f:cantiy to integrating program elemants.«
to raising the levei of trust between Fellows and staff or o establish- . a

ing and ‘malntainind a high level of enthuslasm. . «

~
[

The implications of this study for program managers exist on two “,

" levels. On one level, there are things a pgogram mapager can do to -

tatlon thaf
it

maintain a high level of enthusiasm or to providé for staff deve Op~
ment or to insure that formative evaluation findings get included in
decision-making sessions. On a second level, the underlying reasons
for the problems we encountered during program implementatiop imply
that* program managers ought to be wary about.consciously adopting a o
"muddiing through' approach to P?Qgram.plannlhg and implementation -~

‘at least as that strategy was used for the QF program. ° , - e
. B L) . . ..

The data of this study suggest'two hypothpsEs. First, if Inténded ’
programmatic outcomes are specified, then program resources will Qe
more effectively and efficiently utilized. Second, if thd consequences

of alte:native courses of- action are‘pOnsidered during planning, then ..

program resoigces wili be more effactively and efficiently utitized.
In the form of recommendations, the two hypotheSes suggest, that -
program mana?ers .adopt an approach to program planning and‘implehen- |

s characterlzed by elements of‘"rationa}“ p!annfng. r

" - ' ¥
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Vs - These recommepdations stop considarably short of su;,gestlng that Pro- oo o
gram managers adopt a “rational' approach to program developmept.  As Faylor  ° .

(1965} notes,. the classical, “rational," theory of decismn-rgaklng ts predi— =
cated on the decision-maker's abitity to clarify vdlues; to generate a com= =~
pleté 1ist of alternatives and their £onsegueghces, 1o evaluate the, conse- .
quences in the light of ¢bjectives, and then, to be, ahlg 16 order ‘the, dlfer- . ]
natives on some scale of_priorities. This decislon-piaking. strategy is o
» - clearly impossible with progfams, and In cnnte;ts. slms ar to the program’ 0
" and context considered in this.study:? But it Is posstﬁ%e.-w speciaﬂt in o
some detai! ingended program oufcomes, and 1t is possiple to cofisidersome . - 7]
. alternative courses of action and to Anticipate some congegliences of these =
. alternatwes--espectaily the” conseque‘aces of the alternatwa actually chesen, *~ -
.° .« Short of assuming that the worst will happen, It seems feasible to at least. R
. . 3 .Simulate the various programpatic components so dysfunctfons don't catch’ | L N
T f. ma,nagers off guard. Playing out what could happen under ‘a particular plan ~
! should help uncover addrtlonal geals and should serve to hlghlaght possible
© o+ 7 . costs dnd benefits

- " -

S ‘. 8ut there are s’till probfems with the recomm.ehdatlons., tn the flrst
. . place, in recent years they have become 1ittle more than cliches.  As a
" copsequence, their power for influencing practice has been reduced, consider-
7 ably. * in the second place, “rational'' planning cennotes avrlgldlty, an
- emphasis on measurable quantities and an Increased bureaucratization that
fs antithetical to movements to humanize educdtion and, to management theory

. . thaf. stresses involvement of program participants. . .
; . 3 b - L}
! My response “to these problems ‘is two-fold. first, the implications of )

* the data are clear. Program implementation will experfence avoldable diffi-
.culties If intended.outcomes -are not specified In some detail and if efforts
: are not made to anticipate .the consequences of alternatlive courses of actian,
Second, the preceding statement is not meant to tmply that program partict=’
- - pants be.axcluded from goal-settmg and planning. There are empirical studies
" (cf Fullan, 1972) that trsce problems of Implementation to faflures to In=
' . volve part:cipants in program pianning. In addItIOn, of. course, there are
’ value considgFations when dealing with other persons. The fecommendations o
. . to adopt elements of a 'rational” strategy of prOQram planmng and :mple- _ ",,

. S

v - mentation,  therefore, do not stand alone. oL RSN S
. On”the other f'land two bits of advlce freqqently glven to managers }.'_
: who are beginning. new prégrams ought not stand alone either. One blt of S LY
- advice suggests that they recruit capalyle staff persong and them"leave o L
. _ them alorae--dou"t get ‘In.the way." A second bit of advice suggests that. ::"5;._, ;o
. they thvolve program par'tthpar:-ts In goal setting and dec:slon—making ‘ . B ]
These may be good s:.!‘ggestmns {my personal bias says they are) but, wore 5 EREAC
R needed if a program Is fo fulfill.its pofentlal s Involve prcgram partlcla- ISP
s pants tn goal setting and deci’swn-makmg, and allow staff persoms fo “de = .77, "
. their thing," but atothé same time, make sure that eventuaily, goals and -7 ¢ o
_roles are stated cleariy and urrderstood and that-an effort. s made fo 100}:

.\ " T

beyond the program"s first day._\,_\ , . ) . RN
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