O -

ED 141 437

AUTHCE
TITLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY

" EUB DATE

CONTRACT
NCTE

EDRS FRICE
DESCRIFTORS

IDENTIFIERS

"ABSTRACYT

DOCUMENT RESUME

gD 016 986
Reynclds, Larry J.; And Others
Inplementing Alternative Schools; Lessons from the .
rinneapclis Experience. :
‘Minneapclis Public Schools, Minn. Southeast

Alternatives Program.’

National Inst. of Education (DHEW), Washington,

20.C. . -

Aug 76 - :

400-76-0005 ‘ .
154p.; For related documents see ED 134 671 and ED

092 433 ; Some parts may be marginally legible due to

small print of the original document ‘

MF-30.83 HC-$8.69 Plus Postage.

#alternative Schools; Community Schools;
*Decentralized School Design; *Educational
Alternatives; *Elementary Secondary Education;
*Experimental Schools; Instructional Improvement;
Open Education; Parent School Relationship; #*School
organization; Ungraded Schools

Minneapolis Public Schools; *Southeast

Alternatives ‘
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Specifically,
schools during the past
system of alternativ= schools, called Southeast Alternatives

it examined the strategy of the Minneapolis public

five years to achieve this goal by creating a
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public schools, SEA served as an experiment in decentralized
administraticn, scho¢l-community participation in decision-making and

parent/student choice camong educational progranms.
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secondary level.
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luded four separate school models at the

a continuous
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were offered at the
SEA served approximately 2,500 students and each

student had the chcice cf attending any of the alternative schools.
This repcrt focused upon the process through which SEA implemented a
system of alternative schools. A description of the process of change

vas discussed in seven steps:
~implementation,
-instruction efforts and stakilizing the program.
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sonitoring instructional eaviromments, monitoring ) ’
The evaluation

strategies included school-based ethnographies, development and
yearly administration of objectives-based tests in reading and

mathematics,

an affective survey,

observations of formal meetings,

structured classroom okcservations, and extensive formal and informal

interviews of school and community participants.
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wthor:

itle:

Source} S

Minneépolis Evaluation Team
Implementing Alternative Schools: Lessons from the Minneapolis Experient

Report submitted by the Minneapolis Evaluation Team (Educational Servict

_Group, Inc.) to the National Institute of Education, Experimental Schoo.
" Program, pursuant to Contract No- 400-76-0005

This report is a case study of a federally funded effort to implement
comprehensive change in public education,. specifically,.a system of
alternative schools. The report has two purposes: (1) to examine the -
implementation of a locally defined approach to educatiohalfchange and
the extent to which expectations of the federal program were attained,
and (2) to identify issues, concepts and strategies of relevance and
utility to educators implementing educational change in general and
alternative schools in particuldar. Evaluation strategies included
school-based ethnographies, development and yearly administration of
objectives-based tests in reading and mathematics, an affective survey,
observations of formal meetings, structured classroom observations,

and extensive formal and informal interviews of school and community
participants. The report focuses upon the administration and organizat:

* of alternative schools, community and technical support systems, and
‘differences among alternatives.in instructional programs, and their

effects on students. The report is organized by a model of the process
of change derived from the setting and the literature on educational
innovation.

(98 references)




PREFACE

This report ,is based on work donc by the Minnecapolis Evaluation Team of

" Educational Services Group, Incorporated. Under contract with the National

Institute of Education, the Minncapolis Evaluation Team was responsible for

the independent, external cvaluation of the Experimental Schools Program in

the Minneapolis Public Schools—Southeast Alternatives (SEA). The program

was funded from 1971 to 1976 to bring about comprehensive change in the

_ educational program of urban public. schools; the external evaluation reccived.
concurrent funding.

This report has two purposes: (1) to report on the implementation of a
locally defined approach to educational change and the extent to which expec-
tations of the federal program were‘attained, and "(2) to identify issues,
concepts and strategies of relevance and utility to educators implementing
educational change in general and alternative schools in particular.

The Minneapolis Evaluation Team was comprised of professional staff with
backgrounds in anthropology, ecducational administration, psyshology, sociology
and public scheol tecaching. Evaluation strategies included school-based
ethnographies, development and yearly administration of objectives-based tests
in reading and mathematics, similar development and administration of.an
affective survey of students, observations of formal meetings, structured
classroom observations, and extensive, formal and informal interviews of school
and community participants of SEA. Early studies focused on the formal organi-
zation of SEA and its community and the development of an acceptable testing
program. During the third year, the evaluation effort added school based
ethnographies, followed by more focused studies during the final two years.
Planning directly related to the final report began in July of 1974 under a
new Project Director, Larry Reynolds. Major staff contributions during- the
last two years of the project were as follows:

School ethnographics: Hal Nelson, Frank Gidnnotta, Ron French,
Margot Jenkins Pendergraft, Judy Reynolds,
Caro! Winther, and .Joan Ryba.

Organizational and

Community Studices: - Doug Rider, Mary Mueller and Bruce Boraas.
. Student Impact Studiecs: Ron French, Karen Kane, Mike Crg%ill and
Carol Allison. /
Final Report: - Larry Reynolds, Frank Giannotta,

Mike Crahbill and Nickie Breadpn.

The final report is drawn from earlier reports of the Minneapolis Evalua-
tion Team, selected and written by the Director to provide an in-depth, descrip-
tive case study of the implementation and operation of an alternative schools
program in a public school setting. The report is organized in.the following =«
manner: '
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Chapter Onc cxamines alternative schools as a strategy of change,
multiple definitions of alternative schools, components of alternative
schools as defined by SEA, rationale for thc overall evaluation strategy,
and final report organlzatlon :

Chapter Two examines the factors facilitating the development of
alternative schools and influencing their definition. N
\,
Chapter Three describes key features of both technical and “community
support involved in the implementation of alternative schools.

Chapter Four describes the learning environments of the alternatlvc
schools of SEA and the similarities and differences among them. \\\\
n

Chapter Five provides an analysis of the different alternatives i
terms of achievement in basic skills, student affect and student perceptions\
of learning environments. It includes a study of the effects on students .
who changed from one alternative school to another. . \\\

Chapter Six describes the final phases of SEA under federal funding,
particularly its reorganization within the Minneapolis Public Schools.

Chapter Seven provides a summary of the process of implementing
alternative schools, conclusions about the role of external funding to
facilitate educational change, and implications of alternative schools
for the structure and functioning of public schools.

The work of the Minneapolis Evaluation Team was a requirement of the
. Experimental Schools Program and not a choice of the individual Experimental
Schools Program sites. After early ambiguities and difficulties concerning
the purposes and demands of the external evaluation effort, the staff of
Southeast Alternatives and the Minneapolis Public Schools were most helpful.
Particular appreciation is extended to Jim Kent, who served as Director of
SEA from 1971 to 1975, and. his successor Dave Roffers. We also wish to -
_ acknowledge the support of Norman Gold and Raymond Coward of the Natiomal
' Institute of Education: The support of Thel Kocher, director of the evaluation
staff within SEA, greatly facilitated.our work. Over the course of the project
many other individuals provided counsel and insight regarding our efforts.
While we cannot mention them all by name, their assistance is greatly appre-
ciated. We are particularly pleased to have been assoc1ated with a project
which was exciting, meaningful and challenglng
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iv




TABLE OF CONTENTS

S R Pii
Listing.of Figures...... E P vii
’ Listing of TaBles ......... R R R vii
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION..............c... S IR I I 1
Alternatives as a Strategy of Change...... P 2
Definitions of Alternative SChOOLS.........civhiiernnieenm ey 3
Major Components of SEA.............. B PP 6
Specific Purposes of the Report........ P 7
Organization of the Report........ S R LR RRRR 10
CHAPTER TWO: PROGRAM CONCEPTUALTZATION . . ottt ittt e e i i e iee e 13
Program Setting: Diagnosing the Context of Change......cooviiimeennonn 13
Program Initiation....... ... oo e e e e e e e s 17
brogram DEFIMAEEON .+ o s ee et e ee e tie e . 18
Summary of the Early Strategy..................: S R 23
CHAPTER THREE: TIMPLEMENTATION. ... ... .iiui i o 25
Implementing Choice........c.oovneinnonnn. e e e 27
Staff Support Services..... [ 30
Linking Schools and the Community........ DU 35
Service Monitoring and Coordination....' ............................... 40
Governance and Advisory Groups....... 7.........; ....... e oo 43
Factors Facilitating Implementation..............ccccecornnnrnrrocress 53

o CHAPTER FOUR: INSTRUCTIONAL ANALYSIS: DIFFERENCES AMONGJALTERNATIVES ..... 59
Contemporary SchoOl. ... v 61
Continuous Progress School........... T R 66
Open School............... S R R 72
Free School..............cv.nn e e 77

SEA as a System of Alternatives........ SO UPUPUP PP 82
Monitoring Instructional Environments........ ... et — 88

7
i




TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)

CHAPTER FIVE: INSTRUCTIONAL ANALYSIS: STUDENT EFFECTS................... 91
Student Perceptions of SChOOLANg. . ottt et e e e 52
AffeCtive ASDPECTS . Ll ittt ittt it e e ettt e 95
CogNIitive ASPeCtS . L.t ittt ittt it e et 101
Choice: Characteristics and ConSequeNCeS. .......covurirnernnennnnnnn. 110
Monitoring Instructional Effects..... ... .. .. ..ttt iiiiannnnen. 116

CHAPTER SIX: PROGRAM SURVIVAL. .. .....eouturereneaeaanananenenenenene.... 117
ReoTganization . ... ... .. .t et et S 118
New Governance StTUCLUTES. . ... ...t vrneernneannns e e e e 121
Survival in a Changing Pnvironment............ ettt e 124
Stabilizing the PTOGTAM. .. .. ...\ttt ettt aee e eeeeeaaeeenns e 127

CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSTONS . ...ttt it ettt e e ettt e i 129
Implementing Alternative Schools........ e 130
Role of External Funding......... ... ... .. 132
Inmplications of Alternative Schools.............cviiiiiunnennnnnnnn. 135

APPENDIX A: THE EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS PROGRAM. . ... ... . tiet it 137

APPENDIX B: RESEARCH AND EVALUATION STUDIES OF ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS....... 141

REFERENCE S . Lo i i it et et ettt e te et e et et eaaanaanns 143

()i
N R , Covi
ool .
M e



Figurce 1:

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figurc

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figurc
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure:

I'igure

Table
Table
Table
Table

[§S]

w

LISTING OF FIGURES

Southeast Alternatives Formal Organization...........eveee o..
Similarities Among Schoels (Student ﬁbrvopt@ons) ..............
Sclf Perception Scale Mean Ruwagorc ..........................
School Attitudes Scale Mean Raw Score.......ooevevvennn

School Participation Scale Mean Raw SCOTEC........onvnvennns

Mctropolitan Readiness Test Mean Raw SCOTC . v i i it i :

Gates (Grade Three) Comprchcnsﬁon Mcan Raw Score..............
Gates (Grade Four) Comprehension Mean Raw SCOTC . vttt e v vt ae v iann
Gates (Grade Five) Comprchension Mean Raw Score...............
Gates (Grade Six) Comprchension Mean Raw SCOTC. .t i it it caas o
Gates (Grade Three) Vocabulary Mean Raw Scorc.................
Gates (Grade Four) Vocabulary Mean Raw ScOTC.......v..oeves-s
Gates (Grade Five) Vocabulary Mean Raw ScorC..................
Gates (Grade Six) Vocabulary Mean Raw SCOTC e it vt et

SEA Elementary linrollment by Alternatives and Residence Areca..

Transfcrs 1971-75. i ie et e e et e

Direction of MidyGar THINSFCTS. . uur e in e in e

Dircction of Summer Transfers. .. ... ..o in s

LISTING OF TABLES

Comparisons of Alternative Instructional Environments.........

Summary of Mcan Differences on Affective Survey......... L

Results of Objectives-Based Tests (1975) .t et

Reasons for Transferring Among Alternatives (1974)............

vii

112
113
114



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CHAPTIR ONI:
INTRODUCT HON

5

The following report is a casc study of a federallv-funded effort to

implement comprehensive change in public education, Specitical ly, ite examines
the strategy of the Minncapolis Public Schools to achicve this goal by creating
a system of alternative schools, called Southeast Alternatives (SEAY.  Initially

Funded in 1971 hy the 0. S, Office of Education and later administered by the

National Institute of Education, SEA received 6.5 million dollars over five

vears. Lstablished as aseparate administrative district of the Minneapolis
Public Schools, SEA was to serve as an experiment in decentralized administra-
tion, school-community participation in decision-making and parent/student
chdice among cducational programs.

The svstem of alternative schools included four separate school "mode s
at the elementary level—u trece school, an open school, a continuous progress
school, and a contemporary or traditional school. Selected options, based
upon the clementary programs, were offered at the secondary level.  Each
school in SEA was an alternative in the sense of offering hoth a different
learning envircnment and philosophy. SEA served approximately 2,500 students
and cach- student had the choice of attending any of thealternative schools.

Southeast Alternatives also has been a highly visihle program during the
past five ycars. It has becn considered by the National TInstitute of Iiducation
as the most successful of its Experimental Schools Program. Highly publicized,

_SEA has provided a setting where thousands of educators across the country vould

vigit a variety of alternative schools operating within a public school setting.
The visibility and success attributed to SEA, however, are potentially problem-
atic. FEducation is notorious-for its handwagon approach ro change and the alter-
native schools movement in cducation may be the latest in bhut a series of good

ideas.

Educators frequently visit or rcad about innovative programs and prepare
a shopping list of what they would like to scc implemented in®their own schools.
The tempration incrcases as innovations arc percecived as exciting or potentially
enhancing the image of individual districts, schools or carcers. In an cffort
to simplify local- adopticn, specific guidelinds may be sought to acquaint local
implementors with the hchaviors appropriate in a new program. In short, the”
"good idea" hecomes absolute. Conscquently, what”hecomes dissceminated by highly
visible innovative programs are specific practices, not a knowledge of the pro-
cess of change through which implementation was accomplished. Educators who fail
to understand the reasons why an .idca worked in one setting may find the new idea
failing in their own. The rescarch literaturc on cducational *change is dominated
by perspectives of failure, resistance to change and unanticipated problems.

For these rcasons, thi. report will focus upon the process through which
SEA- implemented a system of alternative schools. To organize our discussions,
we will describe the process of change in scven steps—diagnosis, initiation,
definition, implementation, monitoring instructional environments, monitoring
instructional cfforts and stabilizing the program. [In this manner, we hope to

1
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achicve a dual purpose: (1) to report on the implementation of a locally-
defined approach of public schools to educational. change and the extent to
which expectations of the federal program were attained, and (2) to identify
issues, concepts and strategies of relevance and utility to cducators imple-
menting educational change in general and alternative school programs in par-
ticutar. The audiences addressed by this rveport potentially include the staff
of federal and state education agencics, school board members, central office
and building administrators proFesslonal support staff, teachers and parents.

In this introductory ‘chapter we will examine (1) the usc of alternative
schools as a strategy of change; (2) the multiple meanings and connotations
of alternative schools: (3) the essential components of alternative schools
in SEA; (4) a rationale for our approach in reporting the SEA experience; and
(5) the organization of the report.

Alternatives as a Strartegy of Change

s

The public theme of Southeast Alternatives has been "educational choice”
for parents, tedchers and students. Choice is meaningful to the extent that
there. are alternatives from which to choose; that is, variability. Indeed,
SEA has been characterized by variability--in instruction, governance,
internal cvaluation, staff dcvelopment, community participation and recsource
allocation. DPublic schools as hureaucracies do not typically encourage
variability nor%do innovative programs. Indeed, the "innovation' of SEA

may well be its ‘tolerance for and management of variability.

Public schools have been characterized by a bureaucratic stance which
seeks to reduce variability in educational programs. Centra11zed deqls1ons
promote a norm of equality or sameneﬁs.(Lort??, 1969) . This is accompllshed
by "equal piecc of the pie" allocations of resourcesy. usually on a-per pupil’
basis among buildings. This promotes a rough equality in teacher/pupil ratios,
professional support staff, and instructional matgrlals among buildings serv1ng

- the same age-grade groupings of students. Standard1zat1on is further encour-
aged by providing. the samec textbook at a given age-grade level to all students
in a district and having the same instructienal arrangements of teachers and
students. Professional™support staff aré religiously "shared" among buildings.
All of these actions place parameters on the amount of variability_allowable
among educational programs within a district. While the particular school
attended by a given student is determ1ned by his residence, the school's
program can be favorably comparcd to others in terms of standardized and
highly visible, criteria. In essence, the school bureaucracy tries to mini-
mize variability or, pcrhaps to guard against it.

Within the pardmeters estab11shed by the school bureaucracy, however,
there is frequently little agreement concerning educational programs. Public
education -is chdracterized by a multiplicity of goals and a lack of an
instructional technology (Miles, 1965). There is a great diversity among
adult$ (teachers and parents) in their perceptions of appropriate instruc-

. tional priorities or instructional methods. Different priorities and approachcs
< are as equally difficult to criticize’as to defend. Tt is into this context
that "innovations" are introduced. '

Innovations are typically singular. . The Experimental Schools Program
-has characterized past innovative programs as piecemeal change, limited in
scope and effect. Usually limited to a single priority (increasing reading

gl.? 1 1
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skills or developing an arts-centered curriculum), they usually advocate

one approach as sacred--team teaching or teacher training to develop new
skills. Further, the orﬁuni:utipn typically adopts a formal fcommi tment to
the innovation prior to its actual implementation. A problem frequently
exists when there are differing perceptions among administrators, teachers
and parents as to the nced for the particular innovation. Indeed, innovative
programs may devoge considerable time during the implementat ion phase trying
to convince pnrriiipuntq of the need for a particular innovation (Reynolds,
1973) . Frequently, the innovation is redefined to be consistent with previous
programs and the innovation cxists only as an organizational facade fCarlson,
1965; Smith and Keith, 1971; Charters et al., 19735) .

CAs we will discuss, alternative schools provide the potential to address
the existing variability among adults within the public school and to avoid
specific innovations as a strategy of change. Variability was part of the
context of change prior to SEA's initiation and it appears SEA has heen
successfil in maximizing the potential of existing variability, rather than
trying to control it. The concept of variability also was central to the |
organization and operation of SEA's instructional program and to the coordir-
ation of its many interdependent components, o.g.,'communitf involvement and
technical support. While the implementation of alternative schools is the
major theme of this report, variability is the niinor theme.

1 . . y

Definitions of Alternative Schools ¢

§ < ‘ .

It is important to discuss the various meanings of "alternative schools™
to clarify the naturc of the program reportedein this document. While South-
cast Alternatives staff have heen careful in their definitions, and sometimes
adamant about what constitutes a "true' alternative schools program, the
literaturc in cducation and the increasing number of "alternative' programs
around the country have created a multiplicity of meanings and connotations
for the term. Those who arc interested in develoning alternative schools
will have to cope with the diverse use of the concept. Further, while SEA
provides a casc study where alternatives are defined, as we shall sce, rather
broadly, limited definitions of alternative schools may be appropriate -and
necessary in other settings. The development of alternative schools to the
status of a nationwide movement suggests that this is so (Nyguist and Howes,
1972). -

Historically, the term "alternative school" implied an alternative to
the conventional public school program, frequently of a contemporary nature
for a selected population of students as described by Duke: .

A compensatory alternative is designed for students
who cannot or are not cxpected to succeed in regular
public schools. These students suffer a plethora of
labels such as disadvantaged, culturally deprived,
emotionally disturbed, or remedial. There have been
compensatory alternatives since the pauper schools
of the nincteenth century, thoueh certainly in less
significant numbers (1973} )

12
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The Southeast Alternatives program was not compensatory. It was a total’
school program designed for all students, incorporating another component of
definitions of alternative schools--the role of studénts. and parents ‘A
report of the League of Women Voters (1973) notes: ;

As the term evolved it began to mean any situation;
in which a student could exercise choice. Thus,
"alternatives" ranged in scope frem choosing one
hour per we€k of "enrichment' activities to choosing
among tctal programs offering dlfferent learning
env1ronments : ) .o

A current-trend is to restrict the term 'educational
alternatives' to situations involving total program
choice. Three characteristics that may be used to
establish criteria for educational alternatives are
expressel concisely in a recent New York State
Edutation Department publication,

» . First, there must be the element of choice...
without...freedom of choice or entry, the program
may only be a device for grouping. Second.. .the
option must be more than a single class or only a
part of the school day; it must represent an inte-
grated total program. Third, any major option must -,

"-have, in the main, a significantly different curri- '
culum in which there has been considerable involve-

. ment of the parents and students in the planning,
development, implementation and evaluation of the
program ('Providing Optional Learning Environments
in New York State Schools," the State Education
Department, Albany, N.Y., October 1973, pp.7-8).

As we shall see, these components were major featurqsgqf,Southeast Alternatives.

Alternatives have also been used to describe schools outside the public
arena, i.e., "alternatives to public education." The Free School movement,
with its focus on social reform and rejection of the programs and parapuer-
nalia of public schools, is representative of his usage (Graubard, 1972).
One of the unique features of SEA was the inclusion of a Free School within
the public school structure. :

N

The literature on alternative schools has also posited numerous short-
comings to '"'traditional schools" which provide a basis for definition by con-
trast. Tracing alterhatlves to the time of Benjamin Franklin, Morra (1974:1+3)
rotes that the "post 1960's alternatives make a clear break w1th traditional
ecucational organlzatlon and ‘practice, and share three basic assumptlonq

1. Chlldren are ‘naturally curious ‘and. ‘are motlvated
to learn by their own interests and ‘desires...

- - ] -

Thé most important -condition for nurturing the
natural interest and curiosity of the child is

a corps of adults who can enrich the environment
and offer sympathetlc help on a frequent basis:

(%)
.

3. The best settlng for learning is a community in
which all participants to the educative process
have a voice in the formulation of school policy."

4



Southeast Alternatives also included a Contemporary School which censtantly
fought being called the mtraditional school' and thereby being-attributed
automatically with the "woret" of public school programs. .On the other hand,
from the perspective of numerous persons, the "best" of pubiic schoul programs
is the traditional school. A recent trend has been to establish traditional
Schools as the alternative. Discontent with schocls that are toc liberal,

lack discipiine and fazil to teach basic skills has created a movement and
philosophy of its own. As we shall see, the issue of the "hest' ulternative
is emotional, hut controllable.

! Alternatives have also been defined in terms of substantive differences
in curriculum and instructional methods. After surveying alternatives in
‘hoth New York State and across the country, Duke (1974) saw the following
as distinguishing pedagogical characteristics of alternatives: .

1. A wide range ofs individual options including
what, when, where, and how to learn.
: s

2. Increased 'emphasis on affective devclopment.

Multiple-staffing involving teauher aides,
assistants, volunteers, parents, resource
pcople, etc.

[ o2}

4. Some attempt to group students of different
ages, abilities, and/or home backgrounds-

5. Nontraditional facilities ranging from old
homes to schools withoutgwalls.

6. Wide use of learning environments outside
the school. . A .

. - 7. Morc individually-based, as opposed to
‘normative, evaluation. : - )

8. A general climate of warmth, informafity, ‘ .
and cooperation. :

. ’

The instructional programs of Southeast Alternatives incorporated all of
these pedagogical characteristics. .

The attempts to define alternatives hqvc been extensive, frequently
value-laden and usually general and abstract..” In its broadest sense, an,
"alternative' can be anything dlffercnt than what exists. .The deflnltions,
however, are helpful to point out the many facets of alternatives as they
existed in Southeast and how the theme.of alternative schools could provide
the basis for comprechensive change in the cducational program of public
schools-(a goal of the Fedvra{ly funded program).

&
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Major Componénts of SEA

N3

While we wish to save a specific def1n1t10n of Southeast Alternatives
until we discuss the process of local definitions of change (Chapter Two),
it may be helpful to the reader to state the major components of alternative
schools in SEA.

1. Alternatives were designed to serve all students across the
) entire educational program within the public school setting.

2. Alternatives were building-wide programs at the elementary
level (K-6), with parallel programs at the sécondary level.

3. Attendance in any program was determined by choice of students
and _parents.

4. Alternatlves also included formal governance.groups to
facilitate increased communlty and staff involvement in
school-related decisions, e.g., the de51an and coordlnatlon

- of the alternatives program.

S. All elementary programs were to provide quality programs
. in basic skills.

6. Technical support was provided by professional staff in a
variéty of areas, e.g., inservice, curriculum, and evaluation.

~J

Specifics of each alternatives program were the responsibility
of individuals involved in each building and program.

: 8. It was not a program to find the "best' zlternative; it was
< assumed different students function better in dlfferent school
environments. . :

9. The program served a population of over 2,0C0 students.

10. The program received 6.5 million dollars of financial support
" over five years. -

11. Extensive monitoring was required by the federal program.

12. Progtam definition was influenced by requirements of the
federal program.

13.-Program definition was influenced by the context of the
Minneapolis Public Schools and the Southeast Community.

The Southeast Alternatives programfwas extensive and expensive; a major
. effort to change the structure and functioning of public schools within the
context of a:large-scale federal program of educational change, The external
evaluation effort was also extensive, also locally defined. At the risk cf
“divergence, we would like to discuss our approach to the evaluation of this
program. In this manner, we can set the parameters and expectations- for the
context of the report; the reader may judge the appropriateness and utility
of what follows. : ' )
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Specific Pucposes of the Repert

While the remainder of this report is about SEA, this section is really
about the cxternal cvaluation team. Our prioritiecs, decisions and values '
will become apparent as we try to describe why the final report on SEA has
taken its particular form. '

The cvaluation team has, over time, been subjcct to mainy influences.
We have been expected to provide valuable informution to federal policy
makers aid program monitors, applied research communities, local program
participants, the field of cvaluation and educators across the country.
In sum, all things to all pcople. We have been expected, on one hand,”’
to apply the best ‘tenets of existing research and evaluation strategics
and, on the other, be innovative and creative. The evaluation team, the
Experimental Schools Program and Southeast Alternatives have changed
personnel, programs and focal concerns over five years. -

No current member of the evaluation team was present "at the creation”
of SEA. The prioritiesgand problems of public education have shifted from
1971 to 1976. Consultahts have been advised, pancls convened, site reviews
completed, and policies r~versed. It has been interesting. i

This final report is the product, however, of scveral fairly stable

.concerns and issues. We will briefly discuss what we have tried to accom-

plish, and in a’ few instances, tried to avoid.
First, we have been intrigucd by the apparent success of SEA iy attaining -
the general purposes of the federal program. SEA has been a success in terms
of its intent as stated in early proposals. The main purpose of SEA was, to
offer educational options within the public school setting (MPS, 1971). ~This
has Feen accomplished in terms of alternative instructional programs and
patterns of community involvement associated with ecach alternative school
(Nelson, Giannotta and Pendergraft, 1975; Riderv, 1975). SEA has been a
success in serving as an cxperiment.: Instructional alternatives at the
building-wide level, designed to serve all students across the-entire educa-
“{onal program within the public school structure, are not common. The
instructional, financial, administrative and logistical issues associated
with a program at this level of implementatiomwere -not totally known prior
to SEA (Morra, 1974). SEA's cxperience with a number of instructional,
financial, administrative and logistical structures and activities has allowed
it to serve as a source of ideas for future alternative school programs.
Model seeking appears to be a dominant interest of the visitors to SEA; model
dissemination is a primary concern of its participants. SEA has been a
success in terms of comprehensive change. SEA has been important in that it
has moved attempts at innovation ""beyond aclievement." In the past, many
change attempts have focused upon student _achievement as if this were the only
aspect of schooling requiring change. SEA, in contrast, has sought to _change
the basiq‘structure and functioning of public schools--parent and student .
choice./of school, decentralized decision making, school-community governance,

staffing patterns and instructional priorities. While this report is not

organized. to provide evidence for the successes and fajlures . of SEA, we have
been intrigued by these perspectives. : :
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.SEA. The volume of printed mapfrials mailed across the country and number

It is significant that SEA experienced many of the problems of change
attributed as causes of a failure to change in other settings. The literature
provides a long listing. To name but a few, these include abstract goals,
differing interpretations of appropriate behavior, conflict, excessive time
and energy ‘demands, fatigue and low morale, inefficiency in group decision
making, inappropriate skills and bureaucratic constraints (Smith and Keith,
1971; Gross, Giaquinta and Bernstein, 1971; Charters and Pellegrin, 1973;
Pincus, 1974; Baldridge and Deal, 1975).. As Packard (1973) notes, however,
the problems of organizational change seeém to be the problems of organizations
in general, whether undergning change or not. If so, the lengthy listing
seems to offer little insight into what was unique about SEA, or what should
be considered by educators judging the potential for change in their own

a

settings and by funding agencies seeking to maximize the probabili:y of change.

.SEA provided a potential opportunity vo talk about ''what works" in
contrast to the research literature on failure to change and what to avoid.
Our concern went béyend the description of a pdar: icular®instance to the
search for more general insights applicable to various change programs and
school settings. The assumption was made that the Minneapolis Public Schools
and the programs and staff of SEA shared a number of characteristics common
to other schools, professional educators and communities.

Second, we have been concerned with two- oomponentq . the Experimental
Schools Program as’'a strategy for change; the concept of ”comprehen51ve
change" and local definitions of change '

The Experimental Schools Program was created because of a concern
about the failure of federal monies and programs to significantly change
public schools. The extensive funding over five years was to provide the
necessary time and resources to allow districts to implement "comprehensive
change.' While the concept of comprehensr‘e change has been a messy one
to define, it implies a basic change in the structure and functioning of
public schools. SEA provided a’setting for an 1nten51ve study of whether
alternative schoolq could accomplish that goal. :

The Experiméntal Schools Program emphasized local definitions of ways

"to achieve comprehensive change. . (Other -sites did not follow an-alternative

schools design.) We were therefore interested in identifying the factors
which led to the adoption of alternative schools in general as'well as their
specific programs. Further, the "transportability" of SEA's program was of
concern, heightened by the extensive information dissemination efforts of

of visitors to SEA was impresSive. *

Third, we have active1y~sought input from educators visiting SEA to
define the focus of our final report. This was accomplished by listening
to questions and concerns voiced during national conferences (e.g., sponsored

by Phi Delta Kappa and the University of Conmecticut) and 1nformatlon—sharing\

sessions sponsored by SEA for Minneapol!is Public School staff.

Major questions have been: "How do we implement alternative schosls?
How much do they cost? What kinds of alteyhatives are there? How do you
"involve' the community? ﬂHowfdo you 'get' teachcors to change?"

17



“

We have therefore tried to provide . fairly extensive descriptive

account of SEA to allow the reader a sensc of ''what ‘SEA was like." [In this
manner, the rcader could get a general notion of the components of an
alternative schools system and a strategy of change. The description would

provide the concrete knowledge to support our discussions of more gencral
concepts, issues and strategies.

Fourth, we have been interested in the technical support provided in
-SEA to facxlltat( the 1mp]omcnrat10n and development of alternative school
programs. This interest stems in part from general concerns about the
. process of change. While new programs arc designed to ultimately improve
= instruction for students, for adults who -are to implement those programs,
the immediate effect is disruptive.

Frequently individuals must acquire ncuuknOuledgc, alter
their belief systems, and modify customary patterns of
bchavior. The amount of time necessary tor these changes
to occur depends upon factors associated with the inno-
vation, the situation, and the innovators. During the
period of disruption, new situations are encountered and
cxperience is less relevant as a guide. The predictability
of behavior is decreased and plannlng is less effective
(Revnolds, 1971). :

SEA devoted considerable financial resources to the prov1slon of technical
support during the. early phases of implementation.

Our interest in community support of alternative schools also led to
a focus upon formalized support functions. The coﬂmunlty was involved a -
recipients and prov1der< of information, as volunteers in lnstructlonal

“eupport roles and ds staff members of qupport services. .,

Frfth we have been sensitive to the prlorltlcq of local program parti-
cipants and emerging trends in evaluation. The growth of alternative schools
in Amcr1can education has been accompanied'by a variety of research needs and
prohlems, calling for altcrnative models of educational research and .assess=
ment. A central neced has been expressed in demands of some educators for
the devc]onment of new ways of conceptualizing educational accountability.
Thlq demand has recently been formulated by an SEA r"rt1c1pant as .follows:

Accountability means being held respansible for some-
thing over which one has control. Schools must he
accountable for those things for which they have
responsibility and legitimate control. Schools are
responsible for the environments which they create
and foster for children...They can and they must be
heid accountable for understanding the rcasons for - q
and the effects of structuring the environment in
~ways that they choose. -

There is much in u child's l1ife over which schools
have no-contrcl...which affect the child's ability
and motivation to learn (Aldrich, 1974).

A related nced has been a move towards switching the major focus of
evaluation away from the child and towards the school environment (Duke,1974) .
Children's responses to an environment, given the rationale of "accountability

-~
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outlined above, may become se¢ondary, though still important, to the task of
assessing the school environment 1tself The .report, therefore, includes an
emphasis on describing, Comparing and contrasting the various 1nstructlona1

programs.

Sixth, we have been attentive to evaluation's purpose of passing judg-
ment. We have already alluded to the success of SEA and several statements
qualifying that success. We have been interested in determining if SEA
accomplished what it proposed. Were the alternatives nreally' different?
What weré the effects of different programs on students?. Did the community
take advantage of the opportunity to attend a non-neighborhood school? Will
SEA survive after the federal mon-y goes away? Did SEA have an .impact on the
Minneapolis Pubiic Schools? These evaluation questions are also addressed
throughout the report. - ’

_ Seventh, we have tried to avoid the production of a "typlcal research .
- report." To this end we have omitted from the body of this report a descrip- /
tion of the Experimental Schools Program (see Appendix A) and a review of - /»
the research and evaluation literature on alternative schools (see Appendix B).
We°have avoided extensive methodological statements on fieid studies, parti-_
. cipant observation, instrument development, interview strategies and data
‘analyses. These may be found in the pertinent reports referred to in our
discussions.

Organization of the Report

~

In light of the above dlscu551on this report will focus upon the
follow1ng : ’ : o :

1. Factors underlying the def1n1tlon of alternative schools in )
SEA and the identification of factors which may serve as a
guide for definitions of alternative schools in other sett1ngs

(Chapter Two) .

2.'Key features of both technical and community support involved
in the implementation of alternative schools (Chapter Three) .

(93]

A descrlptlon “of the alternative learnlng environments of
SEA and an analysis of several dimensions on wh1ch they differed

(Chapter. Four).

4. An ana1y51s of the effects of the different elementary alter-
natives in terms of achievement in basic skills, student dffect,
student perceptions of learning environments and students who *
changed from one.alternatlve\to another (Chapter Five).

5. Descfiption'of the final phases of SEA under federal funding
and the local factors.influencing its future definitions‘of
an alternatlve schools program (Chapter Six)

6. Conclusions about the role of external funding to fac111tate
educational change, implications of alternative schools for
the structure and functioning-of public education, and a '
summary of a process for implementing-alternative schools
derlved from the preced1ng discussions (Chapter- Seven)
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The chapters outlined above arc intended to provide both descriptive
narrative about SEA and more general issues, concepts and strategies-in the
implementation of alternative .schools. To attain these goals, we have adopted
a descriptive model of implementing alternative schools. The model has been
derived from the general literature on educational change and not from the
SEA experience per se. We consider its value as providing a means to organize
a larger amount of concrete information into morec general categories. Hope-
fully, readers also will find it helpful in organizing their thoughts about
alternative schools in the’r own setting. -

The model will consist of seven components, each keyved to the discussions
of selected chapters. They are as follows: o

1. Diagnosis—refers to the asscssment of the cxisting priorities
and concerns of the community, school district and building
personnel as well as the financial, technical, professional and
interpcrsonal resources available for change efforts” (Chapter Two). -

4

(3]

Initiation—focuses upon the impetus for change and the involve-
K ment and ccamitment of people prior to beginning efﬁorts'of
’ ~ definition (Chapter Two). .
3. Definition—includes the setting of overall goals of a new

program and the deciding who will determine specific programs
and activities to attain those goals (Chapter Two). L

4. Implementation—refers here to the organization and procedures

' whercby technical and community support are mobilized to assist
in the ‘conversion from a previous program to the development of
a new program (Chapter Three) .

5. Monitoring instructional environments—calls for ﬁrocedures of
assessing the extent to which actual behaviors are congruent

with overall program goals. Without the inclusion of this step,
the relevance gﬁ,the next is virtually left to chance (Chapter
Four).

6. Monitoring instructional effects—calls for procedures of
assessing the consequences of various alternative instructional
goals. While student achievement is an obvious example, this
report will also examine other options.in this area (Chapter Five).

7. Stabilizing the program—addresses issues concerned with main-
taining innovative programs after they have lost ‘their initial
excitement and supportive funding, Changes in the context of
the change effort may well occur, calling for’ continued diagnosis
and a repetition of the other steps to allow adaptations, '
-refinements, or as in the case of SEA, survival (Chapter Six).

.

Our fyrmat throughout the report will be to describe SEA and then-derive
implications for the implementation of alternative schools in other settings.
The model will be used to.summarize these implications into a series of seven
steps. In the final chapter, we will summarize the entire.model foxr implemen-
ting alternative schools. ) '
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CHAPTER TWO
PROGRAM CONCEPTUALIZATION

In this chapter we will examine the community and school setting of
Southeast Alternatives (SEA), the process through which a proposal was written
and submitted to the National Institute of ‘Cducation (NIE) to create SEA, and
the early goals defining the overall project and each alternative school pro-
gram. These three areas of discussion correspond to the first three phases of
o'* the ‘'model of change: diagnosis, initiation and definition. A summary of the key
~ variables in the diagnosis, initiation and definition of change in SEA is then
‘ presented. N

Prégram Settihg: Diagnosing the Context of Change

Both Minneapolis and Southeast Minneapolis, as a city and community respec-
t1ve1y, influenced the character and design of SEA. This section summarizes
some important, featurcs of each setting and their relevance to the project's
initial planning and design.

Minneapolis as an Urban Educational Setting-

: Minneapolis was selected by NIE as an urban Experimcntal Sehools Program
. (ESP) site. ‘Though certainly a city by commonly accepted yardsticks-(e.g.,

. geographic size, demographic composition, and legislative mandates), it was by
. no-means a complex metropolis on the scale of New York. Nor were the Minneapo-
"*"1is Public Schools (MPS) an "innter city" system of schools such as found in
R ;Phlladclph1a or Washington, D.C. Considerations of three aspects of the MPS/SEA
. picture in 1970——school populat1on ethnic composition, and system size—clarify

¢+ these observations. P

In the 1970-71 $chool year, the MPS system enrolled a totai of 66,934
students. The total population of Hennepin County, which encompassed thc city
of Minneapolis, was then 960 ,000. Neighboring Ramsey County, encompassing
St. Paul, had a population of some 480,000. French and Reynolds (1973) analyzed
1970 rac1al d1str1but1ons across several areas in the Twin (Cities. These areas
cofisisted of St. Paul, Minneapolis minus Southeast, Southeast, and the attendance
areas of the‘neighborhood schools in SRA. They concluded '

The racial composition of the*Twin Cities is not exactly
a coat of many colors. None of the areas considered con-
tained even 10% minorities;.there is a small black popu-
- lation and a very small population of”Indians (1973:7).

The racial composition of Southeast was 95% White. French and Reynolds also

_found that unlike Minneapolis and St. Paul, "Southeast contains a small percent-
age of what is classified-as other:- spec1fled races' and "a large proportlon of

this group undoubtedly are orientals™ (1973:7). -In 1970, "other unspecified"

still represented only 2% of the 26;00U people residing in Southeast. Southeast's
demographlc comp051t10n was heavily a funct1on of its prox1m1ty to the Unlverelty .
of Minnesota's main campus. , '
» ) 1 3 L
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In light of the above profile, it is not surprising to find MPS report-
ing a 1970 figure of 13.04 for the total percentage of. -minority students
enrolled city-wide in the system. Southeast schools reported a.slightly
lower figure of 10.5% total enrolled minorities for the 1970-71 school year
(MPS, 1971:39). 1In 1971, an event occurred which held 1mp11cat10ns for the
opeféfibn of the SEA project. A.class action lawsuit was filed against MPS
which changed, over several years, policies conducive to unlawful racial
segregation. On May 24, 1972, the U.S. 5th District Court concurred with an
MPS Board approved school desegregation plan. The MPS system was required
to submit progress reports to the court every six months. -

The plan followed several years of MPS activities aimed at realizing
racial desegregation in the city's schools. The plan sought to maximize
the racial balance of both staff and students and included curriculum develop-
ment and teacher-training activities. Elementary schools were involved
through initiation of a ''clustering' concept. Clustering entailed expansion
of certain elementary attendance areas for desegregation/integration purposes.
The city-wide plan was designed to avoid placing the onus of movement solely
upon minorities. A centralized Department of Intergroup Education was
established under the direction of an Assistant Superintendent. A formula
consisting of enrollment percentages (or "bands") for majority and minority
racial balance was devised. Transfers across schools were processed through
Intergroup Education within the guidelines of the city-wide plan.

As part of MPS, SEA was required also to function within the gu1de11neq
of the desegregation-plan. “In addition to MPS human relations sessions
required for staff development, student movement formed a primary area of
impact. Families residing within the boundaries of the SEA project continued
to be able to initiate transfers among SEA schools at any time. Families
(both majority and minotiry) residing outside of SEA could also seek parti-
cipation in the project under a city-wide»Open Enrollment Program for SEA
schools initiated in April 1972." Open enrollment families were permitted
to initidte transfers into SEA, provided such transfers would not negatively
affect the racial balance (as set by the city plan) of either sending or
receiving schools or negatively influence the raceiving.school's rated
- building capacity (i.e., causing overcrowding).

What did the plan mean for SEA's future? First, it set parameters .
on the extent to which the alternatives could draw students frum non-SEA
attendance areas if this would negatively affect the racial balance of non-
SE4 schogls, particularly during the period when city-wide alternatives . did
not exist. Second, for SEA as a system of choice, it meant that majority
and minority enrollment figures would represent families who chose to attend
each alternative. There were questions about the extent to which minorities
would choose equally among the existing alternatives. In contrast to some
urban alternat1Ves SEA had not been designated as a ''compensatory" educa-
tional program. . Rather it was intended as a public system of options which
would serve both minority and majority students, low and middle income
clients. It did house, however, some program componenfs of a compensatory
nature. Thesé were either formally designated as such (e.g., the MPS
"special education" program and accompanying staff at the various alterna-
‘tives) or functioned in essence as such (e.g., some alternatives' attracting
groups of former ''drop or push-outs'). N

22 .
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Although Miancapolis faced a problem (racial desegregation) similar
to those of larger cities,:in terms of numbers, the problem was hardly on
the same scale. The city's relatively small minority population facilitated
dealing with this still formidable challenge. Similarly, size proved a key
factor in the design and administration of SEA. For example, midpoint in
the project (1973-74), SEA formed the smallest of the city's four adminis-
trative areas. During that year, the MPS district encompassed over 100
school Buildings and some 2,800 teachers, serving a total student population
of some 59,000 (down from 66,934 in 1970-71). SEA consisted of six buildings
with less than 2,500 students—relatively miniscule in comparison to cnroll-
ments in each of the city's three other arcas.

~ SEA's size was an advantage in some respects. Its schools were located
within reasonable distances of one ancther. Interaction among SEA nartici-
pants was highly personalized. Manageability was generally enhanced. The
area happencd tc be relatively close to the central downtown MPS office as

well. It was not uncommon for. SEA staff to mention colleagues working in

other parts of the city, reinforcing the city's rather town-like atmosphere.

In some respects, howcver, small size was a distinct disadvantage for
SEA. Minneapolis, again as nther cities, was experiencing declining enroll-
ments. From the project's earliest days, it was made clear to SEA that
eventual merger with onc of the larger three administrative areas would be
necessary. SEA's buildings were among the oldest in the city, thus adding .
to the economic constraints of remaining semiautonomous. The end of SEA's
third year -(1973-74) was set as a tentative target for the completion of

‘administrative merger, although it did not actually occur until the beginning

of the fifth year. (We will .discuss this issue in greater depth in Chapter
Six.) e ) e

Southeast as an ESP Setting

T

We have highlighted key points concerning Southeast Minneapolis as an
urban educational setting. It was relatively small in terms of school popu-
lation and geographic size; it was predominzntly White; it wa$ a "university
community.'" Our.purpose here is to mention additional aspects:of Southeast-
which relatc specifically to the dynamics of pre-ESP educational change.

. .
D

Our describtion of Southcast as a relatively smatll "university community,"

‘though technically accurate, requires qualificatien sincé it 1s easily mis-

leading. For'example, it masks the considerable internal diversity w!ich
also characterized the community. This diversity could be found in résidents’
incomes, occupations, life-styles, and philosophies (including educational
preferences), as-well as the physicﬁffappearance of the Southeast area.
Residential districts intersected-light industry and commercial areas. French
and Reynolds (1973) provide an_excellent trcatment of demographic variation
within Southeast. The reader is referred to their work for additional details
on such variables d4s age,. tacial composition, family structure, occupations,
residence patterns and education.

Southeast also had a substantial pre-ESP history of involvement in educa-
tion through the local university. One way to conceptualize the decade

. immediately preceding the project is to regard SEA's local schcols as a system

in "moving equilibrium'" (Wallace, 1961). These schools, as part of .the larger

&
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\ " MPS bureaucracy, formed an open sociocultural system which changed pri-

! marily through exchanging inputs and outputs with their larger environment.
\ A critical piece of that larger environment was the local university with

i a good deal of the "inputs'" into Southeast schools arriving as educational
‘ "innovations'" in the form of staff training, student teachers, university

o professors, and researchers.

f : - The effect of the university setting certainly cannot be ignored.

" In fact, prior to any word of ESP, all of the SEA elementary schools had

/ been used as local '"demonstration sites' by the university. A continuous

progress program had already been instituted at the future ''continuous
progress' alternative. The SEA high school represented a recent merger
between the local SEA high school and the university's high school. Yet,
the dominating character of the types of changes mentioned was their
"piecemeal"/nature, scattered across the various schcols in segmented
programs, activities, and timing in appearances ,

During the years immediately preceding the SEA project, small groups
of parents and staff of the Southeast community had begun to demand greater
client input into shaping the education provided by MPS schools. Piecemeal
change strategies had proven unsatisfacterily to these members of the
community. However, in terms of both preferences and organization, such
groups were far too fragmented to be a serious threat to the local board.

- Their strategies of change and reactions to MPS also mirrored ¢onsiderabie
variation. For example, some opted out of the public system entirely,
sending their children to small private alternatives. A number of these
were then operating across ‘the city. Others preferred to continue ‘advocating
for change by working '"through the system." Prior to SEA, one such group
had obtained a commitment from MPS for an open classroom. However, system-
wide change prospects looked bleak, particularly in terms of an ability to’
address the highly varied educational demands of a highly varied Southeast
community. For example, many SEA residents seemed content with a "mainstream"
model of formal schooling--e.g., an emphasis on the three R's and self-

" contained classrooms. Others, as we saw, were seemingly split among radical
change advocates and reformers. Still others seemed content with the
"ungraded' school recently initiated in Southeast. .

Community advocacy in Southeast prior to ESP was not limited to
education. Citizen activism was a hallmark of Minneapolis in general.
In Southeast, as-in other areas of the city, ''community involvement' was.

: part1a11y manifested in a formidable array of voluntary resident associa-
tions.. These played local input and watchdogging roles in contacts with
varieties of governmental organizations. For example, the Southeast
Minneapolis Planning and Coordinating Commission (SEMPAC) formed a central
umbrella organization for several Southeast district-level community
associations.

SEMPAC also maintzined a Schools Committee, which included representa-
tives of these district-level groups. As a university community, Scutheast
contained a rich resource of parents who were proféssionals, including
credentialed educators. Further varieties of informal resident networks
brought some of these professionals into continuing contact (often as role’

- occupants) with Southeast voluntary associations. Southeast's informal
networks of parents and voluntary associations had, in turn, come into
contact with the formal organizution of MPS schools. . “

214
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Program Initiation

The impetus for change in SEA stemmed in part from the interest and
involvement of citizens in Southeast and the rclationships with the local’
university. Change had also been ipitiated from the top, i.c., the super-
intendent 's office of the Minncapolis Public Schools. The Experimental
Schools Program was an opnortunity for change supported by all parties.

" The U.S. Office of Education anfunced the Experimental Schools Project
in December, 1Y7G. A letter of interest from the MPS Superintendent, in
which a rough outline of the SEA project's early stages was sketched, was
submitted January 28, 1971. Shortly thercafter, and prior to award of its
planning grant, the formal MPS organization in Southeast solicited input
from a core group of Southeast parents, which included current and former

. chairpersons of SEMPAC's School Committee. By the time the planning grant

was. formally awarded in early February, an informal preliminary planning
group of local Wchool technocrats and concerned parents had been formed.

F . .
Among those further recruited to assist, in proposal writing was the
future director of the SEA project, who was excused from his duties as
director of the high school in Southeast to devote full time to writing.
The high school's assistant principal, who had made preliminary contacts
with the first small group of parents, was also involved in the writing
and eventually became principal of one of the alternatives. The core
writing group divided up coordination and linkage responsibilities: some
took drafts for input, rcactions, further writing, editing, etc., to the
future site of the open alternatives; others assumed responsibility for
the future contemporary and continuous progress constituencies. In all,
approximately thirty administrators, tcachers, parcnts and students,
constituted the writing task force. However, with rcactors at each site
over the two month period also included, the numher .involved far cxcceded

“the task force.

Moreover, representatives on the task force mirrored a cross-scction
of what would eventually constitute cach of SEA's organizational components:
MPS central administration; teachers and administrators from the proposed
alternatives; people who would be involved in the alternatives community/
school governance or advisory groups; individuals who would staff the
project's forpative evaluation component, K-12 student support scrvices,
budgetary and transportation scctions, public information office, staff
development center, and its community education department. Some represen-
tatives were parent activists who would later assume formal roles in-a-
number of these organizational components; others werc MPS staff who would
continue represcnting MPS service functions or occupy a newly constituted
SEA organizational niche. In short, SEA planncrs heavily included those
who would be SEA implementors. Further, choice was extended to future SEA
staff as well as families. During the summer pr@geding the project's
initiation, staff were requecsted to indicate their preference fer assign-
ment either among the proposed SEA alternatiyes or outside the project.
Necessary realignment and transfers were made. Thus, key SEA participants
developed a critical sense -of ownership.

In one’sense, the MPS formal organization solicited variation in and
among early planners. In another sense, it wisely capitalized upon pre-
existing variation. For example, it solicited diverse input quite early,
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expanding the process of solicitation with the award of the planning. grant.
In terms of both designed alternatives and staffing, however, it was able to
build upon pre-existing variation. The notions of alternatives and choice
dovetailed perfectly. For those who favored a mainstream option, the contem-
porary school was offered. The continuous progress school formed'a logical
site for an ungraded opticn. Both of these proposed options already existed.
Two additional ones were designed to develop '"'from scratch"--the open and
free school alternatives. Yet, even here, the open alternative would be
located at a pre-existing school. Only the free school option would require
~creation in terms of a staff and site. The junior/senior high school would
serve as a logical receiver and K-12 extension of elementary options. 'Real"
constituencies existed for each of the above options. Thus, SEA was designed
to accommodate a spectrum of desires ranging from extreme departure from
the past to rather close adherence to pre-SEA offerings.

Announcement- of ESP funding in early May 1971 triggered an emotional
rise in expectations among many participants. As noted, members of the core .
advocate groups (both staff and parents) were hired in formal organizational
roles. Others volunteered services, later being similarly absorbed. Within
some components of the project, a type of cultural revitalization movement
was launched, with funding and experimental status serving legitimating
functions (Giannotta', 1975a). This phenomenon resembled in some ways the
"big bang' approach tp innovation, or what the NIE/ESP had sought (with
itself as the catalyst) in terms of system-wide impact and called "compre-
hensive change."

Program Definition

Southeast Alternatives was funded by the Experimental Schools Program
in response to the overall goals of the proposed program. While program
organizatipn, logistics and. components were yet to be defined (and would
_be changed repeatedly over the five years of the project), they reflected
a number of formal intents that remained essentially constant.
A key intent was the provision of choice among alternative schools
to parents, students and staff. SEA sought to offer a range of elementary
and secondary programs based upon differing educational philosophies.
Elementary options included a (K-6) Open School, a (K-6) Contempcrary
School, a (K-6) Continuous Progress School, and a (K-12) Free School."
SEA families chose among these four alternatives and could initiate trans-
fers among them at any time. School choice was thus extended beyond the
traditional pre-SEA criterion of residence in an immediate 'attendance
area' .designated by the local school district. .
A related intent was the provision of K-12 continuity ‘in 1earnin§é>
programs, a provision of the Experimental Schools Program. Project déSign
. sought to operationalize this goal through structural modifications in
secondary level programs. SEA's secondary level options.consisted of the

. K-12 Free School mentioned above and a (7-12) junior/senior high school.

- The (7-8) junior high school offered a number of "transitional programs"

- which built upon or extended types of programs offered in the project's
elementary alternatives. Transitional programs at the (7-12) high school
included 7-9 (eventually extended to include sixth grades) open and non- !
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. .
graded programs, as well as a mainstream junior high program. [» the fourth
year of SEA, a 9-12 open program wus also planned for implementation.the
following year.

A third intent concerned the MPS/SEA understanding of comprchensive
change, which wis defined in various ways over the course of the project.
These definitions, however, repeatedly emphasized.promising practices
instituted concurrently in both school building programs and organizational

" support _services. To briefly ilTustrate: comprehensive means ''the products
or rcsults of implemgnting ‘a combination of promising practices in concert.

The provision o fficient educational options so that all learners could
mect with success in programs of their choise" (MPS, 1973). From a listing
of SEA goals cited by SEA in 1975: "One proicct will test comprchensive

change over a five year period...combining promising school practices in

a mutually rcinforcing design. Curriculum, staff training, administration,
teaching models, internal research, and governance in SEA make up the main
mutually reinforcing parts.” : ‘
"Still another formal intent dealt with decentralized decision-making. .
SEA would '"test dcecentralized governance" and this test would .entail -
cxperiments in the transfer of decision-making powers traditionally lodged
with both the MPS Board of -Education and central administration.  Both the
SEA formal organization as well as each school werc cxpected to deévclop
models of shared decision-making incorporating staff, students, and parents
in a workable partnership. . "Scme" transfer of formal power™and authority

‘was expected to occur in SEA during the project's experiments in plural-

istic decision-making. Principal thrusts of the deccentralization intent
werc: (1) bridging traditional boundaries between clients and professionals
in a public education delivery system and (2) giving all participants in
SEA as comfortable a sense as possible of participation and control. -

A fourth major.intent concerned basic skills. SEA committed cach
alternative to providing students with a curriculum which fostered basic
skills mastery (c¢.g., language arts, mathematics). SEA also committed caclh
alternative to operationalizing this intent in its individual fashions.

Each alterhative was additionally committed to furnishing instructional
and learning environments which went beyond basic skills--that is, furnmishing
programs that addressed multiple goals. These goals included, but were far:
from limited to, arcas such as student affect: use of the community as a
learning laboratory; introduction of multiple learning options. within cach
building (e.g., pottery, industrial arts, creative dramatics, ctc.); and
modifications in students' usc of time, space, materials and contacts with
adults. : ‘

While the definition of community participation and technical support
components will be given in Chapter Three, an oveurview of the program
definition of each alternative school in SEA is presented now to demonstrate
the variability which existed under the umbrella of "alternative schools." .
These definitions include a formal statement of cach program as well as our
own perspectives (e.g., cultural assumptions underlying each program) and
conclusions. .
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Each of the alternative schools under the SEA project was to develop its
own distinctive formal charter or philosophy which would lay out the learning
system to be followed. This "formal doctrine' was to result in significant
differences between the schools, ‘and between them and Qther, non-alternative
schools. ' .

The program goéls of the Contemporary. School were opérational-rather than

doctrinal:
*

The majority of the student's day is spent in self- ,
contained, teacher-directed classrooms. Interest o
centers in the areas of mathematics, science, music,
 ceramics, media and industrial arts are used by stu-
: dents when time is available. The Tuttle Community
- School...offers students options in after-school
courses in pottery, woodworking, foreign language
study, and recreational activities (SEA,\1973:1-S).

The Contemporary recipe emphasizes: (1) teacher-directed classroom education;
(2) a "cradle-to-grave" community service orientation through provision of
baby-sitting for school events, extended day care for school-aged children
(Latch Key), an after-school program, adult education -and a_senior citizens'
program; (3) coupled with a rigorous emphasis on basic skills, a strong
emphasis on career education, manual dexterity, recreation, and learning
for li;e (safety, drug education, death education, etc.). Some important
cultural assumptions are: (1) there is a corpus of knowledge that should
be learned at certain times in a persen's iife; (2) this corpus can be °
successfully taught in blocks, called '"subjects'; (3) frequent monitoring
helps keep learning on pace; (4) time and work are closely interrelated,

~ so that a set amount of work should be accomplished in a given time span.

i

Y The Continuous Progress School is committed to the concept from which its
name derives: ) - ‘

Continuous Progress...is based on the assumption that

no two learners are exactly alike, and the best way to
facilitate learning is to gear activities to the indi-
vidual learner. Grade barriers as arbitrary reflections
of chronological age are eliminated and competence is the
basis for movement (French and Reynolds, 1975:28).

Like Contemporary, Continuous Progress strengly emphasizes basic skills, the
two major curriculum thrusts being reading and mathematics. "These are the

two nongraded, sequential curriculum areas in the Continuous Progress Elementary
school which extend through both the primary and intermediate components of the
school. These areas were emphasized during the morning at [continuous progress]
and constituted about sixty percent of a child's day at school' (Reynolds,
1975:30-31) . Some important cultural assumptions were: (1) there are certain
‘kinds of knowledge appropriate for the student to master; (2) multiple goals
‘should be utilized to satisfy multiple needs of the students; (3) kids should
feel good about themselves and school; and (4) constant supervision and moni-
toring helps keep learning on track. ’ : o

The Open School has developed elaboratﬁ rationales for its learning
program. Its formal doctrine is best outlined in the SEA 1975-76 Plan:
.Open education means providing learning experiences that
' allow an individual to develop his own particular talents
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and strengths. School activities should be an outgrowth
of the interests of children, using the entire community
as a laboratory for lecarning.

Children should l'earn how to read, write, and solve ) .
problems without joing through a structural and scquen-
tial skill-building curriculum. Space arrangement,
group formation, and scheduling should remain flexible.
Learning should be an individualized and nersonalized

as .possible, but cach child should engage in a varicty
of flexible groupings in order to work cooperatively,
‘understand personal and physical differente ameng per-
sons, make proup decisions and improve communications
skills. '

Both the teacher and the child should learn from explor-
ing and experimenting.. The teacher-child relationship’
should be one of mutual rcspect. Children should not be
competing or compared with one another.

Open school teachers should have respect for children,

be keen ohservers and responsive listeners and be genu-

inc learners,and experimenters. FEach teacher-must be a

skilled diagnostician of children's needs and stages of

development, must provide viable options with multiple

materials and resources, and must assist the child in

making choices und cvaluating his activities (SEA, 1973:C2).
Some important cultural assumptions included: (1) students can, with adult
guidance, assume responsibility for much of their education; (2) appropriate
student lecarning is not lumped into discretc '"subjects'’; (2) studert interests
in activities would provide sufficient motivation for follow-through on . projects.

At the Frec School, formal doctrinc has changed through the project vears.
In the first year, ''freedom" was defined as "a process, a continuum through
which an individual gains the abilities to make decisions based on his own
desirecs and the recalities of the environment he finds himself in. It involves
developing traditional capacities for delayed gratification, sclf-discipline,
and nitty-gritty'" (Free School lead Teacher, cited by Winther, 1975:35).
Subsequently, the Free School identified eight "Arcnas for I'reedom' :

power/politics
kriowledge/action
values/choice
ethics/practice
men/women
race/class
work/worth
money/status

These "arenas' were viewed as comprising an environment of change. Students //,/*‘
were to be provided knowledge and survival skills to deal with these aspects éﬂ
environment. By the project's third.year, the Free 3chool had gencrated-a state-
ment of principles dedicating itself ‘o oducation for radical socialization:

The Free School is not ncutral.. It is engaging in a
struggle for liberation: liberation from the small,
white male-dominated power structurc which controls
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heavily student-referenced; (2) learning is the acquisition of tools for

PR

and manipulates the econoemic forces in this country,

policies which are deceptively rationalized in terms of

our high standard of living, technological advances,

and even alternatives in public education; liberation

from the controls the ruling class exercises in defining

personal ''choices' or even collective action. In short,

this is liberation from a society which oppresses accord-
'®  ing to class, race, age, hational origin and sex....

The process of actualizing these objectives will never

violate this commitment we are making to expanding our

v sion of the role of educators in the chaping” of a new

Liperica (Winther, 1975). ' :

Operationalizing this statement included selection of ‘'opprazssion-free"
educational materials, confronting issues such as sexism and racism in-
society, learning and teaching survival skills, and expanding awareness
of the social reform movement.

Cultural assumptions includeu: (1) "appropriate learning" should be
promoting change in a hostile society; (3} responsibility for self is '
impdrtant; (4) it is all .right to initiate activities which would carry
one into the community.

-Of‘thp SEA schools, the junior/senior high school alone lacked a de-
tailed philosophy. First of all, it was to cffer secondary’ analogues of
the contemporary, continuous progress and op:n elementary alternatives.
Although ihese options took a long time to get going (see, for example,
Penderzratt, 1975a), the principal stated frequently that it must be "an
alternative of alternatives.'" Whether this slogan was an apt description
or a rationalization, the high school lagged behind the elementary schools
in developing either a singular philosophy or a multiplicity‘bf systematic
philosophic goals for its program. Onlv the open’ school program went .
through a concerted goal-setting process (Pendergraft, 1975a); the "contem-
porary" and "continuous progress'' components were little different than the
way things had always been done. However, the high school did generate some
interesting alternatives to its traditional regimen in the first four years.
In particular, AWARE (A Wilderness and Research Experience) and OCLE (Off-
Campus Learning Experience) developed program goals separate from those of
the school as a whole. AWARE was committed to learning a total environmental
experience through first-hand involvement in field trips, films, speakers,

‘and skared teaching by students and instructors. OCLE was a full-time

independént study program dedicated to primarily career education roals.
Anc'her program, ALE (Adjusted l=2arning Environment), was designed to provide
personalized concentrated instruction to educationally handicapped (i.e.,
with poor learning skills or socialization difficulties) students.

In the remainder of our report, we will focus upon the various elemen-
tary alternatives and their components of community involvement and technical
support. At this time, it may be helpful to provide a brief surmary of the
descriptive narrative of SEA and address the diagnosis, initiation and
definition phases of the change model.

‘

-

29"



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Summary of the Early Strategy

In our diagnosis of the context of change, wo found no. impending crisis
in either the Southeast Community or public schools of Minncapolis. Integra-
tion was being effected smoothly and declining enrollments werc not yet a
major problem. There was considerable variahility in desires for cducational

" programs in Southeast and, as we saw, the definition .of aiternatives allowed

for close adherence to cxisting programs or extremc departurcs hased on the
choice of participants. Two alternatives were already in existence,; two were
created, building on considerable existing interest. University rclationships
had been-generally supportive, as well as community involvement. The momentum
of MPS and Southcast was towards change:; only the vehicle was missing.

During the project initiation, we saw the mutual interest of administra-’
tive leadership and local involvement. The funding agency's interest was in
an overall plan for comprchensive change and emphasized local definitions,
Program planners werc to become program implementors developing a critical
sensc of ownership and commitment.

Definitions of the program were gencral and school staffs werc frce to
operationalize the specifics while encouraged to involve the communities
they served. Specific programs werc not advocated. Therc was a choice of -
involvement for staff; transfers within SEA or out of SEA were arranged as
necessary to facilitate compatability. Another critical point was the »
momentum of the program itself. It was beginning and the promise of affluence
was a hoost to »nergy, optimism and commitment. Additional staff cxpertise,
materials, and equ'pment made operationalization possible,

Thus far, we have cxamined the process of change in terms of the following:
(1) a diagnosis of organizational momentum and variability in perceived need
for change, (2) program initiation involving Kkey -personncl who functioned as
planners as well as implementors, and (3) program definitions at the level of
overall goals rather than specific innovations. 'In the next chapter, we will
identify a number of factors which facilitated the implementation o7 alter-

native schools. .

(8]
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CIHAPTER THREE
IMPLEMENTATION

¢

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the procedurcs where technical

‘and community support were mobilized to assist ih the development of alter-
‘native schools in Southeast Alternatives (SEA). This entailed modifications

in the ‘formal organization of support services and changes in the ‘traditional
roles of support staff. And, as we already. noted, key persons, both profes-/
sional and community, who were to staff these compbnents, were involved in the
initiation of SEA by participating in the writing and review of the propp;éﬁ
Submitted to the National [nstifute of Education (NIE). In this chapter, We
will focus upon the organizational components of SEA as evidenced in the fourth
préject yecar. While SEA's formal organization changad repeatedly, priorities:
remained the sane, - . \ e

A major intcent of SEA was to increase the responsiveness of the formal
organization or school bureaucracy to the perccived needs, interests and
concerns of both the professional staff and the community. While a number
of concepts werc uscd to convey this intent (e.g., decentralization and;
community involvement), there seemed to be four “underlying implications'for
technical and community support in the goals and design of SEA. Onc, changes
from the past in terms of new instructional programs required operationali-
zation in terms of teacher and student grouping and interaction patterns,
new curricuium materials, increased use of aides, interns and volunteers and
learning settings outside of the school building. Technital support was
requited to identify, implement, evaluate and redesign these components of
instruction. Two, thc’differences among proposed programs implied that
centralized and standardized technical support would be inappropriate.
Variability in perceived needs would continue to exist and responsiveness
to that” variability would require organizational adaptability. - Three, the
degree of change in some instructional programs would result in increased
information needs of parents and a need for increased .communication between
school and community. Four, choice of alternative instructional programs
by parents and students called for a congruence betwecn parent expectations K3
and instructional programs. Parents' awareness of and input into- the
decisions shaping thosc programs was a means of facilitating that congruence.

The formal organization of SEA in its fourth year is presented in
Figure 1. Wnile an organization chart does not accurately portry the myriad
of relationships among project components and-participants, it does convey
what the organization considers critical in structuring its overall operation. .-




FIGURE 1
SOUTHEAST ALTERNATIVES FORMAL ORGANIZATION
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.. .
In this chapter we will examine SEA's formal K-12 support services and :
then its administrative and community components. Our discussion will include
a sensitivity to what existed in the Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS) structure
prior ‘to SEA. Five key functions are isolated for discussion. These are:,

., implementing choice; staff support; school-community linkage; crganizational
monitoring and coordination; and governance and advisory groups. Our primary
concern is with the perspective of educators contemplating the design of .a
technical and community support system for a group of alternative schools. \
We are interested in specific challenges faced by SFA, the manner in which
these challenges were handled, kinds of problems encounitered,; and '"lessons .
learned." We conclude the chapter ‘with a discussion of thé implications:of.

SEA's implementation efforts for other settings. - '
33 ' .
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lmblcmcnting Choice

One of the carliest challenges posed to SEA administrators was ensuring
not simply that choices among schools were available, but that the SEA con-
munity knew thev werc available and made choices. [Prior to SEA, of coursc,
the challenge did not exist. Families attended schools located in their
ncighborhood '"attendance arca" as defined by the central school administra-
tion. With SEA, therc arrived a sccmanIy endless series of ''things that
needed to be done." Among ‘these were getting information about the project
to its potential consumers (i.e., SEA parents and teachers); soliciting
consumers' choice of school sitc; devising guidelines for families wishing
to transfer; defining rclationships to existing MPS services; and, of coursc,
providing and coordinating adequate transportation without which tho project
would be perceived as a farce. (The extent to which parents and students
selected a non-neighborhood school and the reasons for transferring from one

alternative to another are discussed in Chapter Five—Choice: Characterlstlcs

and Consecquences.)

Formal and [nforﬁa]'Puhlic Information

Several organizational service components assumed varying importance
over time for school selection. During the project's planning phase, a
formal organizational niche was allotted to "public information." Relative
to school sclection, it played different roles over the years. For example,
during the initial hcct1c months of SEA, public information was but one part
of the total ecffort to assure informed ch01ce The formal SEA organization
was also assisted by committees of paid and/or volunteer parents. The
committees sent out flyers and brochures, tracked down. addresses assisted
with neighborhood and PTA or1entut10ns comp11ed tables of responses and
conducted phone campaigns. The SEA dlrcctor insisted that everyone in the
SEA community make a vecorded cho;cc. As the pre-project summcr drew to a
close, a small.group of parents conducted door-to-door canva551ng of the
few remaining families who had not chosen through written or phone media.

Choice making continued to be a process that involved both formal

"and informal netwerks, role occupants, and organizational levels. To illus-~

trate, by the close of the first year, the public information component of

SEA had started a newspaper, developed a slide show, and accommodated visitors.

Assistance from individuals or committees of parcnts volunteering to conduct
speaking tours and orientations, continued. Families contempldtlng choice
were urged to also visit the various alternatiwves where an orlentatlon was
conducted by counselors, community liaisons, teachers, and pr1nc1pdls

By the second year, procedures for choosing schoois were worked out’
in a form that would continue throughout the project with minor adaptations.
This procedure may be described as having a formal and an informal dimension.
Its formal dimension relied upon using certain times of the year to accom-

.

plish school selection. For example, each spring the SEA newspaper, Southeast

Alternatives, would run a notice announcing a designated week during which
parents were urged to visit the SEA schools. The SEA newspaper was. sent to
every SEA family and was published bimonthly . Also dﬂring'the spring,
"choice cards' were mailed out by each SEA school to all attending families.
Thése requested parents to indicate their preference among the SEA alterna-
tives for the coming year. By the close of the year, the central MPS office
would also Pavé published 4.s own attendance. projecctions for ecach MPS school.
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The informal dimension of school selection consisted of both SEA's
providing information to prospectlve parents and prospective parents
seeklng information about SEA in ways other than the annual choice cards.
These included public information office presentations to PTA's and con-
ferences; brochures; phone calls to the information office or the :hools;
school visits; and the "grapevine''—talking to other parents and attending
community meetings. The informal mechanisms of school visits and talks
to other parents were by far the most potent information mechanisms for
school choice (Almen, 1974a:21- 23).. Results of annual internal evaluation
surveys reveal that both formal and informal public inféTmation mechanisms
had paid off handsomely. For instance, Almen repeatedly found over 75% of
parent respondents indicating they 'had received enough information on SEA

- schools to help them make a wise choice' for their' children. K
. i

By year four of SEA, choice cards were mailed only to parents who
wished to initiate a transfer of schools. for thé next academic year. Both
formal and informal school selection: processes had become sufficiently
routinized for that to happen.

Transportation in MPS

.Busing was not foreign to the MPS system prior to SEA's implementation.
During the latter half of the 1960's, several events occurred which help.d
prepare the ground for increased use of busing during the following decade.
By far the most critical factors influencing this series of pre-SEA events
were MPS attempts to deal with desegregation and declining enrollments.

In Minneapolis these issues were frequently discussed under the umbrella
term "quality educatlon " :

To briefly illustrate, during the decade of the 1960's, the state
. reimbursed the city of Minneapolis on a per capita 'and mileage percentage -

basis to transport children living beyond certain fixed distances from school.
Desegregation was an issue of concern to Minneapolis' new superintendent,
who arrived during this time. His initial suggestion was framed around an
"'open enrolilment' policy. This policy promised to provide transportation
to any child who wishes to attend a school other than his designated one.
Costs would be borne by the city without claims on state aid. Because
open enrollment began to become a tool for some majority groups to combat
desegregation, the plan requlred modification.

‘The mod1f1cat10n was "pairing'"—e.g. merglng a high majority with a

high minority building and breaking them 1nto two separate programs (such
as pairing K-3 and 4-6 in SEA's continuous progress schools in 1970).
Pairing required use of a fleet of buses between schools and again opened
up the possibility of state reimbursement. Hand in haud with pairing came
implementation of a "'pyramid' concept. This ent=iied identification of
certain high need target areas of MPS for which Federal Title funds were

. available. A related activity was pyramid structuring, which entailed

. grouping elementary 'feeder' schools around an identified secondary school.

" Title funds largely supported these ventures, some of which were head-
quartered within separate facilities such as Learning Centers. , As these
ventures expanded services to minorities and educationally handlcapped
this further increased transportation needs.

- .~ 85
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Along with open enrollment, pairing, and pyramiding, all overlapping
in time, came the increasingly worrisome issue of declining enrollments.
For example, the high school in Southeast became slated for closure. Merger
with the univeristy's high school forestalled that. Again, more transporta-

"tion was required. Finally, in late 1970 a class action lawsuit resulted in

a court ordered requirement for MPS to implement a city-wide desegregation

plan. One MPS response was to take existing trends (open enrollment and

pairing) and implement a decentralization plan incorporating them wherc o
possible. Citizen involvement was solicited; a School Facilities Committec

was created to further examinc quality education and desegregation; trans-

portation was further cxpanded. ' ’ .

Transportation in SEA

Transportatien services in SEA revealed a pattern of development simil

- to that described for public information for school selection. In the carly

days (again hectic ones!), there was considerakie parent volunteer committee
involvement with the formal organization. Tiiis decreased as the need declined
in year two and transportation was increasingly handled by the SEA Transpor-
tation and Budget person. By years four and five, MPS -was assuming almost
full responsibility for it. All three parties—parents, the SEA Transporta-
tion Coordinator, and MPS Transportation Services—had been involved over the
entire period in varying combinations and levels of input.

The Parent Transportation Committee in year one gathercd information on
addresses, advised MPS on routes, took phone calls from parents with questions,
and acted as a legitimized linkage to SEA's informal network. A teacher on
leave acted as formal SEA Transportation and Budget representative (replaced
by an SEA parent in year two). As the years went by, the process of busing
became smoother. For example, in year one all students were initially buscd
into the Open School, there disembarked, and then were sorted into other buses

each assigned to its own school. During year two, addresses began to be

gathered in the spring, fed to‘MPS, and by July a preliminary route schedule

was published. The SEA newspaper also published it. Ancther change was away
from assigning a bus to each school (tound inefficicnt due to fixed time routes
and resulting "dead time').. Instead, a plan for routine scheduling and cruising
was implemented whereby SEA buses could run into, within and out of SEA.
(During year-one they simply ran within SEA boundaries.) Thus, the initial
transfer system at the Open School was eliminated; buses were freed for field
trips; moreover, since a reimbursenent plan was operative, cooperation with

"central busing services was facili-ated.

In addition to a planned phasz out of the SEA Transportation person, con-
siderable flexibility in terms of the involvément of building-level staff with
busing was evident. Some buildings assigned a person the task of checking pub- .
lished bus routes and accompanying children to and from buses. Other buildings
placed more responsibility for this on student?Vafter some initial help.

In terms of numbers, SEA was alrcady served by two buses in year one.
It purchased-an additional two during tiat 'year. During year two, it pur-
chased two more buses, bringing its total to six. During year three, it was
served by nine; during year four, twelve; and by ycar five sixteen buses werc
rumbling through the project. " NIE funds purchased four buscs, to be donated

0 MPS. Two mini-buses were also purchased with federal funds. Buses were

awarded to areas on the basis of need.
29
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What was the response of SEA farilies to busing, which included
kindergarten aged children? By the close of year thyree, 47% of SEA
pupils represented g¢ither non-SEA residence areas (20%) or SEA residence
area pupils attending ron- neighborhood "schools (27%) (Almen and Rawitsch,
1974:13) ... Further, regarding the 53% résidence area puplls attending
neighborhcod schools, Kocher notes:

Additional evidence indicates that it would be wrong J
to assume that a large proportion of the remaining

53% are attending a school simply because it is

closest to their residence. This information indicates
that these programs are chosen predomirantly because

of philousophy, staff, and a myriad of other reasons.

This 47% attending 'non-neighborhood" schools is almost
double the corresponding figure of 28% in Year 1 of

SEA (1971-1972). Furthermore, only 3% of these Year 1
"non-neighbornood' children came from residences outside
Southeast. The climb to the corresponding 20% at the
end of Year 3 represents an almost seven-fold increase
(1975a:94) .

Relative to racial/ethnic composition, there were similar upward trends:

..minority enrollment in SEA has increased from 10%
in the first year of the project (1971-72) to 21% in
the, fourth year (1974-1975). Corresponding figures
for the total Minneapolis Public Schools elementary
programs are 17% and 22% respoctively. Thus, over the
four .years of the project total minority enrollment .
in SEA elementary programs has increased to essent:ally
match the MPS figure (Kocher, 1875:95).

To summarize our discussion of implementing choice, we noted the criti-
cal importarce of public information, the use of both formal and informal
mechanisms of public information, the manner in which the formal organization
dealt with transportation, and the close interwoven nature of all of the above
relative to school selection and the use of the alternative system over time.

Staff Suppcrt Services

P

Southeaist.Alternatives®represented a substantial challenge to planners
responsible for organizing staff support servicés since few SEA staff had
prior experience with functioning within either an alternatives system or
spec1f1ed type of alternative. While the provision of choice of staff at
the project's initiation placed staff at sites of interest to them, much
remained to be*done--particularly in terms of structuring a flexible and
responsive service delivery system for staff growth and program development.

§£p£f Development

!
Pre-SEA models of MEgﬁgtaff development were considered inappropriate

for several reasons. First, existing procedures were weak for communicating
opportunities to staff. For example, staff were frequently unaware of even
what conferences were available. Time was a second factor. Although every
teacher was allotted one professional development day, few seemed aware of

=
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this and of those who were, it was . wocfully inadequate allotment. A third
problem was that of tailoring services to needs. It was apparent that
standardized activities would certainly require considerable adaptation or,
more often, replacement to meect the needs of five differing alternative
school programs and staff. Few could even predict in year one what would
form the content of euach building's needs. Perhaps most critical, however,
was the neced for a sense of responsiveness to be communicated to and main-
tained with SEA staff. Prior experiences had left feelings of distance and
lack ur information about a fragmented process of budgeting and decision-
making for staff development. Requests would sometimes be marked by undue
delay in turnaround. Opportunities would be foregone due to poor timing.
Other, opportunities would be too rigid or“categorical to be of real appli-
cability in one's own building. Sharing with staff in neighboring buildings
was virtually absent. In SEA, where K-12 continuity was a programmatic
priority, the latter factor would be critical.

During vear onc of SEA, staff development services were mainly of an
inservice naturc for program staff. ECach SEA component or school would
present a request for funds to the SEA Staff Development Director, who
retained a centralized budgetary management responsibility. Though shorter
turnaround times resulted, the process was still unsatisfactory to both SEA
service staff and clients. Tt required considerable building-to-building
promotional work oun the part of SEA staff development administration, was
still sombwhat fragmented, and, more seriously, required expansion to a
larger clientele. That is, "staff' needed to be (1) defined more broadly
to include administration, aides, resource people, and parents; and
(2) better incorporated into processes of needs assessment, prioritization,
and decision-making on the use of available resources.

In an effort to address these concerns, an SEA Teacher.Center was
inplemented in the second year to provide a staff development delivery
system. It was felt fhat use of a center would better (1) support K-12
planning and training needs, (2) use the skills of SEA component partici-
pants as trainers for other participants, (3) provide general awareness of
cross-component staff development activities, (4) probe the potential
utility of University of Minnesota and local MPS school linkages, and
(5) include community (parents and students) in trainer/trainee roles
(Hayen and Shryer, 1975:33). A goal underpinning all of these objectives
and one that would continue through the project was decentralizing decision-
making. ,

o

AR SEA Teacher Center board of thirteen members was formed in October

1972. It included elected and appbinted members distributed as follows:

seven faculty/staff and one administrator from SEA schools, three community
appointments from the Southeast .Council, and SCEA secondary students. This
board represented a significant step in the direction of decentralizing
decision-making regarding staff development monies and activities. The
move was initiated by the Staff Development Director, who functioned as

an executive officer. The primary focus of staff development during year
two continued to be meceting inservice training needs.

By year three, another significant step was taken with the establish-
ment of a joint University of Minnesota (UM) and Minneapolis Puplic Schools
(MPS) Teacher Center to service not\only SEA, but a city-wide clientele as

- well. This collaborative venture, entailing both some administrative and
! .
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. fiscal risk by hoth parties, was led up to by several precipitating

Factors. .First, in the face of declining enrollments, the merger of the
university high school (the College of Education's laboratory school)
and the community high school had proved .some prior experience with such
a collaborative relationship. Formalized with an .agrcement between the
Board of Regents and the MPS Board of Education, the merged school
functioned from 1968 through 1973 under a separate policy board of uni-
versity, school, and community representatives. Dollars were shared and
the director of the merged school shared a ‘joint appointment by both
institutions. '

A second“précipitating factor was the reality of the reversal in
teacher supply and demand in the early 1970's. A shift in the College of

., Education's program emphasis towards graduate, continuing, and inservice

training was occurring. A final factor was the sheer promise such a
collaborative arrangement held for a variety of other mutual concerns:
greater articulation between local university and schools in terms of |
facilities and human/material resources; mutual responsiveness to changés
in schooling and teaching; and the excitement of collaborative sharing

to obtain help in solving problems.

Decentralized and representative governance structures marked the
new UM/MPS Teacher Center. An eight member Teacher Center Board was : \
responsible for overall policy. This board consisted of four members
representing the University and four representing the MPS system.
University and school teachers, administrators and community members
comprised the board;which screened and selected a Director. An In-Service.
Committee was formed. Composed of elected teachers and parents representing
the SEA schools and chaired by an In-Service Coordinator (a former teacher
at the local high school), this committee formed 'the decision-making body
for all in-service in SEA not addressed through an annual process of needs
assessment. The In-Service Committee, for example, received a certain
percentage of the total UM/MPS Teacher Center budget as a "response fund"
to meet unanticipated needs during a year. A key feature of the committee
was that it screened proposals submitted by peers of-the committee's
constituent schools or components. The rationale for the committee and
this process was. based upon the sense of interest, ownership, and motivation
gaine¥ through direct client .involvement in formerly distant decision-making
processes. Additional ratidnales were payoffs in the form of informal
sharing; greater client awareness of general SEA staff development plans
and actiyities; and a more effective mode of dispersing resources for either _
needed supplementation of programs or totally unanticipated, yet worthwhile, .
needs. In 1973-74, the In-Service Commitiee allocated some $80,000. -

A final aspect of Teacher Center decentralization was the annual needs
assessment process itself. This process was initiated with the assignment

of a Teacher Center staff person -to meet with the building principal-.and

staff to assist them with developing staff development- plans for the following
year. Small group meetings, personal interviews, and brief questionnaires
were used as additional tools in eliciting and clarifying needs. Responses
were sorted and dovetailed with both comprehensive organizational needs and
more individualized staff needs. Hayen and Shryer note: . :

-
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There is at this point a strong temptation to impose
a course of action—in the form of a source, seminar
or a "packaged' training program. It is essential,
however, that staff be very much involved in the
designs of the training. Involvement is solicited,
in part, by the statement: "If desirved, give ideas

as to how the nceds listed may he met. Describe the
Activity/Training/Lxperience.”" These ideas and plans
hecome the basis for a training model which best
resolves the need. The training design is cxtended
to include a cost figurc. All of this information is
returned to the school staff for review and priori-
tizing. The In-Service Committee in the final review
may, where necessary, alter training plans to accom-
modatc budget and staff time limitations (1975:35).

Three additional aspects of this process deserve mention. First, it
attempted to rationalize staff development in a complex, multifaceted project
housing differentially developing components. For instance, cach componcnt
school was not initially allocated an '"equal share' of dollars. Kather a
ballpark figurc bascd on sizc and other fixed factors was initially allocated
around which initial planning could occur. Nceds assessment might indicate
in a given year that one component would require morc funds for a particularly
promising program (c.g., as occurred with the Community Day Program at the
Open School to help frce up more staff time amony other goals). The assess-
ment process thus allowed for sufficient flexibility to "give more' than what
a traditional "equal fair share" might have prohibited. Second, follow-up
monitoring was a rcquirement of cach project awarded funds. In addition,
sharing and further disscmination were encouraged at the building level and
beyond. Finally, the type, content or category of possible activity was
deliberately broad in definition. Over the years, Teacher Center sponsored
activities included cress-site sharing sessions, convention attendance, site
visits to educational models located elscwherc, use of consultants, develop-
ment of curricular materials, or comprehcnsive pre-fall workshops involving

aides, parents and\teachers.

The UM/MPS Téacher Centcr both as an organization and concept took
root quickly and grew. By year three a pre-service component was added,
which funneled student interns from local and other higher education facili-
ties through SEA sites. A dissemination network projcct was added. A
Teacher Center was begun in the East Area of MPS, with satellite centers
scoped for thc other areas as well. Curriculum resourcc specialists serving
SEA fell under the umbrella of the center at varying periods, as did the
Community Resource Coordinators. In short, the UM/MPS Teacher Center had
become an institutionalized orgahization that served to literally promote
a "planned variation" staff devclopment delivery system rather well suited
to a public alternative system. Client response was generally quite
positive (Almen, 1974b). "It served above all not as an "answer' bank,
but rather as a problem-solving facilitator on an organization level. It

"helped productively coordinate what might otherwise have easily developed

into a negatively overextended myriad of needlessly overlapped pieces of
action among _the various SEA components..
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Cadre Resources

Pre-SEA modes of accessing curriculum development help also underwent
modificatiorn. In many ways, pre-SEA curriculum development services resembled
those of staff development described previously. For example, a curriculum
development specialist called a '"curriculum consultant” normally worked out
of the MPS central office and served as a.city-wide resource in a specific
subject area (e.g., language arts, social studies, math, science). While
theoretically 'on call" to a school, curriculum consultants functioned more
as trouble-shooters than, building-specific resource people. That is, they
would conduct needs assessments and announce workshops as they rotated arcund
different areas of the city on a designated day of the week.

' - The initial SEA approach provided a pool of TesQurce people with access
to adequate budgets of their own in"specific curriculdm areas. These indi- -
viduals, called cadre resources, represented language arts, math, music,
environmental studies, science, industrial arts, music, art, and creative o
dramatics. They were assigned project-wide during year one and expected to
serve cach school one day per week. A second expectation was that services

-would only be required for some- two years. Some planners: according to cer-
tain cadrc, felt that this would be an adequate amount of time for materials
development, perhaps even computerization of products. Still another initial
expectation was that considerable sharing and cross-fertilization among cadre
to create "K-12 integration'" wéuld occur. t

.All of these cxpectations were quickly tempered when tested against SEA
programs and their needs. For instance, not all cadre.worked at schools,
some worked out of a centralized project office. Inter 'sciplinary sharing
was particularly trying for staff serving five schools. Each alternative
seemed to reveal rather different types of needs. Some required that a cur-
riculum be developed almost ''from scratch'—ground zero in terms of materials,
diagnostics, and monitoring systems. Others requested adaptation of existing
materials, packaged series, or certain services not available through existing
cadre staff. . ’ '

By year two, a process of critical needs assessment had been conducted.
Certain cadre were assigned to schools (e.g., Free or Open) where their
skills, intercsts, and inclinations better matched those of program. Other
alternatives (e.g., Contemporary School) preferred to buy into available
university consulting services and consultants to meet their needs. In short,
a critical process of matching up people or accessing services where that
couldn't be done was implemented. N\

. hat \.

Although initial timelifhes had been conservative, SEA constantly kept
in mind the fact that cadrc resources were scoped to be gradually phased out.
With that fact in mind, each school underwent the difficult process of
prioritizing what, when, and how they would utilize cadre. Some schools werce
notably morc "hardware" oriented than others, preferring to acquire services
and durables with long-term potential-. Others, less '"package' and more
people-oriented, preferred intensive workshopping, parent training in variable
materials. Certain ‘curricular areas and resource people were formed into
centers housed at an SEA site, which served both all SEA schools, and eventually
city sites (e.g., the Environmental and Science centers at the Contemporary
School). T )
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Relative to the scrvice delivery process as a whole, flexibility and
responsiveness to building priorities was a primary thrust Payoffs of
the cadre system were more intensive accessibility of cadre at the building
level, training and resources with long term: potential, and a forced confron-
tation with the fact of eventual phase-down of the positions. The onus of
responsibility for planning phase-down was thus shared by administrators with
their staff at the building level. A distinct danger of the system, despite
its coordination through the Teacher Center, was a certain distance crcated
from the centralized SEA service structure in other MPS areas. Only time
will tell whether the SEA cluster can continue to "make it'" and make creative
use of a sharply reduced service mechanism available to it in the West Area
with which it merged.

“Other Strategies of Staff Support -

Formalized organizational components-devoted to "staff support" were
also complemented by other strategies. Key support was provided by the SEA
internal evaluation staff, particularly those assigned to specific school
buildings for cxtended periods of time (Giannotta, 1975b). .Often these
staff worked with individuals or with small groups conducting formative
evaluation services in direct response to staff requests. Another means of
staff support came through MPS time allotments in-the form of regularized
weekly '"preparation time' allotted to classroom teachers. Frequently over-
looked, but equally critical, was the myriad of interpersonal, mutual-support
strategies employed at each bu11d1ng These included teacher pairing (e.g.
a new with more experienced staff member) or progra.as <pecifically de51ghed
to free up "sharing time'" (e.g., the Community Day Program at the Open School).
It should be noted, howeverl‘that the issue of time remained a pressing one
throughout SEA and is a "must' consideration tc. educators contemplating a’
shift to an alternative system (Pendergraft, 1975b; Giannotta, 1975a). More-
ovef, a good deal of staff growth in SEA occurred by "learning by doing" -
deqpltg the availability of the various arrangcmcntq for accessing services
mentioned above (Pendergraft, 1975b).

To summarize, SEA staff support services mirrored an experiment. in the
organization and.delivery of staff:service delivery systems. The Teacher
Center, Resource Cadre,-and octher formalized and nonformalized mechanisms
formed important pieces of this cxperiment. A central theme running through
all was greater assumption of client ownership*over needs assessment, decision
makinz, and rcsource dispersal. .A related theme was the need for formal organi-
zation to walk the fine line betwcen centralized, productive coordination and
sufficient flexibility in responding to site-specific defined needs.

Linking Schools and the Community

»

As noted in Chapter Two, Southcast had a history of formal and informal
"network influencing." The SEA formal organization, from its pre-project:
planning days, not only sought out community networks but sought to rationalize
their activities and meld them into a common purpose with its own. (A good
deal of the reverse process occurred from the community's standpoint—a fact
which lent considerable dynamism to SEA as a kind of competing free market
system!) Our discussion below focuses upon two major featurcs of this dynamic,
both considered as aspects of the way in which a formal organization of

s ~ -
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- technocrats sought to productively wutilize a community and its energies.

The first feature concerns the organization's mode of rationalizing a

process for using community resources at the building levels. The second
feature concerns the organization's exploitation of a dominant aspect of

its environment —the local university. (We are not concerned here with
community input into governance, which is examined in the -following section.)

Formalizing Linkages- at the Building Level

_ Each SEA schocl had a-somewhat different pre-SEA history in using
community people and places as resources. They all shared, however, the
existing formalized modes of accessing such resources. Such pre-SEA modes
consisted of volunteer organizations (e.g., Women in Services to Education—
WISE) or, more typically, the local PTA. One teacher at a building might
be designated a WISE chairperson and teachers would call on this colleague
to recruit tutors. Perhaps the most common procedure was informal —students'
parents would be asked by ctudents' teachers for some help.

The SEA Coutinuous Progress Alternative did have pre-SEA experience
with an alternative model of resource recrui ment.- It had been designated
a Continuous Progress school prior to SEA, had a highly organized PTA, and
made use of substantial university-related residents in its local neighborhood
as it embarked on its new program. In general, however, SEA planners recog-
nized a clear need for a more systematic, éfficient and formalized mode of
recruiting community energies and, even more. critical, keeping SEA communities
and schools mutually abreast of project developments. : ’

One of the pre-SEA fcrmal organization's first steps was to build upon
what it already had. Three of thé community residents who had been involved
by the formal organization prior to award of the SEA planning grant wcre
hired as Community Liaisons upon receipt of the planning grant and during
proposal preparation. Each was assigned to a district school neighborhood.
They were centrally officed in an SEA school and were in direct contact with
their neighborhoods (not necessarily restricted to a specific school).

They served as an information conduit between the future SEA Director (then
proposal coordinator) and SEA neighborhoods. In the project's planning days,
these linkages proved invaluable in assisting with th¢ community in initial
proposal planning, as well as sounding out and communicating neighborhood
sentiments/reactions to early drafts.

Upon receipt of the SEA grant, the Community Liaisons continued as
neighborhood linkages, each now working out of the SEA office and complemented
by a colleague for the newly created Free School. Again, in the early days
of SEA, this group provided a highly useful linkage for the flow of information
to and from neighborhoods on such initially complex issues as school selection -
and transportation. Part' of their job congcerned fostering a sense of '"neigh-
borhood" (though Free School never really had one). The SEA organization also
tried to facilitate fostering a grdup sense among the Liaisons themselves.

They would attend weekly meetings with the SEA Director, which also proved an
invaluable sharing technique. Community Liaisons continued as school-neighbor-
hook linkages for K-12 concerns for the first two years of SEA. All were SEA

parents .
< ~
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It became quickly apparent (i.e., early in the first year of the project)
that such a standardized arrangement fell short of accommodating the diversity
of the SEA system. To illustrate, the Oper School expressed a need for a more
direct link between parents and the school. Part of the impetus behind this
neced was a desire for specific help on processes of intensified parent parti-
cipation in decision-making and the need for a better coordinated volunteer
program (critical to.the program's future). During year one a half-time
"Parent Coordinator' was hired at the school -as an additional linkage between
school and parents. This pesition continued through year two. "

During these first two vears, similar concerns were of different impor-
tance and magnitude to cach building. They were also dealt with in different,
ways. Tor cxample, volunteer coordination was handled at some schools by a
Volunteer Coordinator, at others by a Parent Coordinator, at still others by
the PTA, and at others by volunteers. Visitors, whose numbers grew quickly
and dramatically, were frequently handled by unpaid voluntecers during yea:
one, then by individuals (some overlapping with the above roles) paid out of
the public information budget in yvear two. i

During years two and threec a major planning etfort was undertaken at
the instigation of the SEA Director. I[Its purpose: to assess progress and
recommend changes. This meeting resulted in the nhasing out of Community
Liaison positions at most schools, the creation of Visitor Coordination
positions (some voluntecers) at others, and the emergence of a new position:
that of Community Resource Coordinator (CRC). The important factor from thé—T\\

‘standpoint of the SEA organization planning the second half of the project

was allowing sufficient flexibility to cach building to plan its own needs,
decide whether to return or create new roles accordingly, or to phase out/

- transfer others. For instance, cach school wrote its own CRC job description

and revised it cach ycar thereafter. Each school decided upon time, salary,
and hiring for this position by whatever processes it deemed appropriate
(Farmer, 1975:71).

a
y .

It is beyond the scope of this discussion to detail the total activities
of each position at each school over the course of SEA's development. (For
such a.trcatment, the work of Farmer [1975] provides an excellent source.)
ttowever, certain major kinds of thrusts in these positions and developmental
characteristics may be mentioned. One key feature common to all of them was
the employment of parents in legitimized linkage capacities. Legitimacy
became defined and reinforced differentially acress the alternatives. At
some sites, salary scale or prior-cxperience as a credentialled teacher were
more important considerations. Across all sites, matching personalities to
school/neighborhood communities and lifestyles was critical. A second key
feature was the allowance for job/role redefinition to occur in response to
new nceds. Example: the assumption by others (e.g., voluntecers, paid assis-

‘tants, other role ocrupants) of former CRC function: such as visitor coordina-

tion. Another feature was recruitment by the formal organization of rale
occupants who could serve essentially culture broker roles--meditating hetween
arent and staff subcultures (Giannotta, 1975a). Critjcal to such roles were
skills in "translating'" neecds, concerns, or simply .informarion into mutually
intelligible form. -For instance, among the varied duties of many CRCs were
volunteer recruitment/tra:ning; contacting community agencies/individuals as
resources; surveying and compiling available parent skills, vime, and
interests; preparing newsletters, brochures, and folders; organizing oricn-
tation sessions for new parents; submitting parent concerns to advisory/ .
governance groups; attending staff mectings; and checking out classronoms to

’
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-,dovetall resources with needs The list is but selective! Finally, in

addition to constituting legitimized linkages for such a. myriad of purposes,
CRCs represented a considerable mobilization of human/material resources
that represented substantial savings (in terms of dollars and energy) to
the formal organization. To illustrate, the number of volunteer "person
hours" injected into SEA through them was particularly noteworthy (Patton,

1975a) .

, What were some of the pitfalls involved in merging, such roles into the
formal system?. In a sense, the pitfalls were corollaries in reverse of the
above factors. First, time was required for sufficient trust to be .built
up among’ staff and parent subcultures between which such individuals moved.
Second, overextension. and burnout was a constant danger, exacerbated by
frustratlon if role legitimacy became equated with salary level (generally
low). Third, in SEA's case, the conscious choices not to be ﬁncorporated
with the MPS as paid.aides (part of civil service) meant a need for alter-
native modes of assuring continuity..  Renewable MPS board/building contracts
were the state of the art as of year five, although every CRC position was
rated essential by building budget prioritizations then conducted. Fourth,
there was the ever present danger of creating a corps of "irreplaceables"—
consciously avoided by SEA through counterpart training. Finally, as jobs
became more individualized among the alternatives, sharing decreased.

Weekly meetings of Commun1ty Liaisons in years one and two were replaced by
more periodic ones of CRCs in year three. Year three saw the hiring of a
CRC coordinator; but the position was funded for only one year. The need
for closer sharing of CRCs individual labors (e.g. resourdn bankq created

.at specific sites) remained a constant.

-

.

Linkages with the University

.. -The presence of a major univer51ty in SEA's midst was a feature of SEA's
"community environment' which also served as a rich resource. We earlier
noted that severa] of the SEA schools had served as demonstration sites during
pre-projject days. Far more noteworthy were the ex1st1ng and potential network
of relationships which were exploited to both draw resources into SEA, as well
as rendeér SEA a resource to thg university. Two major types of "recrultment
processes" were: (1) those of a formalized nature which eventually came to be
coordinated through the UM/MPS Teacher Center and (2) relationships which
were more informally exploited.

Prior to SEA, the local high school served as an internship site for a
variety of un1verq1ty pre-service teacher preparation activities. In addition
there were various city-wide university projects (e.g. Dro;ect 60—composed
of sixty student interns) which placed some of their 1nterns in SEA elementary .
schools. In general, however, -pre- SEA programs of this sort reflected certain
typical characteristics. Programs at the local high school were typically
overcrowded and poorly coordinated. Supervising teachers in local schools
often had little involvement in the planning of the programs, scant ‘time to
properly 5uperv1se interns, and little incentive (monetary or otherwise) to
participate. 'The idea of a "joint appointment" between supervisory faculty
(e.g., a 301nt university and MPS posltlon) was virtually nonexistent. Finally,
the university typlcally contracted for placement of students with individual
schools over a glven period of years 4" “

. ) a . . S,
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"reliance on the local university.

Tl

With the advent of SEA, several new arrangements ensued, either as
experimental or permanent organlzatlonal components. Again, pre-SEA
‘metworks" were drawn in as building blocks. The thrust of these arrange-
sments was collaboration in a two-fold sense: (1) to increase the ''ownership"
of 1nternsh1p programs among local MPS school staff and (2) to heighten the
level of awareness among university staff of the’ practicing educator's '
challenges To illustrate, an existing secondary staff member joined part
of SEA's secondary '"cadre" and was placed in charge of program development
and 7-12 pre-service at the SCA h1gh school. One new arrangement which
resulted was -a joint appointment for this staff member, as well as for
certain urniversity sthff also drawn upon as elementary cadre curriculum
specialists by certain of the SEA alternatives. A second arrangement was
the -payment of supervising teachers on the secondary level through the
internship program for services rendered. Thesc individuals were given
increased responsibility, with more manageable numbers of interns and less

At the elemeptary sites, programs developed var1ed according to

"inclinations and needs. For instance, at ‘the Op®n School during ycars

two' and threce, a pre-seérvice internship prograw called '"Project Open' was
jointly planned by both Open School staff and university faculty. This
provided needed clinical experiences in open/aiternative schooling to the
university in exchange for welcome human resources for the program. Other
country-wide higher educational institutions also negot1ated’agreements
for internship experiences as SEA's visibility grew. Still another source
of ‘assistance was a campaign sponsored by SEA/MPS Community Education,
soliciting university and community volunteers for the SEA project. By
year three, pre= -service clinical 'coordination functions were expanded
beyond the local high school to include program responsibility for all
pre-service internships, on a K-12 level, across all SEA schools. This
function and accompanying staff were merged into the UM/MPS Teacher Center,
which had until then dealt ma1n1y w1th in- serV1ce SEA coord1nat1on

‘Also deserving manIOﬂ was the use of networks of colleagues friends,-
and relatives ‘for a variety of resource purposes. These ranged from serving .
5s visitation sites, coming into schools, or providing a means of disti:ib-
uting informatiou en SEA needs’ and opportun1t1es for project participation.
While difficult to measure, the percentages of university-represented volun-
teers logged in surveys of volunteerism is impressive (Patton 1975a) .

To summarize, SEA processes of 11nk1ng community resources to school
programs i flected a broad definition of community as human, materials,
‘and geographic p0551b111t1es " Community Liaisons and Resource Coordinators
furnished vital linkages and performed critical cultural brokerage functions.
The ‘SEA formal organization incorporated community advocates, opinion leaders,

“and considerable amounts: of locally available, talents and energies. SEA
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also allowed sufficient '"room' for job descriptions to change as old needs
were met and new needs arose. No one riodel of linkage was 'pusned" in SEA.
Specific schools and communities were encouraged to define 1nd1v1dua11zed

versions of "11L.ag1ng” in their distinctive ways.
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- Service Monitoring-and Coordination:
'S o ‘ i
~ Thus far our discussion of selected SEA support serv1ces underscores
the complexity of the formal ‘organization. TWo critical needs of the

organlzatlon were feedback and coordination. Feedback was critical since .

without it productive self-réfiection, modifications, and rénewal would be
impossibte. .Coordination was critical to maintain effectiveness and

-organlzatlonal identity in the midst of complexity.

Feedback .

'™ Several SEA service componenta were concerned with feedback ‘One of 3
these was the staff and director ox the SEA internal evaluation department.
As a semiautonomous MPS adm1nlstrat1ve unit, SEA had its '"own' evaluation

 section. Its charge was to provide format1ve evaluation services in the

form of timeiy and relevant feedback to project declslon makers. It con-
cerned ‘itself with project-wide issues (e.g., characteristics of student
populations drawn to the alternatives, parent opinion surveys, staff’ surveys,
or various critical concerns to the project as ‘a whole). It also provided
building and component specific- services which took a.variety of forms.

For example, some buildings requested an on-site evaluator——partlcularly '
new programns such as the Open and Free Schools. Such staff performed studies
deemed priorities by the building and/or responded to 1nd1v1dua1 staff

vrequests (e.g., examining use of space in a room).

] The Internal Evaluation Team was staffed by both technocrats trained
in traditional evaluation techniques, as well as parents. - Some of the
staff exhibited affinities to "alternative'" evaluation epproaches. All
staff employed a broad array of techniques: surveys, questionnaires, obser-
vations, criterion-referenced monitoring, deocumentation, and analysis of
student-work and records to mention but a few. Eclecticism characterized
the staff's background and overall composition—as well as their foci,
research techniques, and preferences for '"types' of evaluation services.
This eclecticism was a distinct strength, given the spectrum of service
requests as the project's various components developed in their individual
ways. Multiple role occupancy . {e.g., parents as evaluators) provided a ’
legitimized service linkage in frequently qu1te trying work env1ronments
Over time it was also demonstrated that the use of parents to assume major
staffing reSponS1b111t1es was clearly a viable opt1on

.

v

Internal evaluatlon feedback was of con51derab1e utility to. the formal
organization in several ways. First, project-wide studies—particularly sur-
veys. of parents and. student characterlst1cs——furnlshed.cr1t1ca1 data on a
core issue for any alternative system: namely, client satisfaction. Similar
issues included information on types of client populat1ons whether and how
much choice was being exercised; or why clients patronized the options they

.did: Second, annual studies.of this sort gave a developmental profile of

the prOJect——as opposed to a somewhat less reliable '"snapshot." Third, site~
specific services made badly needed assistance available to programs Wthh

’requlred more ''intensive care" due either to their nature or novelty.

Internal evaluation also reflected some particularly d1ff1cu1t problems.
First, as a separate entity from MPS services, its post-SEA future h1nged
upon being "picked up" by the city along with several other SEA pjeces simi-
laxly competing to be ''picked up." Second, though a tool for staff and

. , . . » _
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_ program development, it had been separated by design from the Teacher Center.
_Third, its initial operations had required considerable lead time to assess
- needs and roles, partly due to its having been left to sort itself out from
external evaluation by a costly oversight in project design. The '"sorting"
process consumed a year as '"clarifications' from first the U.S. Office of
"Education and then NIE, SEA,°'MPS and the external evaluation became enmcshed.
in a hopeless and still partially unresolved '"imbroglio." Fourth, its initial
* budget projectinns were low, causing some project resentment as they were
raised in year two. Fifth, planning for functional continuity—inp the face
of fiscal d15cont1nu1ty~—m1ght have occurred earlier. Some promising alter-
natives were being undertaken in this respect rather late in the project—
e.g., parent training. All of these problems mirror "factors well worth as
early consideration as possible" (Giannotta, 1975b).

: A second service component concerned with feedback was the SE# Public
. Information Office, This component published the SEA newspaper, prepared
. - brochures, coordinated project visitors, gave innumerable presentations to
“ " “local/national audiences, and, equally critical, was a potent force in
'shaping and maintaining SEA image projection. ’
B The newspaper carried summaries of internal evaluation reports (in lay-
man's language); referred readers to where and how to obtain .reports as well
as information on various project~cemponents; and helped create a sense of
common identity and pride in the project. 2}42cted by an SEA parent, this
component touched also every aspect of the @rganization. It assisted with
mobilizing parents; keeping the community up to date; school selection;
announcing staff development occurrences; or carrying reports from parents,

- students., administrators and Vvisitors. By year five, some 90,000 newspapers
had been distributed locally and nationally; over 30,000 brochures on SEA dis-
pensed; some 7,000 visitors accommodated; and countless phone calls answered.
Publigatjons were pleasing and professional, serving their purpose- well.
Several of the paper's functions were scoped to be picked up by the West Area
News—sent- to evéry residence-—with a circulation of some 90,000.

A final feedback mechanism consisted of two functions partially related
to SEA's federal status. These were quarterly reporting and budgeting. They
were coordinated through the SEA Transportation/Budget section. Initially
staffed by, a released MPS teacher, this position was filled in year two by

- an SEA parent with prior. management consulting experience with MPS.

Beth bdﬂgeting and reporting underwent refinement over time. During
the early davs of SEA, primary fiscal control rested with the SEA Director.
All requisitions funneled through him. Fiscal planning for SEA was somewhat
centralized in the SEA Director, the internal evaluation director; and the
Teacher Center Director. We saw earlier the decentralized developments of
-the Teachér Center' over time. A similar trend, but by no means as swift or
pervasive, occurred relative to budgeting processes in SEA.

-~ The trend reflected a gradual loosening of fiscal reins over time as
well as a more cqnscious, rigorous attempt to tie budgeting into rationalized
goal settlng priority selection, and available resource attachment as a
basic management/accountahl11ty qutem Over the years, reporting became
both more specific and sophisticated, as did budgeting. Each program
prioritized, with varying degrees of participant input :depending upon the
SEA site, its operations into '"fixed'" MPS assets (by virtue of opening its
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door each year), its top requirements to continue in its chosen program
direction, and 1ts "w1111ngness to be foregone through negotiation'" items.

The SEA Bu51ness Advisor assisted with these procedures watchdogged
'MPS reporting of expenditures, trained administrators in the system, and
kept project participants abreast of new fiscal opportunities. As with
transportation, the seryice was consciously designed to be phased out, yet
leave administrators with skills that' could transfer to thé time when they
“would again prepare-one budget (MPS) instead of two! By year five, a com-
pleted prioritized-budget had been prepared by each alternative, bound with’
a single document, and submitted to the West Area Superintendent for his
consideration. It represented a "bottom up," ‘as opposed to the "top down"
p1ann1ng process that characterlzed the early years.

Processes of both perlod1c budgeting and reporting forced a con51derab1e
degree of organizational self-reflection, assessment and controlled renewal.

Coordinating It All

SEA had by design a director, a formal MPS role occupant responsible
for the project's administration. Year one witnessed some internal conflict
as to his formal authority. His organizational position was clarified by
the MPS Superintendent, who reaffirmed his position-as chief administrator
in“the project in January 1972. The Director was made '"equal" to an area
superintendent, thus giving him considerable formal power. Yet such a '
 clarification would have been of little value had not. other dynamics also
occurred. Its. pr1mary 1mpact was' to render the Director more secure in
his position and thus able to gradually and productively wield social,
polltlcal and economic forms of power in the days ahead.

, Power was but one factor in coordination. ‘Equally critical were time
for the organization to falter and learn; to merge community and formal
- system interests, talents, and wills into creative compromise, organizational
adaptation, and problem solving, and to develop as a sociocultural system
) reflectlng diverse subcultures with -sufficient overlap to function as an ..~
effective whole. It is not surprising that  several things began to occur’:
a loosening of the reins across all of the-functions thus far dlsoussed or
a considerable degree of shared roles and role overlap. Varioiis components
were willing to share fiscal as well as social Support; ‘e.g., some role.
' .occupants were paid out .of different component budgets over ghe years.
SEA was complex, yet small enough for a system /of shared concessions and
values to quickly take root. The key was a sufficient sense of efficacy
registered in the minds of diverse project part1c1pants as they faced
challenges, fallures, and successes,

The central admlnlstratlve structures which coordinated service delivery
within SEA changed as adaptatlon was deemed timely. ‘The early years saw the
director huddled in wedkly meetings with Community Liaisons, the internal
evaluation director, the ‘Teacher Center director, and other representatives

v of the support services discussed. By year two, a Southeast Community Educa-
tion Council (SEC) was forged. Year three saw the creation of.a Management
Team. Year four passed with both groups seeing a need to attempt a merger.
Year five witnessed the formation of a truly challenging organizational .
venture: a unified SEC/Management Team, consisting of MPS staff and parents’
. (discussed in Chapter Six of this report) We now turn to a discussion of
the governance and advisory groups of SEA. | '
w2 49
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Governance and Advisory Grouns

Whiie we have already focused upon many of the decision-making arenas
and various procedu~2s for community involvement in SEA, this section will
discuss the formally constituted governance and advisory groups. We will
examine project-wide groups and then school spec.fic groups, discuss several
factors which seem to influence the formation and functioning of these groups
and conclude with a discussion of what they can realistically accomplish in

”the’public school sectting.

Project-Wide Groups N

;  The centra) administrative body in SEA, accountable to MPS, consisted
of an SEA Management Team. The Management Team was composed of the SEA
Project Director, the building principals (and two additional administrators
in the case of the Junior/Senior High School) of the several alternatives,
and key SEA support staff. SEA support service staff_represented on the -
Management Team consisted of the heads of the following components: community
education, internal evaliuation, the teacher center, and student support

-services. With the exception of these four SEA support service staff repre-

sentatives, all members exercised voting power, with the SEA Director voting
only in the case of a tie. (ln-‘yvear four, however, support service represen-
tatives also voted,) .Formed in the <pr1ng of 1973, the Management Team pro-
vided decision- mlk1ng lcadership in such areas ns project planning, budgeting,

" personnel, staff development, and overall §EA -wide policy formulation.

A second major body designed to act in an advisory capacity to the
Management Team was the Southeast Community Education Council (SEC). Created
during the first year of the project, the SEC's membership of eighteen
individuals was composed of elected parents, staff, and in the-case of the
Junior/Senior High School, students representing each SEA school alternative.
It also included appointed representatives from selected community agencies
(such as the three Community Improvement Associations and the Southeast
Minneapolis Plafning and Coordinating Council). The SEC formed the principal
formal- vehicle of community input inte prcject-wide governance.

While bylaws of groups: are usually relegated to an appendix, we have
included parts from them in the text because they best ccnvey the intents
and strategies of SEA. Also, the bylaws provide a model for consideration

by others.

Management Team

The purpose and procedures of the Management Team are as follows:

SEA MANAGEMENT TEAM BYLAWS .

I1. Purpose of the SEA Management Team
A. The team will conéider, take action on and provide direction for solution of SEA K-12 issues.
1. Solicit and consider the advice of the Southeast Commun\;y Education Council on matters
within their defined role.

2. Review K-12 service center functions, positions and staff replacements -and act on
screening committee recommendations and in turn make the recommendatior to the
Deputy Superintendent throuah the SEA Director. The K-12 Staff positions are defined

as follows:
50
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A1l evaluator positions

Public information specialist
Business advisor

Community. education coordinator

Al1 K-12 resource specialists
‘Student support services coordinator
Director

3. Review the current plan, the contract blue book and the scope of work} and decide
what modifications are necessary to.satisfy requirements of approved scope of work
and to .accommodate the changing needs of the project.

4. Review, monitor, and’aive directions to SEA administrativ}/qovernance nperations.

Southeast Council -
Continuous Progress School Coordinating Committee .
Free School Governing Board
Open School ‘Advisory Council
Junior/Senfor High School Advisory Comm1ttee
Contemporary School PTA Board

SEA Management Team' :

(The Teacher Cerrter Board is responsible to the University of M1nnesota-M1nneapol1s
Public Schools administrative committee. )

5. Review existing budgets and determine fiscal management responsibilities and decide
what modifications will take:place.

8. The team will give ‘impetus toiq,b?oject cohesiveness through directives and by example.
1. Communications between compohents will be enhanced and, in fact, directed.

2. Coordination of the functions of other SEA agencies (for example, Southeast Council,
Teacher Center Board and Directcr) will be enhanced and directed.

C. The SEA Management Team will evaluate the decision making process in SEA and take action
to effect appropriate changes to better the processes.

O "D AOD®

a-"wao ow

rd
II1. Process and Procedure

A. The meeiinqs will be run according to par1iaméntary procedure and are open to the public.
B. The SEA Director will chair the meatings as a vote-in-case-of-tie member.

C. The Management Team will regularly meet biweekly. Special meetings can be called-by
the SEA Director.

D. The meéfjnq agenda will be sent to members before each meeting.

"1. An item may be placed on the agenda by phoning the director's secretary up to three
days before the meeting date.

2. Agenda 1tems may be proposed by any member of the Management Team

3. Agenda 1tems may be proposed by a person or group nqt on the team This person or
aroup ‘of people may attend the part of the meetina that pertains to their agenda
item. The director's secretary will give them a specific time after the agenda is set.

E. The minutes of each meetinag w111 be distributed to team members and each experimental
component of SEA. N

F. Decisions will be by consensus of the Team;’ if consensus is not reached, the decision
. will be made by majority vote,

G. The SEA Director may veto any dec1suon of the Management Team. Any veto action must be
taken during a meeting and rationale given, The ‘Management Team can override the veto
by a two-thirds vote of those voting members present.

It is.critical to note three characteristics of the Management Team.
One, it was the only body that was empowered to veto an SEA administrator's
decision. This was done by a two-thirds vote. Two, while searching for
consensus, the group did not allow this goal to prevent the effective func-
tioning of the group in terms of making decisions and moving to new items
of-business. ' Three, initially membership did not include any non-school
participants. After some conflict, however, members from the SEC were
requested to have two observers at the Management-Team‘meetings. They
were, however, non-voting members.
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pTOJeCtJﬁbHUC\ rathér than building level: issues. It dealt with issues of

ilaw,_tr¥dnsportation, personncl, federal programs in SEA, and many city-wide

1qsues.such as decentralization, desegregation, cvaluation and staff
develqﬁ%entj Early in year four (1974-75) the Dircctor cmphasized that
dw1nQ11ng financial support was a key issue and plans should be madq as
earby As poqelble Nearly sixty percent of the first twelve meetings dealt
with' 19 ’5-76 pllnnxng, especial ly budget and staff priorities.

If-yas difficult not to admirec the smooth and efficicent operations
observed during the Management Team's meetings. We found that a great dcal
of informal interaction took placc between the membership of the Management
Team, consequently tho mectings were archetypical business only meetings.
Maintenance activitics were engaged in prior to formal meetings, confirming
the importance of the informal social structurec to any organization.

Southeast Council

The Southeast Council (SEC) was the other project-wide governance group.
The rationale for establishing the Southeast Council and,its functions,
abstracted from its bvlaws, are as follows:

SOUTHEAST COMMUNITY EDUCATIONAL COUNCIL BYLAWS

[. Rationale and Operational Guidelines

A Southeast Community Educational Council is needed to give leadership to tfe development,

maintenance, and evaluation of a comprehensive educational program for the Southeast public
schools. Such a council shall be 3 community expression of community involvement in school
affairs and shall emphasize the strono advisory role teachers, parents and students have a

right to haye in_their public schools. . -

The council shall serve in an advisory capacity to the director. The council shall be
oxpected to operate within all leaal pol!cres of the Minneapolis Board of Education.
The director will have the authority to accept or reject the council's rncommendations
A1l council meetings shall be qpen to the public.

[1. Functions
The Council shall:

1. be*involved in recruiting and interviewing candidates for administrative positions in
the several schools and positions having K-12 across-schools responsibilities as
vacancies occur or as new positions are created from time to time. One or more members
of the council shall serve.in interviewing and recruiting. Participation by committee
members shall be determined by the council and director.

2. make an annual assessment of the director's performance and report same to the director.
Procedures shall be determined by the council.

3. recommend to the director for hiring candidates to serve in the several schools'
community education programs. The council itself would serve as the community education
council for the Scutheast schools under guidelines already established by the Board of
€ducation, %

4, review regularly the evaluation reports prepered about the Southeast pducat1onal program
and/cr suggest aspects of the program needino further evaluation. Make recommendations
to the director for the allocati.n of financial and human resources f-om the Minneapolis
Public Schools, University of Minnesota, and the federal qovernment t> so meet tnose
objectives.

reoularl; monitor and review the progress towards the objectives of SEA. A high priority
item in this respect shall be providing leadership in recommending pclicy whereby K-12
continuity will be assured at the end of the SEA project, through mutual development and
coordination between the Management Team and the Southeast Council. )

6. serve as a clearing nouse of information about the educational plans and oroqrams in the
- several schools and serve as 1 community soundinag board for sugge~‘ions, crxt1c15ms, and
opinions about the total Southeast instructional prngram.

w



7. hold a public hearing on any educational issue if a majority of the council so approves.
8. estab]ish an SEC Library and/or Archives on fGovernance to be used by SEC and member
organizations.

9. undertake additional functions as needed and/or desired by the director and the council
by mutual consent. .

It is important to note that while the SEC was an advisory body and the
Director was ''free" to accept or reject its recommendation, the SEC held con-
siderable influence over the functioning o. SEA. Further, it was considered
appropriate for the SEC to evaluate the performance of the Director each year.
These -evaluations were conducted by SEA's internal evaluation component and
‘presented and reviewed in public meetings. The Southeast Council also served
as a clearing house of information for the community, including the reporting
of Management Team meetings. ,

The issues that came before the SEC differed from those considered by
either the Management Team or the school-specific groups. During the first
half of the 1974-75 school year, the SEC dealt almost exclusively with the
area decision problem. As part of the overall plan for SEA it was to merge
with a larger entity in the MPS. This meant blending with the North, East
or West pyramids' administrative units. It was the SEC's single most impor-
tant problem of. the year. When not considering the area merger question,
the SEC was the recipient of a great deal of information from the Director
and his staff. Their task was to attend to area-wide problems and .concerns -
and the Director was responsible for. providing the group with the Informat1on
necessary to make rat10na1 and rea115t1c decisions.. - :

Unlike the Management Team the SEC required a great deal of time and
effort for group maintenance. ‘The informal networks did not provide support
to large segments of the group. Many members communi.ated with one another
only during meetings, thus requiring meeting time to solve social-emotional

. problems confronted in their deliberations. The group, however, was able to
perform tasks at a relatively efficient rate with some direction from the
chairperson and project director.

Participation was generally satisfactory with staff persons frequently
the most voczl. Parents were not the heaviest contributors in all cases,
but they did not appear intimidated by other participants. Student members
frequently contributed, but often their opinions were requested rather than
a result of their own initiative. Students and parents were, in general,
satisfied that théir input was valuable. St;ff persons were aware of their
own tendency to engage in monologues but felt that their input was important--
even if sometimes overdone. . '

The SEC, then, was able to resolve the basic problems of groups, and-
balance task-with gocial-emotional concerns. Levels of satisfaction were
high and meetings were well attended. All members took part in discussions
even though there was a broad quantitative separation of verbal behavior.
The project director frequently acted as the task leader but not in a formal
sense. The chairperson exhibited increased confidence as the group devergped
and moved the group through some thorny problem areas.
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School-Specific Gréups

While the goals of SEA were to have cach school provide a formal setting
to facilitate community participation in decisions related to school matters,
the intent was for each alternative to locally define and operationalize the
structures and activities to accomplish that end. As a result, the priorities
and concerns of both principals and parents camc into play and crecated con-
siderable variability in the purposcs and functions of governance and_gdvisory
groups at the building level. Of the five buildings and governance groups, we
have decided to provide a descriptive summary of two—the Contemporary School
and the Open School. These have been selected to provide a contrast in the
ways in which a community can participatc in decision-making; both instances
were compatible with the desires of the community. (These descriptions arc
from the summaries of the ethnographics of each alternative school completed
by the external ecvaluation.) :

Contemporafy School

[The Contemporary] School is typical of the majority of
city elementary schools in its relation to the larger
burcaucracy. The School runs smoothly and compctes well
because staff and parcnt governance gro#ps arc adept at
working within the system. Leadership in the school is
task-oriented; such involvement is synonomous with hard
work and there is little competition for key political
roles. :

The formally chartered model of pareftt ''governance" is
cmbodied in the PTA and PTA Board, as in most other
neighborhood clementary schools in the city. The func-
tions of the PTA are largely cercmonial, the larger
group being convened mostly for '"Meet-the-Teacher-Nights,"
special programs, school orchestra concerts, and other
community social functions. Most official ‘business and
decision-making is conducted by the PTA Board, composed
of the elected constitutional -officers of the PTA, the
chairpersons of standing committees, the principal, J :
Community Education Director, and ex officio staff
representatives. Through the Board, the PTA sponsors
a wide range of functions and activities, such as school
pictures, Room Mothers' Tea, Patrol Picnics, the Fall
, "School. Picnic, Kindergarten Roundup, etc. The Board's
. ) functions are largely concerned with raising money and
supporting school programs. Among the more jmportant
sources of revenuc are the Annual Fun Fest, a Book Fair,
a@d (in 1973) a candy sale; contributions arc made to
- the school for a variety of needs not covered by public
N school funding. The PTA Board also deals with broader
concerns of school policies, such as the "Futurc of
SEA/ [Contemporary School]l" ‘issuc, where they affect the
community as well as the school. - .

Power and authority within the school are subjcct to the
monolithic naturc of the [Minnecapolis) Public Schools

. bureaucracy. The principal is the burcaucracy's main

.- - agent of authority,and has. the official mandate to govern
the school. In practice, many decisions are made by

. .
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certified staff in their weekly meetings, or in the large
number of committces upon which thev serve. The PTA
Board and Staff have an unwritten understanding that
instruc® .on, curriculum and program development arc the
vterrit 'ry" of staff and that they will manage these
functions. Teaching style and curriculum are viewed
explicitly as inviolate domains or teaching staff. -~

Issues affecting the entire school community normally
evoke a joint response from staff and parent governance:
groups. In the instance of the Future of [Contemporary
School]/SEA issue, the occasion of an SEA-wide set of
critical decisions, the PTA Board worked with the staff
to achieve a 51ng1e position for the entire school com-
munity. Political priorities of the. .community are the
following: (1) preservation of the integr1ty of the com-
munity; pulling together to achieve a 'united front" in

facing a common threat; (3) the delegation of power and -

authority by consensus to those with recognized ability
and expertise; (4) avoidance.of internal dissension and
second agendas; (5) political participation is regarded
as work rather than a source of prestige or-status, and
is valued because work is valued and tasks need to be
done (Nelson, 1975a). ‘ ‘

Open School

During the ‘first half of Year 1, [the Open School] faced
the decision as to the type of formal governance model
it desired as a vehicle for staff and parent input into
schocl governance, i.e., decision-making processes
affecting school policy formulation and implementation.
After preliminary investigation and debate .on possible
models, followed by a referendum an advisory council
model was agreed upon. [An] Adv1sory Council.. .was
formally convened in the winter of 1972, Initially, it
contained over 25 members, representing staff, student,
parcnt, and other categories of membership (e.g., main-
tenance, "secretarial, university-program, etc.j. By-laws
were drawn up, officers elected, and a difficult process
of role definition began. A bewildering array of déci-
sions was faced by the [Advisory] Council during its
first yecar.

By year 3, several changes were strikingly evident,
particularly in membership structure (which reflected

a much smaller group of people. In 1973-74; the
fAdvisory] Council was composed of five staff members
elected at-largc by the parents. The principal and CRC.
were non-voting memvers. There were no student members,
although several strategies had been attempted by.
adults in this regard over the first two years.

Council parent members were nominated and elected by

the previous spring so that initial fall meetings saw
the eizction of [Advisory Council] staff members as well
as [Advisory Council] officers. The [Advisory] Council
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met ﬁi-wocklv throughout the year, with half of those
meetings being held in the ovcnlng Mcetings ruan an
average of three hours, ’

[Advisory Council] parent and staff membership tended

to reflect early project parent and staff advocates,
though not entirely. Structurally, the council formed
an umbrella organiczation for a large number (some 25) of
standing and ad-ho¢ committees. Due to staff sice,
membership on these committees frequently overlapped.
Their composition gcncrallv reflected qtaff parents,

or both,

The committees dealt with a hroad array of issues such

as hiring of new statf, budgeting, enrollments and long-
term plannlng public relations, cvaluation, community
resources and transportation, or programs for five-year-
olds. Examples of .committees composed primarily of staff
included the principal’s advisory or orientation of necw
personnel .committec. Some...parent committees included
the [school| newsletter group, twenty telephoners for
quick contact with the entire parent body, or the math
games committec. ¥

l’ v
The [Advisory Counctl] (oumittees were complemented by

“formal [schooll representative to various SEA-wide
governance bhodies (- +h as ie . outheast Council and e

Teacher Cente=) s w i1 as traditional MPS Tnstitutions

(such as curricu. » organi.ation: . teacher federations,

etc.).

The [A&visary. Counc ' rfunctooned as an official parent/
staff advisor; hody to th~ princinal. While its-by-laws
mandated that a.. "significant' !ssues affecting schoql
poiicy come befor~ it for consideration, such a formal
mandate frequently <ncou’ tered differential interpreta-
tions. As the school program developed, decisions
relating to instruction (particularly of a daily nature)
came to be the purview of staff, through staff mcetings.
Overall organizational support decisions, particularly
requiring parent support, gencrally came to the [Advisory]
Council as well. For cxample, during 1973-74, only 4

of 51 [Advisory Council].decisions..related directly to
substantive issues of curriculum and instruction. The
others were distributed over such arcas as the [Advisory]
Council structure itself; evaluation; social and/or fund
raising cvents, cerecmonies, and rites; posirions on SEA-
wide governance and administration policies; positions

on issues cmanating from MPS policies; enrollment; hiring;
budgeting; and the community day program.

The governance processes cvidenced in [Advisory Council]
committee, and staff meectings reflected a model of

~attempted diffusion of traditional burcaucratic power

authority, and rbsponsihility. Thus, similar agendo
items ,were frequently brought by the princ pal to the
attention of ‘all thre¢ groups. A'model of 'process

_leadership"” was utilized, whereby major decisions were
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shared if possible, with specitfic leaders or groups
taking responsibility for presenting options to larger
constituencies. However, such a model frequently
encountercd problemq through sometimes conflicting per--
ceptions of legitimate domains among staff and parents,
as well as through the press of time on certain types
of decisions. This frequently placed the principal in
a "culture broker" and '"middleman" role. 1In general,
however, the partnership between parents and staff in
year 3 seemed to have stabilized and bencfited heavily
from experiences of years 1 and 2. The principal had
also been hired by parents and staff in year 1 (Gian-’
notta, 1975a).

A Comparison

While the Open School and Contemporary School differed.considerably in
"community participation,' each shared a critical characteristic—the school
was responsive to the type of participation in school matters described by
parents. Satisfaction was high in both instances. Contemporary School parents
-were satisfied with a separation of school and community in formal school
functions; Open School parents were satisfied with an integration of school
and community. Satisfaction had been documented by the parent surveys of the
internal evaluation team of SEA.

Other Groups . .

Neither the Junior/Scnior High School not the Continuous Progress School
werc able to establish an effective forum for parent part101pat1on in decision-
making. At the secondary level.

The Principal's Advisory Group did not meet frequently
and, at the meetings they did hold, very little was
cither attempted or accomplished. Andlysis of the four
meetings we attended during the 1974-75 school year indi-
cated an imbalance in attention to social-emotional
problems of the group. Concerns were voiced over the
racial composition of the students' representatives.
Also, the adults present included several staff members
who domlnated the proceedings with tales of ‘the diffi-
culty of their teaching assignments. All in all, the
meetings were not a satisfactory setting for addre551ng
. problems of shared decision-making.- Participants voiced
- dissatisfaction with the meetings and accused the...
principal of being condescending in his attitude towards
parents (Rider, 1975). -

At the Continuous Progress School, the Principal's Advisory Council seemed
unable to come to .grips with its purpose for existence.” Analysis of meetings
and the obqervatlonq of the ethnographers led to conclusions that. community
participation was not a high prlorlty at Continuous Progrcss School, the formal
group spent considerable time on proup-maintenance as opposed to task related -
issues, and yielded to the principal's assertive bchavior (French and Reynolds,
1975: Rider, 1975). 57
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The Governing Board of the Free School was initially designed to do just
that —govern. The cthnography of the Free School,; however, points out that
it onlyv achicved advisory status.

Originally, the Free School o#tthishod no internal
administrative authority, but the need soon hecame
apparent to identify onc individual who would relate to
the larger burcaucracy. Conscquently, a staff member
was elected '"head teacher'; his responsihilitices included
general program coordination, teaching and, as adminis-’
trative representative of the Free School, negotiating
with external forces. Later that same vear, the Free
School community agreed to elect a governing board com-
prised of staff, students and parents. The initial pur-
pose of the governing board was to alleviate the head |
teacher from some administrative duties; however, as this
concept farther developed, an effort was made to grant
full decision-naking power to the board. This has been
A major point of conflict since the public school system
only recognizes a chief administrator or principal as
having the authority to govern any public school. The
Free School Governing Board has continued to strive for
recognition as an autonomous decision-making body; yct
in matters regarding functions of the school system
itself, the board is acknowledged only in an advisory
capacity (Winther, 1975).
)
Factors Influencing Participation ; ! : .
}

Community participation in SEA led to an identification of three general

‘factors influencing participation: (1) dissatisfaction with school program:

increascs community desires for participation (Free School and Open School),
(2) the innovativeness of school programs increcases community desires for
participation (Frve School and Open School), and (3) the principal is a key

to facilitating participation.. We also noted, howecver, that community satis-
faction with their involvement in school affairs is not dependent upon any
one type of participation. Indeed, it would scem that to attempt to implement
the Open School model of community partlcxpatlon at the Contemporary f:chool
would be unsuccessful.  How'do you determine the appropriate type of pnrt1c1—
pation? Participants in SEA would reply: "Ask the community." There arc
several guides, howcver, which emerge from our oBservations of SEA governance
and advisory groups and arc consistent with other rescarch on ''shared dCCIslon
making' involving terachers and principals. -

The community, like teachers, are not likely to be interested’in all

‘decisions that cffect the operation of the school.*’ Scveral studies have

found that tcachers cxpressed resentment when required to work on committecces
or attend meetings devoted to decisions they felt the principal should make
(Chase, 1952; Bridges, 1964). Bridges (1967) notes that teachers have a

"zone of indifference"” within which administrators' decisions will bhe accepted
without question, [f the administrator secks to involve tecachers within this
zone of indifference, resentment, ill will and opposition is likely to result.,

*The following discussion is drawn from the work of Ldwin M. Bridges'
"A Model for Shared Decision Making in the School Principalship" (1967).
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As we observed in'SFA the zonc of indifferenge for parents was not thc same
at the Open School as it was at the Contemporary School.

There are two criteria to apply to determine a group's zone of indif-
ference. One is the test of relevancy. Decisions which are relevant are
those that have direct consequences for the group; Bridges notes the issues

of relevance for teachers.

When the tcachers! personal stakes in the decision are

high, their interest in participation should also be

high. Decisions of this type are those which deal pri-

marily with the teachers' own classroom affairs, e.g.,

. methods of teaching, materials to be used, content to be

- ‘ taught techniques for evaluating progress of pupils,
decoration and furnishing of the classroom, and handling
.pupil disturbances. Principals who attempt to make uni- .
lateral decisions in matters such as these will encounter
resistance from tcachers and eventually will alienate ,
them (1967 3). : :

For parents issues relating to busing of students curriculum priorities,
staff competencies and philosophies and evaluatlons of 1nstruct10na1 programs
are likely to be of relevance. ‘

A second test for establishing the zone of indifference is the test of
expertisc. Bridges again presents the case: :

Teachers are likely to be uninterested in considering

matters quite outside their scope of experlence and

sphere of competence, To involve them in decisions

which they are not qualified to make is to subject them
‘ to frustration. For an individual to be interested in
) " participation, he must not only have some stake iwn the

outcdome but also the capability of contributing to the .

decision affecting the outcome (1967:4). -

Parcnts, therefore, might be interested in the priority given to reading
“instruction in an alternative, but not in the design of that program. In SEA,
parents of the Open School 1nc1uded professionals with backgrounds -in edUCatlon
R and .others who had read extensively the literature on Open-Schools. They pos-
sessed* expertlser or ccrta1n1y fam111ar1ty, with’ the issues of Open Schools.
Participation, then, is 1nf1uenced by- a number of factors that suggcst
issue-centered interests rather than broad constant involvement. In SEA,
we observed increases and decreases in parent participation as issues of
“relevance emerged and were . resolved.

\ . . .
Qutcomes of Parent Participacion

>

In SEA, parent participation-was perceived as a ''good,' a value rather
than a hard fact that would enhance publit education. How it would improve
public schools was not specified, just accepted. Within education, parent
participation has many connotations, diverse expectations and little under-

standing. - Frequgntly it is discussed in the context of conflicts over school

personnel, bu51ng or textbooks. SEA was not an arena of confllct between the

school and its community. - - . - :
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Parent participation in GIA did not 1LLOmP]l\h or load to a number of
outcomes. One, we have no cvidence that it led to better quality of instruc-
tion or higher achicyement scores.. Two, it did not lcad to disrespect for
» professional competcncnos of prlnCJpals and teachers. Three, parents .
not run the schools nor claim or provide the cxpertise for dO\anlng
specifics of instructional programs.  During years onc and two, however,
initial intensity of involvement by parcntb of the Free and Opcm @Lhools
v often perceived by SEA staff as out of balance. Four, parent governance
and adv1qory groups were incfficient in the sensc that they required more
tlme.Bp the part of school pecople, although school people contributed to this.
ineffiaiency. Inefficiency wa< reduced, however, when groups agreced upon

> . their pqrpo<cs and became comfortable wnth their membership. . L - '

Parent participation did accompllwh thrca thlnx\ One, it provided a
public forum for prescnting the rationales for decisions; a strategy we feel
increased the likelihood of higher, quality decisions.. Two, the public, receiveld
an cducation’ in the complexistics of administering public education. An SEA
participant has made both of thesc points (Poppolc 1975). Three, community
participation has led to greater consumer satisfaction and sensc of control
and ownership of the public schools program and priorities (a theme dlso
identified hv severai SEA participants).

As a fingl rnote, it is importan” to add that community participation s
in governance ‘and advisory groups was part of a large pattern of communxty
‘involvement and- <upport in SEA. ;

Factors Facilitating Implémenfation -

The implementation or alternative schools in SEA, as we have discusncd,
was enhanced by several factors prior to the lmplemontutlon offort itself.
Thes¢ included (1) a diagnosis of organizational momentum and variability in
perceived nced to che nge, (2) initia lon involving Lev personnel who function
as planners as well as implementors, ard {3) definitions at the level of over-
all goals rather than specxflc tnnovations of instructional qtatflng, organi-
zation Hr programs. The implementation of the proposed p*ogr am i SEA was
alqo'~ufjncf to a number of factors not directly cvidenced in technical” "and
community support activities. Rather, they were nart ¢f the overall strategy
.and context of change in Slm——pollt1<al or personal variables as opposcd to
suhstant ve stratcegies of technical and community. Support |

Inthis concluding section of Chapter Three, we will examiriec four fuctors o .
which were also purt of SEA's strategy of change. We feel thesc factors ars
. gencralizable to other settings and should constitute a conscious part of the
' efforts to design strategies *o implement alternative s¢hools. They are: .
" (1) pgwer to change, (2) role of financial rescurces, (3) risk reduction and
(4) persanal! rewards. While we focus on SEA in our discussion of thesc fac-
tors, other sc¢ttings wiil have ~cmparable sources oi influence and constraint
on efforts to change. The contexz of change ‘can be rozessed for these factors.

and the implemcntation ~trategy can be designed to adlress them.

/
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Power to Change

Southeast Alternatives was able to cobtain the power to maké instructional

* decisions consistent with its desire for variability. ' Central to the legiti-

macy provided by the Expér1mental Schools Program SEA was no longer part of
the mainstream of M1nncap011§ Public Schools in terms of fiscal and program
responsibility. While SEA was not independent of the Minneapolis Public
Schools and their regulations,“policies, and pr1or1r1es (one of the latter
being the development of alternative schools) EA did enjoy the administra-:
tive autonomy to implement decisions of suff1c1ent magnitude to significantly
alter the nature of public schooling. The autonomy of SEA thereby removed
many of the potential barriers to change stemming from. the larger school
district, e.g., standardization. :

s Further, the decisions made in SEA were of greater significance than -
those. typlcally made in public schools by parents, teachers, support staff
and bu11d1ng administrators. Typically, central office adm1n15trators retain
power over decisions about budget allocations, staffing patterns and selections,
the nature and extent of inservice training, buvldlng alterations, new curricu-
lum materials, and the basic instructional organization of teacherq and pupils.-
These decxslon< were ''decentralized" in the sense that they fell largely within
the domaln of SEA.

Wlthxn SEA, the building, or alternative school, became the unit for
indtructional decisions rather than centralized governance groups (Rider,

'1975). Legitimacy of particular dectsions at the building level was provided

by political concerns among professional staff and community members across
SEA. The acceptance of the decisions of others as legitimate alternatives

was cxphanged for approval of one's own decisions. To insure continuance of
the overall structure of alternatives, it was necessary to submerge competition
among alternatives and identities w;th one '"best" alternative. Agreement was

. .not necessary., Further, the "isolation" of alternatives by separate buildings

removed the visibility of differing apprcuciics among profe551ona1 peers.

SEA also altered the structure of legitimacy, or accountablllty, of
instructional decisions vis-a-vis a community of parents. Instructional
decisions were differcatially shared between the professional staff and the
community of parents from alternative ‘to alterna  ive. Instructional decisions
could be made .by governance groups (parent and staff represenwatives)- or by
the professiongl staff alone. .In either case, how:ver, the legitimacy of
those decisions could be enhanced by the rationale of choice. Decisions abcut
instruction could be directed towards a given philosophy because parents .
teachers and students werc free to select other instructional alternatives.

The demands to reach decisions which could satisfy a wide range of percepticas
about approprlate instructional systems was reduced. The school was no longer
accountable to a constant population.. Two perspectives are possible on the
emergent form of accountablllty (1) accountability was reduced because the
school could be responsive to a single philosophy and the concerns of teachers
and a small group of parent representatives or (2) accountability was increased
because the alternative schools had to satisfy the parent population to ,main-
tain organizational legitimacy through enrollment. - -

In summary, SEA was able to legitimize decisions designed to creatc and
maintain variability vis<a-vis thc MLnneapol1s Public .Schools, profesclonal

peers and the parent communxt)

54

oo - 61



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1
Resources ' . .

The magnitude of funding of the various Lxperimental Schools sites has.
often becen cited as the’ cause of SEA's success in implementing change. We
believe the dollar has becn a necessary, but not sufficient, cause of change
in SEA. Resources alone have not shown a significant relationship to innova-

- tion (Reynolds, 1965), and differences cxist within the Experimental Schools

Program in the degrece of change created by the federal funding.

. The cffect of an influx of monies :into a school district is frequently
"more of the same"; that is, an increasec in cxpenditures for cquipment and
materials- similar to those of past programs. This result may frequently
occur in "poor" districts which have lacked the resources to maintain what
is perccived as a quality educational p¥ogram. Therefore, substantial
additions to an existing program may in itself constitute a significant change.

" Declining resources, as a result of declining cnrollments for example, may

also signal a nced for funds to maintain an existing program. The avoidance
of significant changes, or decrcases, in the quality of a program may be a
significant impact of additional funds. Minncapolis, however, faced ncither
situation in 1971. -In fact, the state of Minncsota has one of the highest
average per pupil expenditure levels in the country. -Low expenditure lecvels
may inhihit innovatory cffcrts (Reynolds, 1965), but this was.not the history
or casc of Minncapolis.

-

The role of resources in inndvation also is dependent upon both perceived
need to change and power to change (Rcvnolds and Reynolds, 1967). If there
is no nced for change, then rcsources arc likely to be spent on 'more &f the
same." If there-is neced but no powcr, then more of the same may be the only
option allowed by thosc who hold dec¢ision-making power. However, without
financial resources, the translation of both nced and power into significant
change is reduced. :

In SEA, increased fipancial resources served three purposcs. One,. the
financial resources of SEA accelerated the pace of change. It is important
to Yecoenize that SEA was building on an ecarlicr commitment to dltcrnatives
which, without federal funds, would have resulted in a limited trial program.
The increased resourccs prdvicded the means to further define and develop the
alternatives so that they could become more distinct in terms of instructional
materials, staffing patterns, building arrangements, support staff, staff
development and evaluation services. Two, cxpenditure of thesc incre.:sed
monies provided a focus for community involvement and the governance hodies
‘of SEA; i.c., the Experimental Schools Program created a managerial overhecad
beyond that which would be expected in a public school program without federal
program involvement. The increascd monies also funded several positions,
assumed by parents, to handle program management within the formal structurc
of SEA. The federal funding crecated both d neced for an incréase in personncl
and the monies to fill that need. Threce, the level of funding was beyond
that available after participation in the Experimental Schools Program and
continually raised the issue of survival and what would occur "after the money
goes away.'" The longer range perspective on change in.SEA may be quite
different than that even at this latc hour and will be further discussed in
Chapter Six. . .

1t is important to consider nonmonctary costs at the samc time as monetary
costs to provide a realistic perspective concerning the role of money in the
development of alternative schools, Much of the SEA program was not dep:ndent
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upon additional funding. For instance, new governance structures per se cost
little. . Community involvement is an attlfude and pattern of interaction,
neither " of which necessarily c8sts/additional money. A sensitivity to the
affective aspects of instruction does not require new instructional materials
or new bu11d1ngs While money provides visible changes in a program, the
noncost factors of philosophy, attitude, and commitment give new programs
their substantive changes. The noncost factors highlight the importance of
the legitimacy of the change effort and the autonomy of SEA within the
M1nneapolls Public Schools. Other educators, were they to secure equal

monies, could not be assured of achieving equally successful change.
v -

Ri%¥k Reduction

Voo o .
The changes of SEA were also enhanced by a reduction in the risk asso-
ciated with participation. The rationale of choice enhanced the legitimacy
of different alternatives and was risk-reducing, but other factors came into

: play.

The risks of participating in Southeast Alternatives were small, for the
district at large and for individual professional staff. Alternatives were
part of 2 movement, in vogue and value laden. The goals of SEA were.to
implement alternatives, decentralize decisions, and involve the community.
The "goodness'" of these program components was established; there was no
néed to "test'" them for quality in SEA. In fact, the commitment to alterna-
tive schools by the MPS and their implementation in other areas of the city
has not been dependent on the completion of Southeast: Alternatives. .

It can be argued ‘further that SEA was not a realistic basis for the com-
parison of educational programs across the city. SEA is small, its student
enrollment at the time of the proposal to NIE was only four percent of that
of .the overall district (MPS, 1971). MPS could grant autonomy to SEA at a -
low level of risk, for SEA would develop programs that could not serve as
models on a district-wide basis because of the unrealistic sums of money
involved. The risks to teachers and administrators were not great; alter-
natives could be defined as best "adapted" to local needs and to local monies.
The need for evaluation was thereby reduced SEA's autonomy was reinforced;
its own risks reduced.

Evaluation was a need identified by NIE, however, and internal and
external evaluation teams were budgeted. As with the theme of alternatives,
Yevaluation" was a "good"; there was little definition required, none given.

As a result, both internal and external evaluations were slow to start as they
"wrestled with defining their roles and whether they were to be independent or
interdependent (Giannotta, 1975b:9-17). Eventually, the internal evaluation

“ proceeded to develop its own approach,independent of external evaluation.
Part of internal evaluation's approacé with SEA support, was to reject the
use of standardized achievement tests as appropriate evaluation approaches
Indeed, any standard evaluation criteria for all“alternatives was rejected
on the notion that this would lead to comparisons among alternatives and
create a search for the "best" alternative and a threat to the legitimacy
of the others. ‘Internal evaluation devoted much of its effort to building-
centered evaluations of spccific program components which could be legitimately
and comfortably changed or discontinued. Project-wide evaluations focused
upon satisfaction of parentc and tecachers and whether attendance patterns
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reflected usce of the alternatives. Evaluation criteria tor the success of
the project independent of participants did not emerge trom the internal
cvaluation. Nor did it from the external cvaluation. External evaluation
cventually adopted a research oricentation and moved away from a judgmental
role. The criteria for success became internally defined in terms of ratis-
faction and the protessional judgment of SEA professionals,  While it may

be argucd that this was the best criteria to usc, it is the opinion of this
author that it also reduced the risks involved in participation,

' While the risks of participating in SEA have been reduced, rewards have
been enhanced. While the multiple facets of the project provided different
rewards to different individuals, the overall proijcct itself was a source
of reward to partic¢ipants. The autonomy and funding of SEA created a tem-
porary organization, protected subculture if you will, for a period of five
ycars, It provided a special identity for participants and created a system

‘of "true belief” (Smith and Keith, 1971). This identity was fostered by the

contrasts perceived hetween SEA as a system of choice and the typical cduca-
tional programs of Minncapolis and the rest of the country. SEA was on the

cutting odge of cducational thought and practice; it would serve as a model

for the country.

. This identity was reintorced by the continued stream of visitors to SEA
and was reflected in SEA'S commitment to dissemination. The Information
Office.of SEA sent literally thousands of documents across the country
describing SEA in general, its specific alternatives, and various aspects of
its program such as community education and cvaluation. Over time these
documents became morc polished and won scveral awards in their own right.
More immediate dissemination of information to the local community via a
monthly newsletter also afforded positive feedback to participants. While
these activities were certainly legitimate given the Experimental Schools
status of SEA and the need to inform parents of educational programs,.it
served the needs of participants as well.

Summary and Conclusions

o An underlying theme of the discussions in Chapters Two and Three has
been the need to attend to the adult population of schools when attempting
to change instructional prograsms. Nced for change, power to change, resource
allocations, risk reduction and rewards all focus on adults and the organi-
zational context of adult behaviors. Proposals for chunge and the sclection
of sites for innovative programs, however, frequently emphasize the pupil and
his nceds to a fault, neglecting the adult and his ability and willingness
to change.

Consideration of the fuctors discussed in the last two chapters can
be made prior to the funding and initiation of change attempts. While other
factors surcly were involved in SEA's success, these factors seem to account
for "a significant proportion of the variance." The probability of imple-
menting alternative schools can he enhanced by:
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1. Diagnosis: a. Assessing organizational momentum, major
problems and issues; .

h. Identifying differcnces in perceived neced
for change;

(5]

Initiation: ¢. Involving key pcréonpcl who function as
planners and implementors;

3. Definition: d. Avoiding specific innovations and developing
definitions in terms of overall goals;

) 4. Implcmentation: e. Granting power to makc decisions compatible
with perceived need for change;

f. Providing resources to operationalize change;
g. Reducing the risks of participation; and
h. Enhancing the rewards of participation.

If proposals were to specify these components as carefully as the characteris-
tics of the student population to be served by an innovative program, successful
change might not be so uncommon.

In sum, SEA was an organizational change as much as an instructional
change., The paramcters on the instructional variability possible within the
public school settin@® were altered; standardization was reduced and variability
became an organi:zational goal. In the next chapter, we will examine the extent
to which the potential for alternative instructional programs actually occurred
(monitoring instructional environments).
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CHAPTER FOUR
INSTRUCTTONAL ANALYSIS: DIFFERENCES AMONG ALTERNATIVES®

A central premisc of Southcast Alternatives (SEA) has been that it is
possible to createc and maintain substantively different leavning environments.
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the instructional process of cach of
the four clementary alternatives to determine if they were indeed alternatives. -
To accomplish this purpose, we will first describe the instructional- programs
of cach school in sufficicnt depth to allow the rcader a sensc of "what it is
like" to be a tcacher or pupil in cach program. (To our knowledge, descriptions
of the instructional programs of SEA arc not detailed clsewherc.) This descrip-
tion will focus upon sclected dimensions of classroom environments which empha-
size . the process of instruction. For our purposcs, it has also been important
to include a focus upon the ways in which the common goal of "pr viding quality
instruction in bhasic ski'lls" has been addressed by cach alternative. Following
the descriptions, we will examine the similarities and differcnces among the
four elementary programs to assess the extent to which alternatives were pro-’
vided hy SEA, - .

The six dimensions selected for analysis are:

1. the dominant instructional activities in which teachers and students
participate; ‘ . e

2. the arrangement and utilization of classroom and building space;

- . . R . . .

3. .the structuring and allocation of timec for daily instructional
activitics; -

the physical movement and groupings of students for instruction;

-

5. the range of adult contacts to which students arc cxposed; :

6. the initiation of instructional act1v1tles by di“fvrent participants
in the-instructional process. ‘

The concerns of this chapter are considered to be generalizable to other
settings in which alternative schools may be implemented. Monitoring instruc-
tional environménts—the fifth stage of the suggested model for implementing
alternative schools—calls for procedu 'es of assessing the cxtent to which in-
structional programs are congrucnt with ‘overall program goals. The selected
dimensions—activities, use of time, usc of space, grouping, adult intecraction
and activity initiation—begin to identify the multiple ways in.which the
instructional process can vary. As in SEA, different environments can be
structurcd to achieve similar goals (ec.g., basic skills) and vet reflect dif-
ferent priorities (c.g., students' roles in making decisions about the instruc-
tional activities in which they engage).

The monitoring of instructional programs is an essential but frequently
overlooked step in evaluating instructional programs. A major tendency in
education has been to cvaluatc the cxtent to which program goals Jare achicved
by relying exclusively upon outcomc measures (standardized.tests or survey of
student affect) without first determining if the intended delivery system was
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implemented (Charters and Jones, 1973). For example, if the achievement
scores of the various altcrnatlvc schools were found to be similar, any
number of reasons could exist for that finding. It would be possible that
the alternatives were not in fact different in their instructional programs,
so similar results could be expected. If differences in instructional
programs were found,” then similar results would have a quite different’
meaning. In the case of SEA, it would mean that goals for student achieve-
ment of basic skills were dCthVCd by different instructional strategies.
Further, assessing learning environments may be necessary to gauge the
attainment of the program goals not readily amenable to student testing—
e.g., incrcasing the number and types of adults interacting with students.
The following analysis of the instructional environments ot SEA, then, is

a means of clarifying the implications of our findings in the following
chapter on instructional outcomes as well as being an end in itself.

The instructional environments of SEA's elementary alternatives will
be reported in three¢ ways. First, we provide an overall description of
the school, its staff and program characteristics. Second, the results of
observing the instructional routine of each alternative is presented. In
this section, we explore the interrclationship among six selected dimensions
of instructional environments—activities, use of time, use of space,
grouping, adult interaction and activity initiation. A third section—
reflections—steps back from the operational data and draws upon other
research to expand upon the "culture of the school. This section is
orpganized by the six dimensions of concern. -

Following the four school-specific sections, major similarities and
differences among schools are presented. We close the chapter with a
statement on the implications of our findings for the followlng chapter
and its analyses.

To facilitate the rcadability of this chapter, we would like to take
exception to our rule of avoiding methodological statements. The data and
terminology used in this chapter are derived from a study conducted during
the 1974-75 school yenr, one of several focused investigations developing

out of our ethnogra; .- of each of SEA's alternatives. The study's major
purpose was to isola’ - :.jor similarities and differences among the elemen-
tary alternatives (i nnotta, 1975¢). One intermediate class (grades 4-6)

was selected for study in each elementary school. Each class was ¢ served
for a minimum of nine hours {the base for comparisons) over a two weeck
period. . Observations were conducted from mid-April through the end of the
year. Observations were standardized to reflect 470 minutes of class
routine time, which included activities of a non-instructional nature.

Our interest in this chapter is '"class routine time observed,'" which will
be noted as "CRTO."

Considerations in selecting classes were ease of research entry,
intermediate student representation, and the instructional style of the
teachers (i.e., as close to the "middle" of styles exhibited among the
school's intermediate teachers, in the judgment of the author). Information
from the external evaluation team's. school-based ethnographies helped to
judge the representativeness of selected classes. No teacher selected for

study was considered "atypical.' More general observations of the four
alternatives provided additional perspectives on the class routines of
students. 67
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t The data derived from the study of the Free School, however, are subject
,*to caution.' While it was possible to observe a "class' at the other three

. schools, Freec School did-not use classes as grouping structures. Rather, an
advisor (adult)/advisee (student) system was used. Lven this system, however,
could not be used as a similar structurce for study because members of the same
advisory group did net have matching schedules. Our strategy, therefore, was
to "track" an individual student. While we have included the Free School as
part of this study and consider the gencral descriptions valid, strict com-
parisons with other schools should be avoided. :

Data were coded in several categories within scveral dimensions.
Grouping data were gencralized into the categories "uniform' and “varied."
Tniform referred to the use of a single or predominant mode of student
grouping, c.g., single group, all students divided into subgroups, " all
students paired. Varied referred to the simultancous use of differing modes
of grouping, c.g., some students working alone, some in pairs and some n
subgroups., Categories of adults included teacher, aide, support staff
(internal ecvaluator, social worker, counselor, community resource coordinator,

» curriculum specialist), volunieer or visitor. Usc of space was also coded
as uniform or varied. Uniform rcferred to a single or overwhelmingly pre-
dominant usc ¢f space by students, e.g., all sitting at desks, all sitting
on floor. Varied referred to simultaneous use of more than onc type of
space. c.g., some walking around #some sitting, and some at desks. Activity
initiation rcferred to those catcgories of persons who seem to have primary
influence in initiating the activity content observed over specific time
segments. It was coded as student alone, adult alone, or both student and
adult. Activity content was coded in terms used either by the specific
school (Subjeccts, projects, story time) or where no school-specific terms
scemed to cxist, by highly specific terms selected by the observer.

Data of a narrative nature were also rccorded during observation sessions,
c.g., verbatim dialogue, observer's comments on points of interest, or addi-
tional ‘nformation. These narrative data, combined with informal conversations
with students and adults, provided additional perspectives.

Contemporary School

The Contemporary School enrolled approximately 265 students during 1971-75.
As in the prior threec years of the SEA project, enrollment rcflected a rela-
tively high proportion of blue collar families. Some 70% of the school's stu-
dents represented the building's immediate attendance district, lending the
Contemporary School a distinctively 'neighborhood school' character.

In general, staff composition did not radically depart from that encoun-
tered in other public elementary schools. The principal, nine teachers, the
clerk, several support staff and a number of aides werc Minncapolis Public
School (MPS) civil servants. Certain other staff werc sharcd among SEA schools
and paid out of federal monics or were voluntecrs. The majority of staff were
of upper Midwest origins and [emale (Nelson, 1975:54}).

In keeping with its alleged "traditional school' image, the Contrmporary
School utilized age-graded, self-contained classrooms as its primary mode of
student grouping. Each class was under the charge of a teacher, assisted by

6l
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other categories of paraprOFCSSionals-and support staff. Some ''split™ classcs
were also used, ¢.i., ones containing a mix of two age/gradec levels. :

The Contemporary School curriculum emphasized mastery of basic skills—
rodding, mathematics, science, and social studies. Instruction in each of
these subjects drew upon a variety of multi-media materials. The Addison-
Wesley math series provided a, corpus of sequenced objectives continually
assessed through use of a computerized Comprehensive Achievement Monitoring
(CAM) program. The Contemporary School building was the largest of the SEA
elementary facilities and included a math center with computer teletype
terminals used in drill and simulation activities. Holt Databank resources,

. . - - v . -
complemented by varicties of MRS materials, were used in social studies.

The Contemporary School also houscd both SEA-wide and MPS-wide science and
environmental.studics centers, rich in curricular and living plant/animal
PCSOUTCCS. .

Complementing the school's basic skills emphasis were several enrichment
activiti-s and programs, - including field trips, creative dance, industrial
arts. and ceramics. A particularly strong Contemporary School program was
its "Community School.'" This provided both student: -nd adults (including
senior citi:en;) choices among a broad range of after-school .activitics,
crafts, and sports. Nelson (1975a) provides an ethnographic treatment of

- the Contemporary Schoel program. . . -

Observations

OFf the total class routine time ovserved (CRTO), 85% was taken up by
four major types of "basic skills": reading (26%), social. studies (21%),
mathematics (19%), and spelling (19%). In computing the percentages for
cach, reading was combined with "story" time and spelling was combined with
a "writing" exercisc.. The.remaining time consisted of art or such logistical
activities as moving out of the room to an extra-classroom activity; ''‘getting
sct' or preparation -for a following activity (e.g., getting seated at desks,
getting paper out); clcan-up; or dismissal. '

About half the math time observed was devoted to taking CAM tests; the
other half was consumed by workbook exercises. Most of the spelling time
observed was also devoted to taking written tests, which were part of the
curricular materials and were turned in to the teachers for correction.
Social studies activities drew upon cultural-oriented curricular packets.
Discussions were in a question/answer format, with the teacher asking the
class to voluntecer information and opinions. Some worksheets were also
distributed for completion. Rcading was approached in a variety of ways.
For some of the time observed, the teachers would read the ~lass a story
(a designated activity for part of the day). During other times observed,
workshecets or textbook exercises werc completed by the students.

A total of 80" of CRTO was devoted to activities of a uniform naturc.
That is, the entir. :lass or overwielming majority of the class werc simul -
tancously engaged in the samec activity. Some 20% of CRTO was varied in
nature with different activities pursued by differing combinations of
students at the same times. Both uniform and varied activities overlapped
witn subjects and logistical type activities, although mest subject time

~was covered in the uniform manncr. -’w6(’
) .
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The bulk+of CRTO reflected activities which were primarily adult
initiated (93%). The remaining time reflected.activities which were combined
adult and student initiated. During the latter types of activities, students
‘were usuaily affotrdeds the option of cngaging in onc of two or morc types of
,Classroom activity focused on a particular subject. An cxample would be a
choice between writing a reading exercise, or identifving language probiems

" in a story together with the teacher.

Turning to students' usc of space, 77% of all "TO -represented uniform
use. That is, all students were using the same type of space, c.g., all at.
‘desks, all on floor, all gn line. Some 80% of the time devoted to subjects
also rcflected uniform space use. The principal —almost exclusive—mode of
uniform space use was that of students scated at desks that were "theirs."

CAll activities using uniform space were adult initiated.

All (100%) of activitics observed, where uniform grouping was employed,
werc adult initiated.! Uniform grouping made up 64% of CRTO. 'Variation"
consisted of a single pajr of individuals. ° s pair consisted of the.tecacher
helpin, onc student, while the rest of the ciass worked on as a group.

For the majority (70%) of the CRTO, only one adult was present in the
clussroom—the teacher. The uniform tenor of grouping in general was also
reflected when more than a single aduit was present in the classroom. When
morce than onc adult was in the classroom, the class worked predominantly
as cither a "single group” or "alone." "Single group" refers to a situation
where the class.was able to share somewhat while being addressed by the
teacher (c.g., 4s in a question-and-answer session). "Alone" refers to
situations where silence and minimal sharing were cxpected (e.g., as in taking
a math test). "

To summarize, the bhulk of activities observed were uniform in nature
and consisted of basic skills subjects. Most activitics observed were
teacher initiated. Grouping was primarily uniform, with the single group

"~ or alonc structures most used. Students spent the majority of time observed
scated at desks (uniform space usc). A single adult—the teacher—was
, present in the room during the majority of the time obscrved.

The time schedule followed by the class stressed basic skill mastery.
Students scemed well awarce that certain times were for certain activitioes;
the teacher's pacing generally kept things moving as well. Certaln cues
werc used to call the group to order. In addition to school bells, these
consisted of cither the teac - ringing a small hand bell or simply saying
something like "OK, let's ¢+ Students usually quickly comprehended and
assumed their scats. While - 1 time and curricular activities appeared
fairly consistent, it must be noted that ncither was written in stone.

Not all activities started and ended "on the nose'; not all curricular

activities .sed "packaged' materials.

While the teacher was observed to have to deal with quite a number of
.other adults, the primary job of instruction feli upon her. For cxample, '
the aide generally corrected papers or prepared materials.  Some support
staff or voluntcers handled individual tutoring nceds. But, in generai,
direct instruction . scemed the teacher's job, as d 1 primary responsibility
for the class. TIn the morning, the teacher took attendance and reviewed the
day's upcoming schedule. huring recess, she usually cave the class the

o
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option of staying in the room or going outside on the playground—unless
she happened to be on "playground duty." Then all had to accompany her.

During fhp period observe !, an innovation in adult-student relationships
was being tried. Every adult in the school, including maintenance-~people,
was being assigned a group of students to give students an adult other than
their teacher with whom to relate. Periodic meetings were being set up for .
this activity. . ‘

he
-

Modes of address employed with teachers were always observed to be
formal, e.g., Mr. or Miss . While relations seemed well defined in
terms of adult-student status, they were far from cold. = In one session we
watched a group of students present their aide with a quilt they had made
for her; durirg another, warm 'fuzzy-grams' were dispatched to thank a

. volunteer. A number of the students also appeared to have known one another
for“several'years——g result of the Contemporary School's ''neighborhood

school" character.

Roth students and teacher seemed well-tuned to a class routine, almost
task orjented in the sense of jointly going about a job that all seemed to
‘ senSe»s{ﬁply had to bhe done. ‘

v

Reflections

Activities )
:

) *One cultural assumption made at Contemporary School was that there was

a corpus of knowledge that ought to be learned.at certain times in a student's

life. TItem: "If you wastec your 5th grade year, don't expect to work on it in

the 6th grade. Spelling is something you need to work on and you know it."

Another was that this knowledge corpus could be successfully taught as an

idgntifiable series of knpwledge blocks called '"subjects." Still another

assumption related to the mode in' which subjects are taught—generally from

- discrete materials such as textbooks, workbooks, worksheets, media kits
tackled simultaneously by the class for certain periods of time. The "long
arm" of constant monitoring through objectives-referenced tests are also ’

seen as aides to both students and teachers in identifying learning needs.

Time

Closely related to assumptions about activities are certain corolluries
which relate to timé. One such corollary is that there are class times
allccated for certain activities that simply have to be done. Item: ''You've
done a trcmendous job this morning. .Tust hang in there. We've only got a
few more minutes.'" A related assumption is the occasional arbitrariness of
time: [Item: '"This is as far as we got today. C'ose your books.' Item: "Kids,
we're not .going to go by the .clock. We're going to finish the social studies
lesson even if it runs through the break.'" Becausc certain work must be
covered by all during certain times, those who miss work must ‘make it up."
item: "Will kids who went to band please sign up for makcups?" Or: "I'd go
to that activity, but vou have to make up work you miss while you'rc at it."
Also, when all work on thc same thing at the same time, waiting is something
one must learn to live with. Item: "If you're finiszhed, re-check your papers."

- 64 71



Or: "if I let you interrupt, then I have to give other kids the same privilege;
and [ don't think we'll get: far that way. You're fulfilling your nceds hut ~
not letting the rest of us do So." :

Space ’ .

As a student at Contemporary School, one has a desk. One can -put his or
her things in that desk. During class, onc is usually cxpected to stay scated
at it, unless the class has an activity which lets oncé out of it—recess, gym,
listening to a story on the floor. Sometimes, one can get out if one goes up
to the teacher (along with several othere) and asks her questions. Hoquc?,
she doesn't always approve of students' doing this, especially if she's working
with a student who's "turn'" it is for individual tutorial work that day. Ttrem:
vKids, T aon't want you to comc up to me....Your assignment is to do that page
and. my a\ﬁlgnmcnt is to work with Betty. “Some pcople are keeping me from doan'
my assignment.'™ Sometimes the tcacher will call out the names of .students who
arc out of their scats when they are not supposced to be. Lunch is onc of the
times one gets out of desks. . [tem: "OK, linc up to go down to lunch."

Grouping

A keyv assumption is that things often n2ed to be done together.” When in
a "whole class'" group, as is often the casc, one must learn to wait once's turn.
Ttem: "We can't do anything together unless we lcarn to take turns.' ltem:
"Sit down, the last thing we nced is a big rush of pcople herc. Onc at a time."
While the tecacher did try to make some materials more."individualized" so Kids -
could move more at ther own 'speeds, a basic assumption rcflected was that such
matorials were appropriate for usec with the whole group. The class neceds to be
"together' to start many activitics. TItem: '"We have kids coming in now from
three different activities and we are not together at all. I don't think we're
ready to start yet."

Adul ts
Teachers cxperience interruptions by other adults as well. Sometimes a

voluntecer pops in; some. imes another tcacher comes to ask a question; somcC-

- times the band teacher calls some students out. The tcachers is the onc to ask
“if one wants to leave the room; ect some paper; necds some directions: wants
some papgrs corrected; wants to sign up for activitiecs; wants to do somcthing
clse. The teacher is also the person othcr adults scem to think should be
asked if they _want something. 1 : i

3

Activity Initiation . y C . : .
In peneral, the ddta indicated primarily adult responsibility for initi-
ating learning nLthltlc' Student input was scen to come in the form of
cxercising choice  among hoth short and longitcrm optiong. Short-term options
were illustrated.by students' choice between going over a’ story with the
‘teacher in a small -group or sitting at their desks to do a written excreisc.
Long-term choices were: illustrated hy "rotating" (among classrooms) optiens,
¢.g.; choosing to attend worhsiiops when rlu class's turncame uf) once fevery

s1xX weeks.
72
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Continuous Progress School

The. Continuous Progress School enrolled approximately 400 students during
1974-75, with 18% coming from non-SEA attendance arcas. The heavy enrollment
reflected the merger of primary (K-3) and intermediate. (4-6) program compo-
nents which had operated in previously separate buildings over the first three

- years of SEA. Continuous Progress School families represented a mixture of

White middle class and minority (Black and Indian) subcultures.’

Staff composition reflected a mixture of certified MPS employees, person-
nel whose services were separately contracted and community volunteers. The
first category included the school's principal, clerical and maintenance staff,
curriculum coordinator, thirteen classroom teachers, some eight aides (even-
tually one to each room during latter part of the year); and certain support
staff (e.g., full time counselor, part time nurse, social worker, speech
specialist, internal evaluator, and an SEA-wide-social worker). The second
category included program enrichment staff, 4s well as community education
and volunteer program coordinators. The finaY, category included volunteers
who functioned in a variety of capacities[both[in and out of classrooms.

The Continuous Progress School was structured into two major ungraded
K-6 units. * Onc of these, Unit I, primarily occupied the first floor of the
building, with Unit ,IT located on the second. Each unit consisted of a tcam
of teachers, called Team I and Team II. While the types of classroom activi-
ties were similar in cach unit, their basic schedules differed in order to
make most cfficient use of building space, resources, and time. Classroom
teachers werc mostly female. For example, Team I consisted of six females
and one male; Team IT included five females and one male.

Like the Contemporary School, the Continuous Progress School piaced empha-

sis upon basic skills maxtery——readlng, language arts activities, mathematics,

sorial studies, and stience.. The April 1975 issue of Southeast Alternatives
described the relationship between room assignments and reading achievement in
one of the units as follows:

Children are assigned.to homerooms according to reading
achievement. Following the American Book Company- reading
curriculum, cach unit has children at all 13 leveTs:

(A-L plus Contracts). With six teachers and usually four
reading groups in each room, the 'average' situation

would be to have "F" reading, for example, taught in two
rooms per unit. But since the reading achicvements of

220 children won't follow a tidy mathematical pattern, '
sometimes there may be enough "F" readers for only one
group, vet enough "H" readers for three groups. Many
other rcadimg matcrials are used for supplemental.activ-
ities, enrichment and indeperdently contracted assignments.

Equally particularized was the Continucus Progress School's Individualized
Mathematics System (IMS) curriculum, which was divided into eleven topics (e.g.,.
numeration to gcometry) with each topic further subdivided into nine levels of
d1ff1culty. Seven major instructional modes'were used in the IMS (e.g., students'
writing prescriptions, correcting their skill folders, concrete materials).
Placement tests were used for both the reading and math curricula described..

S . ' .
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Physical building space was accommodated on both math and recading cur-
ricula. For example, an IMS math center was attended by students a minimum
of three days a week. 0On the other two davs, math was covered in nome:rnoms.
A ¥astle Room™ b0used the basic language arts ruaterials,

Relateld to the basic skills emphases were a variety of additional activi-
t:es. .Perhaps the biggest additional activity werc the Continuous Progress
School's Interest Groups, some of which were related .to busic skill.. These

were generated' from lists of topics sent home to families of all s.udents anid
offered for two-week periods of 45 minutes a day {except Tuesdars). it |
Interest Group offerings -for the pericd observed included cursive writing,

optics, photography, chorus and independent study. Samples of Unit 1T Interest
Group offerings included line and design, stories, beginning electricity, math,
woodworking, and independent stady. Students sclected a topic which interested
them; if no sciection was made, they were assigned to an interest group for the
two week period. The Interest Gromps were taught by tcachers and volurteers.

A Free Choice hour occurred once every two weeks and was similar - to the Interest
Group in basic structure.

In addition to Intecrest Groups,iﬁhich utilized varieties of school space,
other non-classroom activities and spaces included a media center ard an art
room called HeARTland, uniqué to Continuous Progress School, staffed by an art
teacher. Ficld trips and use of hall space for instructional purposes added
to ways physical space was used. Students' days normally began with homeroom
mcetings for informational, planning, and problem solving purposes. They usu-
ally erded the day in the homeroom for "wrap-up'‘'activities. Between the
“"kick-off'" and '"wrap-up' times, students moved (both physically and cogn?tivcly)
through two major activity blocks—basic skills and intercst groups, accented |
by additional activities. Trench and Reynolds (1975) provide a morc detailed
analysis of the Continuous Progress School. - .-

Our observations focused upon a Unit IT class of 29 students which spanned
four ''grade levels' in the traditional sense. These consisted of 3 third graders,
6 fourth graders, 14 fifth graders, and ¢ sixth graders. Though the term 'grade"
was not used, students gencrally rcsonded quickly when asked about it and: knew
what it meant! The group consistcd of 17 boys and 12 girls. &

A

Observations

I

Five main segments consumed total class routync time cbserved (470 minutes):
subjects (33%); fcelings and behaviors (24%); interest groups (i7%); logistics
of movement, precparations, Or recess-type activities (17%) such as brecakfast
(i.e., a breakfast snack served in the classroom). Types of basic skills subjects
observed eacompassed language arts activities, social studies, and mathematics.
Language arts included, for example, 'sSentence dictation,” which cntailed actual
dictation as well as the grammatical analysis of sentences. Social studiecs

-activitics observed includéd a guest speaker's film and lec:are on African cul-

turc. Mathematics instruction observed included a lesson ia "practical math,”
during which the tcacher distributed packets of variou: candies and asked stu-
dents to compute their prices. ’ :

The category coded as "feelings and behaviors' refers to two major types
of observed activity. The first consisted of a discussion between class and

teacher of appropriate student behavior, as well as an actual disciplinary
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action administered to the class by the teacher. The sccond types of
activity in this category consisted of use of a tclevision series, designed
to increase students' awareness and analytical skills related to 1nterpersonal

‘relations. After watching the program, a worksheet was distributed to the

class and a discussidén of certain themes was held.

The next two categories,_"interest groups' and '"'logistics,'" represented
34% of CRTO between them (17% cach). . Both also entailed a considerable amount
of movement on the part of the students.

The final category, "art and drama,'" was represented entirely by either
student teachers or volunteers ‘from the community. More accurately, the
drama component might be represented as the class providing an opportunity
for practice teaching to two student teachers from a local university. The
activity consisted of the student teachers actually assuming charge of the -
class for a period of impromptu 'plays' created on .ne spot by the class.

The class was also give: an assignment ("draw a figure of a person....") to be
completed later in the day. The drt component observed was also the work of
local community resources—studénts from S:ZA's Junior/Senior High School. The
students displayed-a fiim on a then-current exhibition at the Walker Art Center.
The students werc involved in an Urban Arts program, which involved contacts

“with schools. Both art and drama activities had been arrangel through the

community resource coordinator at the-Continuous Progress School.

Almost three quarters (68%) of CRTO represehted activities which were
uniform in nature, with either the total or an overwhelfingly majority of the,
class engaged in the same activity at the same time. Slightly over three-
fourths (77%) of CRTO represented adult initiated activities. The remaining
24% of CRTD represented activities initiated through combined adult ahd student
input, with some elements of student choice. All (100§) uniform activities
observed were adult initiated.

Again, as was the case with the Contemporary School program, the fact N

.that no solely scudent initiated activities were observed during our study

does not, and should not be taken to. mean that none existed at the Continuous

'Progresc School However, the distrioutions of activity initiation indicated

im the above results: should serve to glve th2 reader some idea of relative
cmpha90< observed. (A methodologica. norg wn coding is also in order here
The mere fact that some element of studont cioice existed, as in such activiticq

~as Interest Groups, was not in -itself’ con81der°d suff1c1cnt to code as 'solely

student initiated." What was considered crucial was the initiation source of
an activity's actual content, combined with the element of choice.)

3

. - Over half (60%) of CRTO represented uniform space use. The bulk of this
time consisted of situations wherc students were Se iecd at six to seven tables
spread around the classroom. Some 71% of total su ject time observed repre-
sented uniform space use, WLth 87% of the behavior/feeclings time similarly
represented. '

. ' ’
Almost all (97%) of total uniform space use activities observed reflected
adult initiated activities. Over half (53%) of varied space use-activities
observed consisted of joint adult and student initiated activities.

. ' . B
Some 65% of CRTO represented situations where uniform grouping was employed.
Although the class was distributed into a number of groups seated at the various

po
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4

‘tables, uniform grouping was used since the "single group" was addressed

as a unit or students were cxpected to work "alone.'" Almost three-fourths
(74%) of total Subject timc observed mirrored uniform grouping, with 100%
of total uniform grouping situations observed reflected adult initiated

~activities, though not all adult initiated activities werc of the uniform

grouping type. _ w

The concentration of adults in the room during observations was heavy.
During 96% of CRTO, morc than onc adult was in the room. For 57% of CRTO,
more than two adults were present; for 25% of CRTO, more than three adults.
For 3% of CRTO, only the teacher was in the room. On some 68% of the occa-

“sions when more than onc adult was in the classroom, uniform grouping modes

were employed.

To summarize', the majority of CRTO cousisted of activities which were
uniform in naturc. These activities included instruction in basic skills
subjects (highest frequency), as well as time devoted to four other categories:
feelings and behavior; interest groups; logistics of activity preparation and
transition; and accommodation of student teachers in art and drama. Most
activities observed were adult initiated. Grouping was primarily uniform,
with the single group or alone structures most used. Studeén*s spent the
bulk of ohscrved in-classroom time scated at tables or in chairs (uniform .
space use). llowever, almost one-fifth of CRTO was marked by a good deal
of student movement between locations and activities. During the majority
of the time observed, more than onc adult was present in the room.

Students appeared attuncd to the basic schedule of the class, able to
"rattle it off" when asked. Though not as frequent as at the Contemporary
School, the class ‘vas usually doing what they "should be™ according to
their weekly schedule. The weekl: schedule, however, was just that—weckly.
Whilc the overall structurc of time into basic skills and interest groups
remained the same, the specific content of certiin blocks- in that structurc
were planned on a weekly basis by the teacher. '

A variety of means werce used to ‘demarcate time periods and activitics.
In addition to school bells, the tecacher would sometimes announce, "Castle
Time, who's signed up for that?" In calling the class to order, certain cucs
were used. At times, the tcacher would hold up her hand. At other times,
the class itsclf would start counting. "One-Two-Threec....'" until all were
silently in their seats. '

The interrclationships among time, space, and w:tivities in the Continuous
Progress School cannot be overemphasized. Because of heavy enrollments, an

"attempt to cfficiently use available space, the individualized nature of the

program and the multiple goals being attempted (basic skills and interest

. groups), the Continuous Progress School was almost constantly ''on the move."

Halls werc rarcly empty. They were usually "fair game' as instructional space,
in addition to serving as thoroughfares for a considerable strcam of traffic
headed in several directions. Further, one had to consider the fact that
""homerooms'' became other students' ''classrooms'" at designated times. Tcachers
had to be acutely awarc of this as they moved through lessons. A time came
each day when their room would soon by emptying and refilling with new :faces.

Students were usually under the supervision of at least onc, if not more,

adults. This supervision included time ..pent on the playground or lunch periods.,

'
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Adults were usuall) addressed as Miss or Mr. . Within class, as noted,
students were usuaily seated at six round tables. Tables were numbered and
often addressed by number. Each student knew his/her assigned table, often
going to seats in the same ''spots" at the table. In contrast to the Contem-
porary School, students did not have a personal turf called a desk. ‘Lockers
in the hall were used to storc personal belongings, as no cloakroom was
available: in the room. :

4

We saw a great number of adults entcring students' days and activitics.
Yet, it was clear that primary responsibility for the class fell upon the
teacher. It was she who called the group to order in the morning, took
attendance, discussed lesson plans for the day, checked to see if assignments
to math, reading, and other groups for the day were correct, and generally
acted as a transmitter of information from other sources to students. It was
also she who supervised and coordinated the work of other adult’s who entered
the room—student teachers, volunteers, aides. The bulk of tasks performed
by volunteers and aides rclated to correcting papers; collating and preparing
materials for distribution to students; circulating about the room to give
individual students requesting it some help; or simply getting the students
lined up, out the door, and sometimes down the hall to another activity quietly
as‘*a group. Fxceptlng the communitv resources, most dirgct instruction observed—
adult to a class as a group—was conducted by the teacher rather than an aide
or volun.eer.

Students were cAlléd individually by their first names and identified
themselves as 'being in" their teacher's "room.'" While some had "had" the
teacher last ycar, many were totally new—both to the room and each other.
Problems of interpersonal behavior within the class were regarded by the
tcacher as group problems, to be Wworked out within the group. DNespite the
daily dispersion through the bu11d1ng, a definite identity as a class existed.

ng}pctioni.

Activities .

As ‘at the Contemporary School, the Continuous Progress School seemed to
sharce the-assumption that there worc certain kinds of knowledge appropriate
for students to master. Part of this kno ‘ze included the basic skills,
organized into discrete subjects such as . .ding, mathematics, and social studies.
Not all skill learningewas restricted tc trormal classroom or materlal referenced
instruction. The Interest Groups could hopefully 'integrate" the basic skills
by providing practlcal opportunities to see them in action or use them. A key
Continuous Progress School assumption was that all students need not be working

-through the same matcrialsat the -same time, partlcvlarly with such systems

as the IMS Math. Classroom sessions observed, however, did not. always corres-

pond. to tho ahrove 1qsumpt10n

Another Continuou$- Progrcqs School assumptlon waq that multiple-goals
should be opecationalized in attempts to satisfy the multiple needs and
interests of students. .The Interest Group program formed a considerable part
of this program. Related ‘to that assumption was a belief that kids could anhd

" should feel good about themsclves and -.chool. A definite stress on how kids
,were "feeling" or ''feeling about things'" was observed. This assumption was
nevertheless parallcled by another, also shared with the Contemporary School

o
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program. This was the need for constant supervision and monitoring, with

some of the responsibility placed upon the student. Both the IMS and rcading

programs kept:dctailed rccords of where students werc or were heading. This
" information influenced initial student grouping into homcroom assignments.

/

a

Time -

Both qtudcntsfand adults (tecacher, aide, voluntecers) scemed acutely aware
of time. This sometimes appcared rather arbltrar) from students' perspectives,
despite the adult importance attached to it. Item: "We're going to sit. [If
we have to sit until 3:30, we will!"™ "In a situation where certain activitics
(gym or recess) were denied, students too were acutely awarce of time.

N\, . . .
“ -
N\

Space \

Time assumed additional importance in a program that ultimately depende.
upon detailed planning, coordination, and dovetailing of multiple groups and
activities in a single building. Two teams of teachers and students had. to

master the intricacies of cooperation, h) "h.ing at the right place at the right
time. 5

®
’ Crouplnq \\
The Continuous Progress School use of ungradcd class groups was naturally

tied to a cross-age grouping modcl. While school literature promoted cross-age
_teaching opportunities that accompany this model, lIfttle was observed during
in-class phascs of the study. What was observed) relative to classroom grouping,
was* an camphasis on uniform grouping, i.c., one mode of groupi g for certain
activities. It should c remembered, however, that ‘the Continuous. Progress
School programs in fath and recading exposed students to a varicty of peers of
other ages and other classrooms.

Adults . ) .

»

“  The number and kinds of adults with. whom students come in contact was
impressive. Adult roles, however, were clearly defined with the teacher at
the: center of responsibility. In addition to fulfilling a*role of traffic
and activity manager, the teacher also secmcd to be the principal stocker,
“  supplicer, and dispenser of matcrials for in-class work: paper, sometimes pencils,
workshects, newspapers, and the like.

_ Expectations, for approprlatc student bechavior were clear and were repeat-
+ edl. clarified. . I'tem: "Anyonc who can't walk through the hall without talking,

st.vs in the room!'™ Or: "I think it'd really be a feather in your cap if you
could learn to just sit, without having all this motion." Learning to take
onc's turn was considered equally critical. Item: '"Onc person is going to talk,
raisc your hand!'" A final cxpectation was for students to be gencrally "happy"
and "feel good about' school, as noted above. Indications to the contrary

) usually led to attempts through gro = discussien to "get problems out into
the open."

78

ERIC | '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Activity Initiation '

. Generally, basic skills activities werc initiated by adults. Interested
groups were initiated through both adult and stude' t input. Others reflected
student assignments to certain tasks by various categories of adults who
crossed their paths. The schedule was necessary; it was also created by
adults. During one classroom situation, wherc a departure from the schedule
came up, one student asked the teacher: '"What do we do-now?'" This doecs not
mean that student initiation within activities did not exist (e.g., making
what one pleased in pottery). It is to say that the content of most activi-
ties reflected primarily adult or Eahbiped adult/student input.

Open School

The Open School enrolled approximately 335 students during 1974-7S.
Enrollments have incrcasingly reflected non-SEA families. The Open School
had higher proportions of these in comparison to the other elementary
programs. During the fourth ycar of SEA, a proportionately greater number
of primary aged students (particularly S-year olds) were enrolled.

Open School staff, like the two schools previously deseribed, was
composed of three major categories —MPS certified employées, SEA-wide and
contracted staff and volunteers. The first category included ten classroom
teachers (six primary and four intermediate) as well as tyo special education
tecachers. Others in this category included the principal; clerical, maintenance,
and health staff:; social worker; aides; curriculum qucidlists; counselor; .
librarian; and physical education teacher. The second category included two
internal cvaluators; a community rcsource coordinator; industrial arts ‘and
pottery tcacher; aides; and a community day developer. Some individuals in
category onc (curriculum specialists and the sccial workér) were SEA-wide in
assignment. The final category included varieties of individuals—parents,
students, student-teachers—who performed a wide range qﬁ functions (ficld
trip accompaniment, tutoring and teaching of‘mini-coursqsf. '

The pPogram stressed the structuring of @nstructioh around children's
intercste as a primary goal. Basic skills such as language arts and math
formed pa%t‘of the Open School pr -am, but were not necessarily taught only
as separate ''subjects." Varietics of projects and activjties were used as
vehicles for ac uiring such skills. 'Process as content' and "problem-solving"
approaches were .11so stressed. Student affect concerning pecrs and school;,
as well as the use of the community as a learning resource, were additional
program goals. '

The Open School was organized inte paired classrooms called "families."

Fach family was a unit of two or four classrooms including connecting hal}
space. Agec spans within cach room gencrally reflected a three-yecar spread.
No ''grade’ designations were used, though students invariably scemed to know
their cquivalent grade levels when asked.

The Open School was housed in a relatively .old building, rcfurbishcd
to suit program necds at the start of SEA.  The basement ‘contained an indus-
trial arts room, a pottery, and a gym which douhled as a lunchroom. A media
center was located on the first floor.
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Althougn the schedule of daily dnd wockl» activities reflected variation,
time was generally categorized into thred major segments. The firstconsisted
of group meetings for planning, information, and gencr ral sharing purposes.

The sccond consisted of '"project times" during which individual or small group
interests werc pursuced. The third was '"quiet time," during which basic skills
activities were pursued. These blocks of time variod in hoth scquence and
length from family to family. However, a general school-wide schedule did exist
which usually included times for gOlng to interest centers, on ficld trips, or
to gym and the media enter (which'-provided teacher propnrdt1on tlmc).

Two community learning programs were particularly strong at the Open
School. The first consisted of a "community day' program (staffed by a full-
time coordinator and.part-time cvaluator, assisted bv volunteurs). The
community day .enabled students from one or two rooms on a desigpated day of .
the week to go dut-into the* community for experiences related to their normal

classroom adétivities. It also was designed to provide sharing time for teachers.

Patton (107Sh] prov1ded a complete description of the community day program.

A secorid program was'''Other Pcople, Other Places' (OPOP), staffed by both the
Community Dn) and Community Resource Goordinators., It cnabled students to-
initiate communltv contacts, '"linc-up" dctivities and resources by phone, and
help plan the neceded logistics. Considerable volunteer assistance was required
to cffectively operate the Lommunity day, OPOP and field trip experiences.

Fach classroom was desighed to provide multiple areas for mulfiple purposces.

Rooms were usually divided into a carpeted arca, for group meetings and activi-

ties, as well as scveral other spaces divided by varving types of partitions:
Quiet arcas and areas for "messy projects' werc common. Desks were rare. 1If
present at all, there were usually a few pushed against walls. Tables of vary-
ing heights, plastic whistle chairs, plllow>, or ordinary chairs were far morc

common. Flexible hse of space Llnrn;}frl"cd each room, with periodic rearrange-

ment a comgion expericnce.

For greater depth on the above and other aspects of the Open School's
programmat ic development, the reader should consult the works of Giannotta
(1975a), Olson and Patton (1975), Olson (1974), and Aldrich and Bounds (1973).

¥

“The classroom sglected for study was an intermediate group consisting of

33 students. It included 10 fourth ﬁlqders;viS fifth graders, and 10 sixth

.graders; these were divided into 22 boys and 11 girls.

Observations

Total class routine time observed (CRTO) fell into thrce major categorics—
projects (76%), circle or meeting times (20%) and clean-up activities (4%).
Proi.cts were coded into three major types: general projects (53% of CRTO),
math projects (16% of CRTO) and ldnguage arts projects (13% of CRTO). The

groupings are arbitrary and not cxclusive. For. cxnmpl@ ,—gencral projects
fcqucntly included use of "basic skills," somctimes in a rather direct manner,
c.g., reading a hook! A sampling of some.af the-general projects ohserved:
(scveral of which ran over several days) included sewing, cooking, buifding a
rocket, drawing, working on a school newspaper, playing games, or rchearsing
for a play. Some 70% of CRTO reflected varied activities—scveral different
activitices going on in the room at the same time. In terms of agtivity
initiation, CRTO broke down into student initiated activities (33%), adulr
initiated activities (30%) and joint adult/student initiatced actjvitxq: 370 .
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All (100%) of uniform activities observed were adult initiated. Of
varied nctivities observed, 47% were student initiated and 53% joint adult/

.student initiated. Of total projects observed, 44% were student initiated,

7% were adult initiated, and 49% were joint adult/student initiated.

Varied space‘usc predominated in both total activities and projects
observed, with 79% of CRTO reflecting varied space use and 75% of total
projects observed reflecting similar use. All (100%) of circlec time
reflected uniform space use, with students usually seated in a semi-circle
on the carpeted area of the floor. Varied space use typically included
use of several areas of the room with student positioning in thcse arecas
differing, e.g., seated on floor, on or ir a large wooden cube, at tables,
in a "closet' used for quiet work, or ‘n the hall. '

All (100%) of uniform space use observed reflected adult initiated
activities, e.g., meetings. Varied space use observed reflected a greater
spread in activity in:-iation—42% student initiated, 47% adult/student
initiated, and 11% adult initiated.

The predominant mode of grouping observed in CRTO was varied in naturc,
i.e., some students working.alone, others working in pairs, others in small
groups. It was also varied in a:literal sense, i.e., it seemed to constantly
fluctuate both-within and between activities. During some projects, some
students would move from working alone to a small group. At times they might
remain with the group for the rest of the activity or move to another grouping
mode. Other students remained in their "initial' grouping structure for the
duration of an activity. Few restraints seemed to be placed upon the flux
during most projects. Of CRTO, 79% reflected such varied grouping, almost
always involving the simultaneous use of all three major sub-types—students
alone, students in ;airs, students in groups.

. *.

‘Almost 311 (993%) of proiects observed reflected varied grouping. All
(100%) of circle time observed reflected uniform grouping—students addresscd
as a class. "All (100%) uniform groupinn observed was adult initiated.
However, not all adult initiated activities utilized uniform grouping. All
(100%) student initiated activities reflected varied grouping.

During 82% of CRTO, more than one adult .was present in the room. For
some 40% of CRTQ, more, than two adults were present, with some 31% refleccting
the presence of more than three adults. Generally, these adults con:isted
of the teacher, an aide and -tudent teachers, with some support staff and

* visitors also.represented. me 16% of CRTO reflected the presence of

visitors. Visitors continued to be a common occurrence at the Open School,
requ1r1ng the services of the community resource coord1nator to avo1d ovcr—
imposition upon both students and staff.

As previously noted, each room's schedule varied within the overalil
school schedule of activities (pottery, industrial arts, gym, media, or
community programs). In addition, certain days were set aside to concentratec
on different tasks, e.g., Mondays for general ''catching ip'" on activities
of the previous week; Tuesdays for flexible use of time (because these were
shorter school days) in meetings discussing current events; Wednesdays for
math; Thursdays for cr »tive writing; and Fridays for reading. This does
not mean that these ac .vities were done only on those days, but rather
were given particular attention on them. :
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Also as previously noted, activities, to the maximum extent possible,
were structured around student interests. It was considered important for
students to both clarify such interests and take responsibility for following
through on them. Varieties of techniques werc used to monitor clarification
and follow-through. During circle mectings, the tcacher would usually go
around the room making surc cach student had something he or she would be doing
for designated parts of the day. For students who requested them, contracts
were usced. Curricular materials ran a brcad gamut—''packaged" matcrials and
workbooks; mini-packs of activities in language uand math; student gencrated
mdterials; or adult-made resources such as a job application form to a hypo-
thetical company. Adults usually functioned as resources. Any adult was fair
game for students to cither display activities or ask assistance. The ta;k
of general adult management placed upon the teacher was great, when augmented
by the additional roles of matcrials producer, question answerer, paper cor-
rector, information disseminator, and attendance taker. Certain tasks were
designated as primarily .student responsibilities—watering plants, feeding
animals, cleaning cages, and generally maintaining the room's b(gcr'(a vital
factor when different activities follow upon one another). .

The classroom invariably was a busy place, particularly during project
times. Some students might be coming and going from certers; other would be
shifting groupings or perhaps activities. When other adults were in short
supply, it was not too difficult a task for students who wished to do so to

. "escape" activities and/or monitoring of them. A good deal of responsibility

scemed placed upon them to do what they committed themselves to do.

Certain times seemed fairly fixed—lunch, recess, center times, or
teacher prep-times when all were expected to head for centers. Normally,
centers were available to students on a daily basis. Field trips, OPOP, and
community days werc planned together, with the onus of initiation mainly
upon students. )

Adults either worked directly ‘with individual students or groups or on
other tasks—such as materials preparation or general supervision. .Ior some
activitvies, adults would suggest particular tasks. The teacher, for example,
asked during math projects for a group interested in working on fractions.
For other activities, the general content was suggested: "OK, time for math
projccts' and the specifics were left to students to select. For still others,
initiation wus totally student gencrated. '

1
Reflections

Activities

In contrast to the Contemporary School and Continuous Progress School
programs, tht Open S-~hool did not regard appropriate student learning solely
as the mastery of discrete bodies of content knowledge called 'subjects.”
Classroom instruction reflected discernible assumptions regarding student
learning in general and appropriate roles for adults in enhancing learning.
The usc of student interests as a primary referent assumed that such interests
would provide sufficient motivation for follow-through on projects. This
would make learning both more immediate and real. Processces ohserved also
reflected the assumption that students could, with adult guidance, assume
responsibility for a good deial of their time (and its use)} in school, Such

]

I
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an assumption also extended to community based learning activities. The
initiation of OPOP and community day was left mainly to students,

These assumptions did not necessarily eliminate the use of '"packaged"
curricula as learning referents. They merely redefined the roles such
materials could play. They served as but another tool. They were not
necessarily scen as the only tool for all students.

Time

While we saw the use of major time blocks for major activities, time
units frequently overlapped.. During the same time segment, multiple activi-
ties were often occurring. Variation was tolerated in the amounts of time
students opted to spend on projects. Not all ‘marched to the same drummer.'
Again, as noted, this did not mean that there were not times when all worked
on the same activity. Usuallv, however, if students "finished early," they
moved on to something else, )

Space

The deployment of space was designed to encourage multiple use as
well ae sharing. Physical space and student positioning and posturing
roflected an almost relaxed atmosphere. Nobody seemed 'uptight" if one
chose to do one's reading on a ladder (actually observed). This particular
room began the year almost bare. Its appearance assumed increasingly richer
tones —more strugtures, materials, and changed frequently. Most of the
structures wcrcf§hitiated and erected by students.

Personal spate, however, was at a premium. For students, a cart of
hins was about the extent of it, in addition to student lockers. A frequent

" <ituation ‘or teachers was to have five or six students around the teacher's

desk (in = corner), bombarding the teacher with requests for help, directions,
information. High naticnce levels were a must for both students and teachers

.

Grouping

Perhaps the hardest thing to record during observations was the patterns
of grouping in usc. It seemed to constantly change, often in the space of
minutes. Most kids worked in groups (in terms of absolute numbers). Sharing
was generally not only permitted, but encouraged. Talking was generally
permitted. It dovetailed with the assumption that kids can, will, and should
*rarn from other kids and with other Kids. .

Routines and cues were part of operationalizing all of the above assump-
+ions. Item: "Okay, circle up." (School bell rang, but only rarely seemed
to signal many of the activities observed.) There were "rules" for centers—

30 many to a center to avoid overcrowding; sign-ups for centers; kids*® '"turns'

at various-logistical tasks. Groups often started with onl4}a few interested

.etudents but it was 'okay' for cthers to join in.
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Adults

As noted, adoeivs were gencrally fair pame tor asking help, cheeking work,

or displuying work. Adults were pooplo who made sure things wer cunning
smoothly. Item: "Anyvone with nothing to Jo?"  They were also people who he
linc-up fi-'d trips or previde tatoving or jerned in attending miv Tt
Adults were frequent visitors, who ashed questions about the Oper whitt
one did, whether one chose to Jo i and a scemingly endless list topt
Activity initiation

At the Open School, activity initin: s plmost cqually divided among
adults, students and adult/student type - crmoexisted for Student decision
making and "choosing not to choose' wias | voption.  ITtem: "IF you have
nothing to o, see me.” ' '
. POt RS

V4

bree School

During 1974-75 the Froo scheol enrolied approaimately 150 K-12 students.
“aroliments reflected the Bishest percentages eof hoth non-SEA and single-
parent faicilies among the SEA el 1itary schools.  The student populatrion was
a heterogencous onc, represestiog | wide range eof ethnic, residential, and
income backgrounds. While the open School reflected a discernible philosophy
of ledarning with roovs in such -ources as developmental work of Piuaget or
British intearated aay =choois, t' - Free School could most generally be des-
cribed as "sclating to' oa oty anistic and rudici) sccial reform move-
ments.  Its sceminely pecniier pe. tioning within a burcaucratic ivierarchy
of an arban pubilic scheoi syscem descpves some explanation.

1r contrast to the three schools thus far described, the Free Schoo! was
created "irom scrateh’” a- a public school with SEA's first year of funding.
[t began yoar one of SEA with 70 students. By the start of ycar four, c¢nroll-
ments were at 150, From its inception, the school experiented problems on
several fronts. One was physical facilitices. For its first three veurs it
was incated ‘i rented quarters (a refurbished church) i1l suited to the Frec

“Schopl program. Another was staffing.  The SEA praposal had  imited the .

alocation of paid staff positions. Scveral staft were cither new.or non-
certificd, hircd on short-term contracts, ' .

By vear four. some changes were evident.  The Free School had moved to
new quarters (the former site of the Couatiruous Progress School's intermedigte
component). The now building was a welcome change, gencérally more spacious
and well-1it. During voar tour staft representued u rather young group (most
under 30, as in provious vears). The Free School staff wns a mix of MPS,
SEA-wide or school-specific, and volunteer cutounx‘cs—:us found in other Sl
schools. ‘towever, relatively larcey proportions ot contract or volunteer
people were r- 7lected on its staff.” The school did have a principal, though
towards the close of yeur four his contract was not rencw = due to faiiure
to qualify for recertifi¢atior under MPS gyidelines. '

The, Free Scheol was organi.od into three major programs: primary (with

d

five to eiynt/ninc ycur{zigﬁ); middte (with nine to twulve#ﬂ?nlwccn veor clds);
ten

and sccondary (with fou

-

' : S Ty 8‘1

~

to cighteen year olds).  Each program was ungraded.
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Each program wencrally had certain activities, space, und staff peculiar to
itself. FHowever, all also overl ped in all three areas at times.  Snroll-
ment figures at Free School scemed to be consistent along only one dimension—
their constantly fluctuatirg and clusive nuture. However, during the latter
part of year four, reasonably reliable figures indicated 31 students in' the
primary, 48 in the middle, and 65 in the secondary programs.

Grouping was framed around the usc of advisor (adult)/advisce (student)
relationships. At the beginning of a school year, each st. {f person (includ-
"ing cler. al) was assigned as an advisor for one of the three programs. The °
advisor was expected to help students plan their activitiesy do some mcaitor-
ing in the form of written progress.reports, and record a7 least one parent

conterence a year, '

Time at Free School generally fell into three ma, categories (under
ideal conditions). - Considerable variation within, and overlapping among,
these catcgories existed by age group. The three cutegories were (1) academic
activities, (2) clectives and (3) use of resource areas such as shop gym,
music and art rooms. ‘

Turning specifically to the middle program, planning was done on u
trimester basis and involved the use of two types of schedules. The first
trimester bepan in the f01l, the second around Christmas, and the third
around Easter. Each Lrimester, a general schedule nf courses, activitics
and events projected as available was designed. Working from this schedulc,
an advisce would plan « .t his/ °r individual schedule. A general ground
rule scemed to be that rre had to plan a minimum of f-ur hours weckly class
time for language arts and math activities. Though secveral students might
have the same advisor, their individual schédule could and often did look

very different. '

that was the "curriculum'" at bree Schiol? There were no neatly packaged
objectives or standardized curricular serics that one might point to as forming
the core o the Free School curri-:ium. Much like the Open School, lcarning
wns seen as best generated from . :dent interests. It stressed prc 2Ss-
oriented learning, in addition to acquiring the basic skills in an "integrated
curricalum' fashion of 'real-life" learning. In addition, it had definite
philosophic overtones mirroring a melange of counter-culture thrusts (e.g.,
nsurvival skills") und soucial reform (e.g., "anti-facist’). The curriculum
_is summarized by an article from the. April 1975 issue of the SEA necwspaper:

The school considers that choice making by studen - is
basic to good learning and essential to adult responsi- -
bility. It accept student interest as a legitimate
starting -oint for all learning and gives students
freedom to pursue that interest wherever it leads.

Free school encourages students to involve themsclves
directly with issues of reform and change :n all insti-

] tutions of society. Its ideal graduates & - not those
who can smoothly "fit in," but women and m.n who will
make Geir communities more just.

Qur contextual summary has icen highly seclective. For & fuller descrip-
tion of the Free School, the reader is r:zferred to the works of Reaves (1975),

Nelson et-al. (1975), and Winther (197%). 8"
+)
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Ubservat tons

it )

’

“The majority (T9%) of activitics of rved wer variced in paore. These

activities fell into six major categori <@ musjc-r lated activifies (38%);
Longaape puzsies ond games (2305 marh (10%) 0 oving about the pbuilding and

buri. g

inttiat J.

Almost all (8851 of varied activitices obscerved

hal f (55%)
were adult

[t is
correspond
activities
nonttoring

s

chatting with peers (14, contoerving with adv, oor (0%); and in pottery (3%).

the peviods of time obscerved, sone 8S0% of uctivitices were student

The remainder retflected joint studen adolt injti:ted enterprises.

were student initiiated. Owver
ot uniform activities ohserved were student initiated; ome 35%
initiated.

important to note that activities ob-erved did not necessarily

to hose Fisted on the student's individual schedule.  Schedualed
weere often 1 hit or miss affair, tor o var ty of reasons. Daily-
by aduits of what students did veemed an in propriuate expectation,

It was cxpected that the student would assume sufficient responsibility in
programmay her activities.  Also related to this situation vere two additional
factors: (1) not all . aters could be expecced to be open or necessarily con-

tain a-tivitie. on ithe "master” schedule, nor could the several adults "manning

them alwavs be expected to be present, and (2] sometimes ad hoc activities
woulu be gencrated, which tocl precedence over previously scoped ones. The
First factor was related parcly to variable gnd insufficient staffing of some
rooms/activities, Lt also reflected a situation whovh arose during ‘the period
of study—namely, a ficl. trip to Washington, b.C. This trip had drawn off
roughly halt of the middie student: and severa] staff whose centers/rooms

remained empty.

Rocves
varying ways middle students soont th o days -

(1975:31 ) disol cted several common character: stics among th
o

Collecting friends.  his may occur in the bus on
“he way to school, in the hall before school starty,
or in the first room the student goes to at 9:15.)

At some time in the course of the day the student
Wi10 po with fricads to the orr-r store for a spack.

At some time Uhe student will spend from “en minutes
to two hours in bt sath room.

Slightt s move than al. 5o student wi 11 spend some
vime In o tne o Vi, npotoogo hour it

Most ctudents will spoend =eme portion of the day
socilizioe—in the @ 10, the community resource
roci or outsioe in owarm woeather.

Voot but onot all, will spend some come 0 the room
of their choilce on a projc.i- in the scirence room
tending plants or animals: in the media center sewing
or reading; i~ the art room exploring techniques or
materials; in the shop making a beat, a box, a 1.0d
.sculpture or a beautifutly lamimited hoomcrang; or i
a ¢lass in the middle room. - ! '

“ost w11 spond some time wandering around, compliining ot
] £

boredon i the office, in the hall, or in‘any of the rooms.

- ¢

Y
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Over the course of our studv, =lmost all cf the above activities were
otserved. Mults.also played key voles in curriculum formulation. Over
the summer of 1974, a curricu''m writing group generated a range of shor®-
~and long-term activities that would be offered the coming year (Reeves
1974:45). Some samples: Competancics or,values—anti-sexist, anti-ia.ict
attitudes; ¥omen in Art, Sports, Scicence and MeJdic¢ine and Politice; Betany,
Biology, Ecology, Gross Carth Systems.

While a list of grududtion requirements did ‘exist at Free School, Reeves
found that 15 of 17 older niddle students interviewed had never seen a copy
of them. The area students seem. most aware of,was math. Math at Frce
School was offered in a room designated for that purpose and staffcd, by a
teacher with volunteer help. It was one of the more highly organized parts
of the curriculum—with specific objectives specified; materials (including
computer use) keyed to objectives; and individualized packets of work
materlals kept in folders for each student. “

The dominant mode of space utilization observed was varied . 8%), though
some activi.ies reflected uniform use as well (e.g., Sitting with band). B
Though most m th activities observed reflected similar use of space (73%),
it scemed nou to matter if some students chose to work in varied locations ~
tc.g., nct all sitting at tabies). They were also observed tuv do so. Some
75% ot total varied space use observed reflected student initiated activitics.
\ typical) cxample was time spent in the media center, where some S: udents
~sould be sewing, others working on games/puzzles, still others xeadlng

Varied grouping modes predominated during observations. - They rcepresented

79% of CRTO. As our student -moved within such areas as the media center, or in

thc music room, the modes of grouping reflected gp.;‘ally were- the "working
alone, while others worked in pairs or small groups. Some .work was done with
adults, e.g., receiving tutoring from a volunteer in techniques of guitar
vlaying. Other work, such as solving word puzzles, were done while sharing
with one Hre Ewo othpr students. Quite a bit of time obseryed was spent working
alone. ( ping, virth the exception of some time Spent in band, seemed almost
student in;t‘ﬂzvd. Sor= 87% of total varied grouping time observed reflected
student ini.:ifed activities. Almost 90% of math time mirrored varied groupzvg——
vith somc sfu.cans worki g alone, others in pairs or with the teacher

Over hal. of CRTO (63%) imvolved activities where one adult was prescnt
in the room. Rough.y 2G% of CRTO was spent in activities wher'e more than one
adult was present; 17% of CRTO rerresented situations with no adi'it present.
During slightly over onc-fourch (26%) of observed occasions where morc than
one aduilt was present, uniforw grouping was used (e-8., a band concert for -

visitors to the school). -

Te sumrurize, Spac: groping, «ad activities overwhelmingly veflected !
varied modes—simultaneous us¢. of mult: 'e spaces, combinations of people, and
Tofivities. Generaldy, situations wheic one adult was present predominated.
These adults included volunteers, aide:, or teachers. Free School distinc-
tions among these a'egor1e< did not secem to 'matter' Ver much to students.
Activities obsecrved we : primarily student 1n1tlaf“d
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Reflecti

Activ., e :

one premise of Free School was that "appropriate learning” ought to be
heavily student-referenced in its definition and operationalization. Another
premisc viewed learning as the acquisition of tools for promoting change in «

society viewed as often hostile and greatly in need of change. ltem: a math
exere that used credit card ripoffs to teach computational skills. Vivieties
of po rs, signs and announcements pasted on walls 1n e halls announceds
countc <ultural types of cvents considered of intere: Responsibility for

oncsclt was wtresscd in addition to commitment to  ocial action. Studants

engaged ‘in differing activities while in the same hysical locations 1t the.

same time and initiated activities which carric! into the ¢ amunity.
. _ \ 8

Time S
Time at Free School was characterized by an ad hoc unpredictability.

Ftem: "Not too many students around today, probably bocause it's rainy."

Or: "8t too many kids here since it's so supny today." Activitics observed
generally were of the tp® "I guess 1'11 go.:. do...now." Yect, =ome uctivi-
ties were pre-plann ', c¢.gl, appointments with volanteer for guitar lesson or

cth band instructor for rechearsal. Some uactivitics scemed planned almost
'on the spot,” such as a ficld trip decided upon in the hall one morning.
. .

Starting times were simply things onc could pot "count on" at Free School
[tem: "T1 touk us « million vears to g0 on one camping trip. We werce supposuid

to leave at nine and left at lunch.”

Again, basic responsibility for tine was placed upon students. [Ttem:

"You have to put in four hours on skills when you make the Schedule.  Some-

timrs I don't go .to some of the stuff [ put down.!" Free School required a
gocd degree of tolorance for ambiguity. '

Spi e

Students wery free to wanaer about and check out various spots both

within and beyond Yuilding confincs. Multiple s ace use predominated. itom:
"I m going home.'" ‘pace and time use were closc'y related., Both were subject
to occasinnal traftrd. ttem: (Pokirz head in dogr) ““Anyonc in bhore interested

in a hikathon to raise money?" Or: "Anyore sccre sone primary kids come throu.n
here”' Or: "Sometimes kids just give-up ad stop coming when nobody shows.™

Or: "sScaetimes acults cive un after waiting so often, nobody howing. cor
seceing chem all out playing hall on o nice day." )

2

Grouning -

Students worked with ¢ 'der or voungcer peers or with varicties of adults
in 'n out of the schoo!l (¢.g., an intcinship in a) community agency. Groups
formed, dissolved, and restructured themscives according to individaal needs,

desires, cr activitic . 88
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As at the Open School, adults at Frec School were ﬂddresscd informally,
usually by first name. Some adults secmed morc "uptight' thapy others about
certain things. Item: "He fines us ten cents i1 wo're late.' geveral adults
offer things ''they're into" for us, Item: "I learned a 10t apout the estab-
lishment and the CIA, but not too muchk clse in that one.". Sope adults scem
more '"together” than o' wers.

There werc rules. Mo t of them related to learning MOt ¢o bother others
‘or property, or how to ti.c care of oneself. ltem: A sign degrgiied rules for
lunch such as no shoving in line or throwing food. At the eng of the year, .
ons can expect to meet with one's advisor, whc has™ all the ¢y gs - om teachers
whose classcs have been attended. Value is placed on informgyjon which shows
thut one has assumed responsibility and followed ..rough On atteudance and
activities. Item: "You haven't been like sc many other kids who don't come
~r slack off and fool around all day.'. Or: "Kids move On frop program to
program when they think they're ready for it." Or: "Attendapce figures tell
a lot at Free School sinre hasically we don't req.ire them tgo come.”" Or:
"Figures, I'm told, are sometimes taken by teach -: impressippistically.”
Attendance was always tricay at Free School. So: : secondaly gtudents, for
example, wovked part-time and hence were not present for all .jasses. Other
students sumcrimes had to return home "o attend to family Matgers.

)

'

Activity Initiagtiow

_ Students are : su.ted to be a. agent responsible for thej, own learning.-:
- Item: "Nobodv s gior tel) rou what to do.". Or: "I do them (4 ¢., math
@) exercises) ner o oo 1 aave to. If 1 don't, I won't iC2Tn

SEA as 2 &y .em of Alternative:

‘ne purpose of this scction is te discuss the similaritjes and differences
among the clementary alternatives of SEA. To accomplish this end, we will not
only draw from the data presented in the preced.ny, schoo’-specific sections,
we will also examine several other "models' for comparing SChpol Programs ~nd
discuss the external (StA-wide, MPS and state) intluenc€S ON the tour alterna-
tives. Thesc other scvarces of comparison may provide the Tegger with addi-
ricnal perspectives for monitoring school environmerts. These perspectives
pfiy also aSsist 'in assessing the constraints on efforts tO impjement alterna-
tivcs and thereby be included in the diagnosis stoge of the syggested modcl
¢t (hange. ' - :

Comparisons Using School Observation:

Looking firs- at results along the six dim~nsions analyzeq, one finds

e.ch school reflectine discernibl. emphases.(sce Table 1).  pifference:
among the four scheools appear most striking in the categOTles of space and:
activitit.. (The reader is cautioned again that Free Schooi gsta were

obtained only by rcquived changes in the data #ollection £ categy.) ?he
Contemporary School revealed the highest utili ation of SPice in a uniform
manner (generally students se >»d at Jo ks), fuilowed by the Contlnuous

P | 89 " 1
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TABLE 1

COMPARTISONS OF
INSTRUC
ENVIRONMENTS

TTONAL

-
[ "
1
. CONTINUQUS PROGRESS ;
CONTEMPORARY SCHOOL SCHOOL QPEN SCHOOL FREE SCHOOf
. Uniform 2%
- ' varied  TO% llniform 32%
Use Varted »8%
OF nin-m 0%
SPACE Viried 4%
Yniform 779 -
- varied 23%
yniform 214 niform 1%
Warted  T9% Varied 79%
SROUPTNG -
PATTERNS pisaom At "Mifors -3,
Jarsed 6 Yaried 5%
linttorm
) mirform_30% varied 0%
Varied  T0O%
TYPES OF
CTIVITIES o e
Jpiform 3%
nifeem 30N i ‘aried 325
Yarted I
Y RS
Adul:s 30% tdult’Srudent 127
p - srudent 1%
ACTIIITY ° Y .
-y vdult,/Student 375
NITUATICN wduls
wLule TTS
; N - .: - P Student 33%
yodu, - Studert Ty \dule,/S-odene 230
T3he 10K ‘ne o . .. _None Ly ..}
Meores than 32° :
ADULTS More thir Jne M6
o One 3%
RCOM TS )
o o Wore <aan om0

* Data for the Free School are subjrit =9

due - - in data
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Progress School (students generally seated at.tables). These 12sults con-
trasted sharply with those for Open and Free Schools,-which revealed almost
oppositc tendencies. & similar pattern is cvident for activities. The Con-
temporary and Continuous Progress schogds exhitit highest uses of uniform
activities, with this tendency almost reuwersed for Open and Free schonls.
In both categories, some progression from Contemporary to Free is evident
(considering Free School uniforr gpace was largely devoted to band practice).
(Adult input into ! w spacc wa used also varied, with greater input noticed
during our study at the Contcemporary and Continuous Progress schools, and
less adult input at the Open and Free schools.) .
The two categ ries 0! :ouping and adults also revealed seme interesting
variations and overlap. Results for grouping in Contemporary and Continuous
Progress schools were almost identical and were identical for Open and Frece
schopls. Resuits for adults present indicated another inceivsting parallel.
The Continuous Prngress and Opcn Schools were closest to one another, with the
Contemporary :id Free schools similarly close to cach other. (Again, adult
input inin crouping modes also varied, with greater adult input noticed in the
Contemporary und Continuous Progress schools.and more student input observed
in the Open ana Free schools.)

The category activity itiution revealed a decrease in adult initiation
from the Contemperary School . the Free School. At the same time, there was
a gener: increase in the percentage of combined adult/student iaitiation,
with the exception of the Free Sthool. This is due to the fact that the Free
School had the highest level of. solely student initiated activities; its level
of solely adult initiated activities was low. Student inipiu;ion'was also in
evidence at the Open School, absent in both the Contempora:ry nd Contiiuous
Progress schools. o :

The data trom our observations yieldgd a number of other similarities
and differences. Both the Free and Open schools :erc intc ted in student
responsibility for Jlearning. The Free School risked a bit more in operation-
alizing suvch aw interest. Yet, in a sense, was it really "a risk" to fulfill
“"radica’ ly". a ‘‘radical” philosophy? Both the Open and Continuous Progress
schools were also interested in basic skills, student learning through -
"integrated" curriculum, and srudent zifect. The Open School provided i..rerest
centers (available daily), tne Continuous Progress School provi-ted int.rest
groups ( h.nged biweekly). Both the Contemporary and Continuous Progress
schools stressed curriculumgdevelopment, packaged series, and standardized
monitorirg. The C atemporary School started students off in grades on grade-
referenced materia.s. The Continuous Progress School opted to take tne
"ungraded" path.

In interpret ng the results of compurisons along all dimensions, extreme
aution is a must due to both stmple size and the fucgt that the wrportance
nlaced upon such dimensions at -—ach school varied considerabiy. Judgments of
4 better/worse nature ought to be particularly .voided. '

Indced,- if judgments arc to be made at all, they ought to be that cach
schoe! appuared to be generally functioning not too off the mark of the ways
in which it sought to function. That is, difterences appeared '"healthy” from
the standpoint of crcating a system of options in instructional environments.
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‘ Comparisons 1. iny Ot her Model s
Varictics of conceptual wodels which attempt to categorize Vdrious
schooling types have appearced in prescarch literature over the yedarv.. Thiee
of these are presented below to provide other perspectives of SEA's altorea
tives., Classifications of thie SEY schools are intended mainly as hearistic
devices—rpot hard and fast descriptioens. Ihcg'lwu)roScnt general tondencicess
N
S e first approach is o drawn from Epstein and McPartland (1975:7), who
distioaish "open” from "traditional’ schools along seven major dinensions.
Fach dimension is present < along with the positioning of cach SEA school
on a scale of "Found More Ofren' or "Found kess Often.”

Found ° Found
More Often tess Jften
tooln 2tass Dowgst 30 honext to | Zontemporary Open
tne same stgplents. ‘ Cont.Progress Free
I
. 2.1 Zan talk to other students ) Open Contempordary
wrole 1 work, ‘ Free ¢ Cont.Progress
. 3, '~ class, | can move about che ’ dpen Cantemporary
ryom without as<ing the rteacner. Free Cont Proaress

4 In class, sne teacher s%ands Contemporary Open
in front of the room and works Tanr Proaress Free
winn the class 1s a whole.

3. When I am working or 1 lesson, Tontemporary, Jpen
the otner stydents 11 my 11455 it.Proaress Frez
are working on the 3same iesson.

5. Most Zays there are sever:’ Jpan Froe ! -
assigrments the Zeacher -ails Cint.?roaress Contemporary
me [ coula select, and [ cnonse
tre e [ want %0 wOrk on, :

. 1 zould fall nenind in my work Free Contemporary
J1thout the teacner “indir: .ut . Cont.Proaress
aBouT 1t far 1 Soufle 37 aeeks open R

ar Tore.

A sceond model, emphasizing the variable of acoivity ini. iation, is that
of Pussis and Chittenden 19.0:23).  This model looks at degrees of ipput itrom
©oth otgache s and chitd, It depicts such o input s forming four ma or types ~f

s-ohooling. 4igh
A
!
- =2
. Laissez-fairy = Open tducation
L
. 5 ;
Low & Centrigyution '___of Teacher » High
Programme sion é; Tradi-'onal British
e T . g, ‘ =2
"8y the <) -
. E% .
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Were one to look at the SEA options, solely among the dimension of the extent
to which adult and student were ecach active contributors to decisions regard-
ing the process and content of learning, a gross distribution might pluace the
Free School in the Laissez-faire quadrant, the Open School in the Open quad-
rant, and the Continuous Progress and Contemporary schools in the lower right
qus-drant.

Smith and Keith (1971:331) developed an initial conceptualization ¢f
individualized curriculum and instruction. Though it required subsequent
modification to fit their specific purposes, it provides a useful point of
departure. The model poses five levels distributed along dimensions of cur-
ricular goals, materials, and rates. SEA schools which seemed to generally
dovetail in emphasis are noted alongside certain levels.

Level
5 Pupil choice in goals, Pupils determ .. endS, means and Free School
materials and rates rates. !
4 Different qoals, different . Pupils work toward different ends Open School
materials and varying rates (for example, enrichment) which
invoives different materials and
varying rates as well
R} The same goals but varied Children are directed towards the Contemporary
materials and rates same outcomes but may branch into School
spe.ial material (often remedial)
2 Individualization: variation Possit'e variation in starting Continuous
in rate . point, .ome children move through Progress
the material faster School
1 Traditional lock-ster . A1 childegn fn the same books and
. materials, moving at the same rate
towards the same g
Me eil (1969:300-302) has developed the notion of ''data source' as a

way of looking at curriculum development. Curricula may be distinguished
according to relative weight given to either subject matter, or socicty,

or the learner as a ''data-source.' All such "data sources'' were reflected
in varying degrees at each SEA school. 1In general, however, the Free School
strossed needed societal changes as well as learner interests. The Open
School particularly stressed the learner. The Continuous Progress School

seemed to underscore subject matter and the learner (e.g., interest groups) .

The Contemporary School attached conside¢rable importance to subject matter.
Our description, again, reflects impressions of ;. os. .c.adencies and not
abscolute boundaries. .

.ndeed, the dangers of all such modet§ only highlight the high degrece
of internal va iation in each SEA school. | The dominant emphases noted are
far from total or the only emphases. On the contrary, one key <O successcs

attained by SEA in developing a system of choice is the availability of
“within-building" variation. The ease with which sterebtypes can become

~attached to individual alternative schools (as often happened-in SEA) is 1

pitfall ‘practitioners considering alternatives ight wish to doggedly combat.

Vot all Contemporary School students ''sat at Jdesks all day." Not all Con-

tinuous Progress School students "moved around all day." Not all Open School
students atter :»J "u big playpen."” Not at }-ee School students ''did nothing
but goof off and smoke." Not all teache:.- «° any SEA school taught ounly as
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those observed, n fact, cach school scomed to honse a spectrum of styles,
overlappi- 2 with tne styles of other SEV schools. Froe School had some
rather "structurced' teachers; e contemporary School ran g highly success-

ful open classrdom,

What then can be said about "noints of overlap?” Were all the SEA
schools really the same with but 1 vencer ot diftferencs on the surface of
cach?  Far from it, but *hev Jdid cvidence several similarities incluling
relatively small size, st who were present by cho ce, familices who
patronized them by-cholice, and a vari oty ot ool indiuences cpanating
frem both SEA amed 2IPS star

Comparisons Using External "nflucences

The cernatives shared the services of SEA-wide cur riculum coordina-
tors, inverned cvaluators, ceiocted suport staft (e.g., social workers,
cot. selors), community resource coordinators, and volunteers.  Bach of these
services had its impact, <omedimes” similar (never identical) on the various
school -0 The Pree and Open schools language arts programs looked strikingly
similar in cortgin aspects,  The same curriculum ceordinator served hoth
and stressed naturalistic approaches to "languaging.'  Some schools, such
as Continuous P'rogress and Contemporary, used computerized monitoring and
curriculum development tools.  Computer terminals for math could be found
at bree, Contemporary, Open, and Continuous Progress schools.  Counsclors
and/or resource coordinators tended to handle enrollments and transfers at
all scnools.  Community resource programs were strong across all SEA schools
(Patton, 1975a), particularly at the Open and Free Schools for which they
were vital.

A, schools, sometimes reluctantly, tfell under the inescapable umhrella
of the Minncapalis Public School system. School davs began and ended under
MPS gnidelines.  School iuses rumbled across the district every morning and
afternoon.  Certain staff positions, time, and rights to time were set by
MPS guidelires. Buildings were assigned engineers bascd on square Footdgc.
Signs - school doors extended an official MPS welcome to visitors. City-
wide dv regrecation guidelines, testing programs, health services, and so on
touched the life ~7 overy SEA school .

A% noted, s » such "facts of I'ife"” were reluctantly accepted;
sometime  they were challenged.  Thoe Free School did not appear on MPS
official m. < Yor some threo vears; it lost it< principal in vear four to

state cnidelines: it opted out of city testing programs; it fou-ht for
greater contract sccnrity for its staff (and lost) .

Another in- tuence upon the similarity o the alternatives was the
nature of public =schools as institutions. Ui.loubtedly readers have found
similarities between the alternatives of SEA and the school s with whic.
they are famii:ar. Regardless of the "innovativeness' of special programs,
schools weem once of the most resilient of social institutions., The works
of Dree: 1 (1973), Jackson (1968) and Smith and Geoffrey (1968) have
Lizhlighted some persistent characteristics of public schools,
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wCrowds'™ are one example, as Dreeben notes:

One can view schools in terms of structural ''responses'
to the problem of managing the lives of large numbers
of children gathered in confined spaces for long term
instruction (1973:450).

Jackson identifies a number of seemingly inescapable features of crowds in
public schools, particularly students' experiences of delay, denial and
interruption. These features persisted in the alternatives of SEA. As an
example, at the Free School, one student entered the music room while the
volunteer was tutoring another. The entering student was politely told:
"Be with you in.a while, when I'm finished here." We also observed some
. <amples of denial (e.g., "The gym's full. I wanted to play tennis, but
t's all signed up.") as well as interruption (e.g., "Anyone seen any pri-
mary students here?"). The Free Schr was selected as an example because
«7 its stereotype as SEA's most radic... option.

The teacher's role with}n the various alternatives also shared. cha
teristics common to teaching in general. .Jackson (1968) categorized teacher
roles as typically including that of gatekeeper of dialogue, supply sargeant,
granter of privileges, and time keeper. Smith and Geoffrey (1968) provide a
conceptual glossary on '"the behavior of teaching," which stems from a study
of a "traditional' school. [t includes such notions as preparations for con-
tengencies, the provisional try, ringmastership, and others of equal interest,
The concepts listed above weore nbserved of teachers during our investigation,
While the specific content (c.g., ways of being a "ringmaster") varied by
school and teacher observed and each school's cultural milieu had some influence
upon the operationalization of such concepts, these general ckaracteristics of
schools and teaching persisted, too. ‘

Conclusions

The need for <hared resources, amcng alternatives, local school district
and state level policies, and the characteristics of schools as social insti-
tuions, all placed parameters on the '"range of variability" found among SEA's
alternatives. Within these parameters, however, variability did exist in the
way schools structured their instructional environments. Further, it is our
contention thit sufficient variability existed to conclude that, at the elemen-
tary lewel, SEA did provilc alternatives. Further, these alternctives were
consisten®, with the general poals and objectives defining the alternatives.

- .
Monitoring {: "truc:ionul bEnvironments

]

Thus far we have reported the following aspects of implementing alte.-
native schools: (1, program conceptualization (diagnosis, initiation and
definition) . (2) implementation (mobilizing technical and community suppo:t
systems) ar i (3) instructional analysis (monitoring instructional environ-
ments). Our instructional analysis has focused upon six dimensions:
activities, use of time, use of space, grouping, adult interaction, and
activity initiation. In this manner we hive been able to examine the organi-
zation of teachers and pupils for instruction, the role behavior of teachers
and learning activities of students. Other dimensics may be identified for
these purposes from the other models we examined or from the reader's own
knowledge and priorities.
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Monitoring of instructional enviro
Une, we have used it to as the exte

congrucent with intent, i.ce., nrogram co

SRS

nments has at least three purposcs.,
nt to which operational proprams were
neeptualization,  Two, it has allowed

us to determine the cxtent o waich operational programs differed within SEA.
Three, ginstructional n nitorin, has also addressed the issuce of accountability,
a theme introduced in fni. er tme. ;

Charvers and Jones i, 73) arvuce, as many have, that "school cxperiences

.constitute a small part of what childre
held accountable for the instructional

n know" and that schools should he
environments they create rather than

tvpically measured "outcomes of schooling™ of students (c.g., achicvement

test scores) .,

In fact, we are
responsibility
point wherec the student
and engaged by, Sequences of
according to the best

gogy available to rhe schonl,
nrobability of producing the
To hold a school svstem accou
outcomes, themselves,
to one institution of

for a child's

S

the o

properly rests in the pedavor

Feommunity

(p.7).

The reliance upon achievement score
cnvironments' reflects, feel, not
may or may not be appropriate, but

convenient measnrement device.
teacher cx pcrlcngc and teacher/pupil

a

we

inclined to the
is found
contempor:
N Tedraing

te B
IATOR R

Fducation's
~atios

view that
cducation ends,
to Tpaping in,
“ucti mal events which,
knowledype of pedi-
reasonably high
outcomes.
.or the measured
unwiarranted shift
thiat more
and the

the school s
..at the
b

inss

i 1

hilitw

al oserences [NR)

weans of "monitoring instructional

s,y an accountability perspective that

fact that achicevement tests are a
usce of per pupil cxpenditure,
arc other visible, convenient

criteria to use in assessing the ”quallty” of instructional programs.

The relationship between these convenient
cxpericnces of students may be so indirect and distant as to be of

value. The examination of instructiona
dimensions, such as those discussed and
provide a hetter readirmg on the "realit
experience.

T0utconts
Alternative schools
conclusicns' about
tive is "bhest" in terms
important to consider is that,

have been subiected
how they influence
of these criter

even the major influence on basic shki''s acqu
unreasoen

school is an influence .0 secems

“Gf7schbooting, however, are still
student

while the school

indicators and the day-to-day
little
cnvironments in terms of sclected
suggested in this chapter, may
ies of schooling"” which students

1

important to many pcople.
to a number of "expectations or
outcomes and which alterna-
Another reason why outcomes arce
is not the only or perhaps
“ition, to deny that the

We therefore turn to the

ia.

niable.

sixth stage of the suggested modo‘ of implementing J]tOTthlvc\-—monltUTlnﬂ

instructional ontcomes.
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CHAPTER FIVE-
INSTRUCTTONAL ANALYSIS: STUDENT EFFECTS
, g

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the cffects of the instructional
environments of the four clementary alternatives on students. Until now, we
have been concerned withsadults. We have cxamined Southecast Alternatives (SEA)
in terms of the commitments of adults, their strategics of implementation and
their activitics in classrooms. We have describéd learning cnvironments using
adult observations of other adults, following models of schooling created hy
still other adults. From thesc adult perspectives, we have tried to grasp, in
part, what schooling is like for students. [In this chapter, students themsclves
have provided the data for our analyses.

Four areas will be discussed. First, students' perspectives of the
characteristics of schooling in the various alternatives will be examinced.
In this manner, we will be able to determine thc concepts students usc to
describe instructional cnvironments and whether the alternatives of SEA
differ in terms of student generated criteria, SCCOhd, the results of a
student affective survey will be provided to determine what differences,
if any, exist among the alternatives in terms of students' self-concept,
students' attitudes toward the general social climate of the school, and
students' perceptions of their role in the instructional process. Third,

“we will examinc the basic skills performarce of students on objectives-based

tests and standardized achicvement tests. The structurc otr alternatives
generates different questions for this analysis than for cvaluations of

morc typical innovations, c.g., wc arc not concerned here with determining
if a new program is better than an cxisting program. Our basic gquestion is:
iiven the differences in the instructional environments of SEA, werc cach

of the alternatives able to achicve the goal of providing quality instruction
in basic skills? To provide a truc systcm of choice, it is nccessary that
the quality. of each program be cquivalent in terms of certain 'givens" for
schools. From our perspective, the acquisition of basic skills is a given.
Fourth, th¢ cffects on students of changing frem one altcrnative to another
will be cxamined. The clement of choice in a system of alternatives pur-
ports to facilitate the match between students and programs. A focus upon
students who are ''changers' provides an opportunity to sce if a better match
is achieved. (The logistics of choice are described in Chapter Three.)

These four areas of concern—student perceptions of schooling, affect,
achievement, and change of school—are-considercd to be of particular
interest given the differences among instructional cnvironments reported in
Chapter Four. They «lso previde four strategics in monitoring instructional
cffects. We will conclude the chapter with a listing of scveral major
cucstions in nonitoring instructional cffects in a :zystem of alternatives.
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Student Perceptions of Schooling

This section discusses the concepts used by students to describe school
in terms of what each of three sets of actors in school do—kids, tecachers
and principals* The purpose is two-fold: (1) to determine the characteris-
tics of schools as students perceive them, and (2) to identify which charac-
teristics are shared by SEA schools and a "traditional' school selected for
comparison from within the larger Minneapolis Public School system. While
these data provide an additional basis for comparison of the instructional
environments of SEA (see Chapter Four), they are included in this chapter
because they are: (1) student-centered rather tha. adult-centered perceptions,
and (2) a consequence or effect of exposure to a particular set of experiences.

We were also interested in the perceptions of studerts as a means of
examining the "continuum' of SEA schools. ‘+The adult perception is that the
Contemporary School is the most structured and most conservatiye (the right
end of the continuum) and the Free School i; the. most unstructured and radical
(the left end of the continuum) with the Open and Continuou$ Progress schools

in between, as diagrammed: - 7
Free <«—» Open =«—» Continuous Progress -«—» Contemporary
The cont inuum has been widely subscribed to by SEA personnel, community resi-
dents, and NIE Experimental Schools staff. Our data in Chapter Four support \
the continuum. The question of interest here. is: 'Do students see it?" \
Y . . \

Student Definitions

A brief overview of the data collection strategy may be of interest to
those seeking similar  information from students.

The data collecticn procedure for this study involved

a Delphi-type survey. First, students in the four
elementary alternatives of SEA plus the comparison
site...were asked to provide written information on
things people do at school. In each of the SEA’schools,
except Free School, a sample of 60-70 intermediate
students were asked to respond. Because of its small
enrollment and poor attendance the Free School's sample
amounted to fifteen students. At (the comparison school)
all intermediate students were polled. Each student

was given a packet of twenty 3x5 index cards. On each
of ten white cards students were asked to write one thing
which kids do at school.  On each of five pink cards,
they were asked to write orie thing that teachers do at
school, and on each of five green cards they were asked
to write one thing that the principal does at school.
Activities listed were compiled into lists for each
school and numbered. Using a table of random numbers,

an equal number of activities were drawn from each

school list. This produced a questionnaire with 100
items—56 things which kids do at school, 25 things ¢
which teachers do at school, and 25 things which the

*This discussion is derived from the larger study reported by Nelson (1975b).
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q%“grinci]ml does at school. The resulting questionnaire. ..

was then taken hack to the five schools, and administered
to intermediate-level classes. At-the Frcee School,
students in the appropriate age brackets were located and
asked to respond individually (Nelson, 197Sh). '

Students were asked to agree or disagree with ‘cach item. Items were compared
for each pair of schools to detcrmine a ranking of schools from most similar
to least similar. lttems were coded by school at two tevels: 50% or more posi-
tive responses and 75% or more positive responses,  These criteria were usced
to identify the dominant characteristics of schooling as defined by students.

Similaritics Among Schools

On the basis of student perceptions, the SEA schools arc more similar
than they are different. At the 50% positive responsc level 79 of the 100
items were shared by all five schools, and 84 by the four SEA schools. Only
the Free School showed a significant number of distinctive traits (5). At
the 75% positive response level, 47 objectives were shared among all five
schools, and 56 among the SEA schools. It should be noted, however, that more
traits were shared between Contemrporary,. Open, Continuous Progress and the
Comparison School (11) than het~cen the Contemporary, Open, Continuous Progress
and Free Schools (9). Furthermore,. an additional five items were- shared by
the Contemporary, Open and Continuous Progress schools; thus those three schools
answered alike on 72 of the 100 objectives. Again, only the Free School showed
many distinctive traits. ’ o

An overview of the similarities among schools can be gained by looking at.
pairs of schools. The following ranking is from most similar to least similar: -

FiGURE 2.

SIMILARITIES AMONG SCHOOLS
(STUDENT PERCEPTIONS) ot o

SMOST SIMILAR  —pp Contemporary <~ Continuous Progress
Open «-—s Continuous Progress i ’
Contemporary «+— Comparison
Contemporary =-——» Open
Jontinuous PTogress - Comparison
Open w— Free
Open «— Comparison
ontemporary «— Free
Continuous Progress <—s Free
LEAST SIMILAR &b Free «+— Comparison
The data derived from student perceptio: oport the existance of a
continuum with the Free School at one end and the Contemporary School at the
other. Also, the Contemporary School is most like the non-SEA Comparison
School. The Frece School is less like the other SEA alternatives than they
arc like each other and i1 is less like the Comparison School than the other

SEA alternatives.
us3
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While differences exist between the alternatives and they form a dis- |
tinctive unit of alternatives, the similarity of perceptions among students
is most striking. The following characteristics were common for all five

schools (47 items with 75% of the students responding positively):

Students:
(25 of 50)

Teachers:

(11 of 2§)

Principals:

——— (10 of 25)

[f we drop the Comparison S:hool and the Free School,

sass
g0 tO gym
g0 to band
write
paint

- do reading

have fun

sit

have lunch

play four square

play games

somotimes be quict

get mad at the teachers

teach science

watch

help kids to learn

talk to the other teachers
read

work

give orders to hids
check up on things
talk

do business

have meetings

have free time

play

spell

bitch at other kxda'
do art

play kickball

goof off

go to the bathroom ,
run

write stories

huvo Illmupsll

talk

go outside
drink coffee
teach .
have meetings
break up fights
write

fill out forms

talk to kids in the office
make rules

make phone calls

drink coffee

we find an addi-

tional 25 items shared by the three SEA alternatives which cnrolled 95% of

SEA's students.

Students:

(10 more)

Teachers:.
(7 more)

lenuxpals
(H morc)

go to the library
do science

do social studies
plunt things
teach each other

. take students to the principal
play games with students

take kids places
teach you new math games

cworh with kids
hqu atde meetings
keep ‘order

‘come in the classroom

to talk to the kids

go to woodworking

have tables

hit ‘

bulld things ,
watch video tapes

get their jollies
read books to you

help you learn about

-.this school

check the rooms

lead the school
keep things going
OK (approve) things

In summary, 75% of thec students agf%ed.ﬁpon a total of 35 of 50 items about

what kids do,
what pr1nc1pa1s do.

19 of 25 items about what teachers do

are like.

and 18 of 25 items about

The items gencrated by students werc quite distant from adult goal
statements or analyses of what schools

From their perspectives,

students do not "meet with opportunities for success," or "move through'-

a sequenced curriculum," or ''develop positive feelings about self,
"receive quality instruction in basic skill
if students did describe schooling in this manner,

" or

s." While we would be surprised

adults do not typically

use student perceptions for insights about the effects of instructional
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programs. In our studics, student perceptions were useful to provide a check
on our own conclusions about the similarities among the alternatives. Readers
may think student perspectives to be a valuable supolement to wlult perceptions
of other issues of concern,

Out invcstigafion of students!' perceptions of the instructional environ-
ment was supplemented bv an cxamination of how students reacted to those
environments., While students, tcachdrs and, principals may "do" similar things
in diffecrent schools, the manner in.which activities and people interact may
have different conscquences for students' attitudes, ,

e

Affective Aspects

. From its inception, Southcast Alternatives has been concerned with
facilitating affective education, While cach school decals with this area in
different ways, all four clementary programs have made 'some attempt to pro-
vide students with school cnvironments in which they can fecl comfortablce and
successful with the schooling process. These concerns werce consistent with
the criticisms of public education in the late 1960's and carly 1970's. As
Crahill and Kane (1976) describe, there cxisted:

.a sensc of fundamental discontent and concern for
creating a congenial environment in which children can
function under their own dictates without a compulsion .
for benchmarks of achicvement. .. .Regardless of whether
or not benchmarks for achievement are a dysfunctional
measurc of schooling, many educators believe that a
positive attitude toward schopling is desirable and
should be fostcred. Proponents of alternatives have
long felt that diversity in learning cnvironments can
better accommodate diversity in student lcarning style.
The better match of students and programs is seen as
vielding more positive attitudes (p.3).

In an effort to be rcsponsive to the emerging SEA programs, the cxternal
evaluation developed an Affective Survey to address the affective interests,
climates and goals of alternative schools’ (Kane, 1975). The theoretical frame-
work,, program priorities and instrumcntation were developed with the counsel

*.and assistance of SEA staff. The survey was designed to measure students'

attitudes in threc broad catcgories.*

*The survey, a paper and pencil group instrument, was piloted in Fall, 1972
and finalized in-Spring, 1973. Two forms, primary and intcrmediate, werc
developed with different response options for cach form. Reliability and
validity studies were carried out in 1974; the instrument was accepted as
a viable tool in mecasuring student affcct in SEA (Crabill, 1975). The
survey was administercd cach Spring for the threc middle ycars of the
Project (1973-75) to all elcmentary students ineSEA,
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Perception of Self as a Student

There are seventeen items of the Affective Survey ‘in
this general area of concern, designed to measure the
student's perception of the general school situation

in terms of his/her self-confidence, self-concept “\
within the context of his schooling...generated in
response to the concerns of teachers that a student
feel he/she can learn and feel competent, successful N
and comfortable in those situations which the school

~ presents (Kane, 1975).

Attitudes toward School . ~

The thirty-two items of this area are directed toward N,
the student's perceptions of specific aspects of his/ S
t her school experiences such as attitudes toward the AN
specific school, teachers, peers, and reactions to the
reading and math programs. The focus of concern is .
upon a variety of perceptions at one point in time
~ (Kane, 1975). '

Participation Descriptors

.

The third general area of affective concerns-is distinc-
tively different from the other two areas of the Survey.
In contrast, the eight items of this area were designed
to serve as descriptors of the different instructional
programs rather than common goals to be attained by all
alternatives....The items address two aspects of a
child's view of his participation in the process of
learning. The questions ask the child about his per-
ceived role in choice-making within the school....
These items were meant to address myths and practices

. ascribed to the various forms and structures of the
alternatives (Kane, 1975).

Because of the similar affective goals of the SEA elementary alternatives
and the propositicn that choice of school would facilitate a match between
students and program, all schools were expected to be similar in students'

perceptions of self and attitudes toward school. Differences were expected,
however, in students' responses to the participation descriptors. :
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Perception of Selt

The hypothesis of no dirference among alternatives in students' self-
concept in the school setting was gencral ly supported:

- FIGURE 3

SELF PERCEPTION SCALE
MEAN RAW SCORE

44
43
42
41
40
39
38
37

36
35

34

POSSIBLE RANGE 11-44

[

Open

N . O Continuous Progress
A Contemporary
*

free

1973 1974 1975

While some differences did exist, there were no trends among those differences.
{The lack of significant differences among school means is shown in Table 2 on
page 98.) As a system of alternatives, SEA appears to be fostering positive
school attitudes in the student population it serves. When asked to* make cither
a positive or negative judgment to their specific school situation, students
responded positively and expressed confidence in their abilities to be success-

. ful in their lcarning endeavors. Though unique differences cxist bhetween schools,
each school environment promoted feclings that learning can be an enjoyable and
rewarding expecricnce.

The lack of differcnces may also be understandablec when we consider that a
_ student's self-concept may, like achievement, be subject to many factors bevond
the control and influence of schools. - Further, hecause of the similarities among
schools in what kids do, students' reported self-concept may be a responsc to the
school setting itself rather than the manipulations of various aspects of that

setting.
97
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Attitudes toward School

. The hypothesis of no differences among schoois in students' attitudes
toward school is not supported. Differences among the schools did exist even

though there has been a trend towards convergence among three schools (see
Figure 4). Whereas there were rather discrete feelings about the specific
school environments in 1973, there now appears to be some shared reactions
among students of the Free, Contemporary and Continuous Progress schools.

The trends at Free and Open are opposite—a decline in positive attitude at
Free School and an increase in positive feelings at the.Open School.

Beyond the overall positive reactions of all students, students at the
Open School expressed more positive reactions toward their teachers and peers.
(The significance of differences among schools is shown-in Table 2.) They
felt they could communicate more effectively and work more closely with their
teachers than did any other group. These findings are consistent with those
of other studies of Open schools (Traub et al., 1973,1974; Tuckman et al., 1973;
and Epstein and McPartland, 1975).

FIGURE 4

SCHOOL. ATTITUDES SCALE
MEAN RAW SCORE
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School Participation

The greatest differences among schools, as hypothesized, were mn students!

perceptions of school participation, Over the vears, students at the Free
and Open schools have felt more in control of their daily school activities
than have students at the Contemporarpy and Continuous Progress schools (sco

Figure 5).

traditional
the gradual
statistical

Over the three vears studied, the differences between the more
and lceast traditional schools were consistent.  Were it not for
decline in School Participation scores at the Free Schoo;  cthe
difterences along the theorvetical continuum of "structure would

have been absalute (see Table 2). Namely, Contemporary students reported

more structurce than Continuous Progress students, who indicated more structure

than Free or Open students,  (These results are consistent with our ohserva-

tions reported in Chapter Four.)

FOSSIBLE RANGE 8-32
ts
-

FIGURE 5

SCHOOL PARTICIPATION SCALL
MEAN RAW SCORE

w
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TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF MEAN DIFFERENCES
ON AFFECTIVE SURVEY :

Continuous
Scale ‘ Contemporary Progress Free Open SEA

Self-Perception

1973 35.88 34.99 37.88 35.68 35.58

1974 35.96 35.73 32.92 35.90 35.57
——

1875 33.96 35.05 34.60 37.32 35.40

School Attitudes

1973 53.28 50.91 61.60 56.15 53.39
1974 56.56 55.33 54.36 56.53 55.83
1975 50. 21 52.89 51.25 61.23 54.52

School Participation .
1973 16.51 16.76 27,20 21.27 18.28

194 19.68 20,37 23.32 23,27 21,22
1975 15. 39 18.45 21.20 24.38 19.67

\OTE: Unbroken underlines indicate subsets of schools whose means do not differ
significantly as Jetermined by Scheftfe Test for A Posteriori Comparisons.

School Influences

In general, the results of the Affective Survey show increasing
differences between schools as we -examined students' responses to areas
under increasing control by schools. That is, differences: increased from
perceptions of self to attitudes towards school to participation in school.
Further, a similarity in school trends over time is observed when attitudes
toward school (Figure 4) and school participation (Figure 5) results are
compared.* Three trends are evidenced: (1) Free School students becoming
less positive and involved, (2) Open School students becoming more positive
‘and involved, and (3) Continuous Progress and Contemporary school students
first becoming more and then less positive ‘and involved. As part of the
external evaluation, an observer was in cach-school over~the three years
measured by the Affective Survey.,,Their qualitative daq@ has offered -
potential insight into factors underlying these trends.

The key to cach trend appears to center on specific-actions which
significantly impacted the overall school climate. At Free School,
factionalism and disharmony developed regarding directions in which the
school moved. These disruptive influences have continued somewhat unre-
solved. During 1973 the Open School initiated a family structure and
over the years modified this grouping arrangemeut until a system developed

: which was considered to maximize interaction among students and staff.

*The correlations between the Attitude towards School and School Participation
sub-scales ranged from .64 to .68 for the three years of administration.

’ 100

o ' 106

ERIC : ' . » o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



[n the Fall of 1975 the Continuous Propgress School merged from two buildings
into onc; previously the primary and intermediate stodents had separate
buildings. The merger generated some degree of cronding, as well as increased
age range of groups, which may have affoected the pacing of work and student
interaction. Finally, during the years 1970 and 1975 the Contemporary School
expericenced loss of several key staff which the cthnographers: felt may have
significantly blunted the thrust of its program (Crabill and Kunce, 1970).
These school-wide situations sugpest influences on the instructional environ-.

ments of the atternatives and thereby students!' affective ontcomes .

(fo.\{ni[i e Aspoets
The purpose of this section is to examine the extent to which the elemen-

“tary alternatives of SEA were able to provide quality instruction in basit

’ skills, Four arcvas of interest have emerged.  First, there has heen considerable
discussion between therexternal cvaluation, SEA and the National Institute of
Education concerning the measurement and analysis of basic shills, We begin
this sccetion by providing a background into the issues surrounding our use of
both objectives-hased tests and standardized achicevement tests,  Second, we are
interested in the variability amonp alternatives in levels of achievement as
indicated h? both tests,  Third. we are interested inthe relative performance
of SEA over time compared to all Minneapolis Public Schools.  And tourth, we
arc interested in whether a Yselectivity factor' exists amony alternatives,
i.c., do the alternatives attract students with different levels of performance
in basic skills. \ ‘ , /

Mcasurement Strategices
Traditionally, "cognitive growth and performance are measured through the
use of standardized achicvement batteries. While SEA has participated in the
Minnecapolis City-Kide Achicvement Testing program, it has done so with some
degrece of reluctancé. Nationwide, the stagdardized testing issue has hecome
oric of heated debates and polarized opinions—Minncapolis and SEA are no
exception to that emerging trend. The role of 'standardized tests as an cffec-
tive evaluation tool became an issue of great concern to many administrators
and staff within SEA, The importance of this issuc to SEA personnel is reflec-
ted by two decisions made at the district and city level. The first decision,
in 1971, permitted Southcast Free School's withdrawal from participation ia
the city-wide testing program hecause of its unique curriculum. However, in
light of substantial changes in the number and content of the tests used by
the city, and becausce of SEA's desire to have consistent longitudinal data
on each school, the Free School started participating in the testing program
in September 1971, Actually, withdrawal of the free School was not as serious
‘a problem as it may appear, Less than ten percent of the elementary students
in SEA attend the Free School (French, 1975a).

The second decision was *o have SEA's internal cvaluation team prepare
and submit to Minncapolis Public Schools a position papcer on "The Relationship
of Standardized Testing to Sonthcast Alternatives' (Byers and Rawitsch, 1973).
The report was an cxpression of the general opinion in SEA of the inadeqyuacy
of standardized instrumentation to assess learning in the different curricnlar
environments, SEA's position focuses on the hypothesis that four unique
learning situations exist in the clementary components and that within that
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context "each child learns in a unique way. Conscquently, the assessuent of
his learning should be in a manner compatible with the: -uniqueness- and in ways
which are a truc reflection of the objectives and methods of the curriculum
which foster@d the learning' (Byers and Rawitsch, 1974). Furthermore, all
schools do ndt accept the premise of mastery of certain skills at a particular
point in a child's schooling. The latter point, they felt, was central to the
development and usc of standardtzed ach1ovement tests.

Criterion-referenced tests were developed, in response to SEA's concern
about total rcliance on standardized instruments for cognitive assessment.
While SEA's position on testing did not become ''formalized" until 1974, the
external evaluation tecam was acutely awarec of the general opinion within the
district and moved rapidly during the first year of SEA's ecxistence towards

some form of criterion. referenced measurement.*  Four tests were developed:

(1) Primary Reading (10 objectives for students 6 to 8 years old), (2) Inter-
mediate Reading (23 objectives for students 9 to 11 years old), (3) Primary
Math (23 objectives for students 6 to 8 yecars old), and (4) Intermediate Math
(24 objectives for students 9 to 11 years old). ‘

Performance on the objectives-based tests was judged on the basis of the
number of objectives accomplished at two levels of "mastery." To give an
example, suppose that one of the ten objectives of primary rcading was tested
by four questions. [f twenty students at one of the schools took the test,

a total of 80 items could have been answered correctly. If 40 correct answers
were scored for the group, the performance of that group, on that objective,
would have been 50%. Two levels of "mastery' were reviewed in studying per-
formance on the MET Tests—the 50% level and the 80% level.

.

Testing Results ' o

During the three years in which the objectives-based tests have been given,
performance among the four alternatives has been remarkably stable. This has
been truc of all four tests—the primary mathematics and reading tests and the
intermediate mathematics and recading tests. The results for 1975 arc presented
in Table 3. Similar results werc scen in the previous years. Considering all
possible differences between the performance in 1974 and 1975, only three results
were statistically significant. This is remarkable, because sixty-four different
combinations of school, test, age and level of "mastery'" werc examined. Only
one significant difference was observed between 1973 and 1974. (There was no
pattern to the four observed changes.) ’

Viewing the performance of the alternative schools over threce years (1973,
1974 and 1975), there is only one continuing difference. The performance of
the Contemporary School consistently has been the strongest in mathematics.
The strength of the performance has been apparent in both primary and intermediate

*Development of objectives-based tests began in the summer of 1972; tests were
piloted in the fall. Extensive revisions were required before administering
the tests in spring, 1073. Before the spring administrations of the MET Tests
in 1974, some further revisions were made. The emphasis of the primary recading
test was substantially changed from recading readiness to areas of general test
importance for reading at the prlmar\ level . Revisions of the other 1974 MET
Tests were minor, consisting mostly of changes in format of instructions for
the tests (French and Reynolds, 1974; French and Allison, 1975).
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mqthomatics. However, whén total scores are used in analysis instead \F ohjec-
tives achieved, it should be noted that only a small proportion of the variance
;ﬁ.al% MET Test scores—mathematics and reading—is accounted for by school,
(fﬂC:IQI?rCSiCd reader is referred to French and Allison, 1975, For'n more
detailed discussion.) Thus, it would appear -that the most important finding
of the MET Tests is the uvcrridfng similarity of results for the alterpative
szimols, and their stability ever time. .

N ‘ TABLE 3
RESULTS oF OBJECTIVES -BASED TESTS (1975}
Achievement ot Ten Primary Reading Objectives \\
by Six and Eight Year Olde
e o School .
Ltevelof Continuous  Contem-
Mastery . Agé Free Open Progress porary
50% 6 8 | 8. 8 9
‘ 8 9 10 10 10
80% 6, 1 5 - 4 6
3 7 9 8 9
Achievgment of Twenty-Three Intermedlate Reading
Objeactives by Nine and Eleven Year Olds
School
Levelof Continuous Contem- (ﬁ
Mastery ~Age Free Open  Progress porary Jr/se
50% 5 14 20 22 18 -
11 22 23 , 22 . 20, 22
80% 9 2 .5 8 6 ;
11 11 - 14 8 12 16
Achlevement of Twenty-Three Primary Mathematics
Objectives by Six and Eight Year Olds
8chool
L.eve! of Continuous  Contem-’
Mastery Age Free Open Progress porary
50% | © 6 - 20 19 18 22
. ' 8 21 23 23 23
80% 6 13 8 "8 . 1
8 17 21 16 23
Achievement of Twenty-Four Intermediate Mathematics
Objectives by Nine and Eleven Year Olds
. School
Level of Continuous Contem- ,
Mastery Age Free Open Progress ' porary - Jr/Sre
50% 9 11 13 14 14 -
) 1 18 18 . 16 20 15
80% 9 5 3 ‘ 3 9 -
11 7 7 5 12 7
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The most obvious limitation of the objectives-based test is their lack
of comparabiiity. It is not possible to look at results of the MET Tests and
have an idea of how elementary stucents in SEA compare with their peers around*®
the country or in Minneapolis. Tbe tests were developed from objectived of
Southeast Minneapoiis schools and only SEA-students have taken the tests. In
light of these limitations, student cognitive performance was also monitored
through the Minneapolis City-Wide Testing Program. Although standardized

instruments have their own limitations, they were the only measures of cognitive

abilities administered over the life of the project and for which basellne
(pre-project) data existed.*

The data in Figure 6 for Grade One provide insight into the performance
of students upon entry into each alternative. By virtue of choice of school
by students and parents, the Open School initially attraced students who
scored highest on the Mesropolitan Readiness Test. Both the Contemporary
School and Continuous Progress Schools attracted lower performing students.
The differences among the three schools increased compared to neighborhood
attendance patterns prior to choice under SEA. These differences have de-
creased over time to the point where all four elementary alternatives are
attracting students with similar levels of performance. The relative standing
of the alternatives, as a group, compared to MPS schools has been essentially
the same in grade one over time,

r

r

*Within SEA, students were tested in the fall on a yearly basis. The Metro-
politan Readiness Test was'used in grade 1; the Gates-McGinitie Reading Test
(Comprehension and Vocabulary) in grades 3,4, 5 and 6. (No scores for tests
of Mathematics are reported because of incomplete data for some schools.)

" SEA sample sizes range from 24 to 54 students per grade in each school.

(Free School samples contain approx4mate1y five students per grade lcvel.).
Student selection for grade level testing in the ungraded programs were based
primarily upon age criteria. Achievement test results are reported as the

median score for each school and the median score for the city of Minneapolis.

The median was chosen as the most appropriate descriptive statistic because
of its ability to accurately reflect skewed distributions.
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FIGURE 6
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MEDIAN RAW SCORE

- ap
)
/—’/( -~
o E>—<:”"
i e :
- R -
0 e E LT = ’
T = ,
- / IS ;
A i
. f
-
)
¢ — \nnnenpolzs-
3 “pen 3chool

A Contemporary 3chool

+
N l
P ‘ | X |
| » ! S>>vontinuous Progress ununls

* Free 53chool

Tedan [ AERB S 1671-72 197l 13173.78 Kt P

PANJECT ) .
AEGINS .

N

The results of the Gates-McGinitie Reading Tests for Grades 3,4, 5 and 6
are presented in Figures 7-14. (Continuous Progress has two schools reported
when appropriate.) [Inspection of these’data lead to the following conclusions:

1. SEA's median perfurmance on standardized tests is consistently !
higher than the overall median performance of Minncapolis'
schools (considering all grades and years).

The performance of students in SEA has been similar to that
of pre-project years.

tJ

3. The differences in performance among the schools of SEA have
decreased over time. That is, there were greater differences
among schools when enrollment was determined by residence than
after the initiation of alternatives and enrollment determined
by choice. v
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FIGURE 7
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FIGURE 9

GATES (GRADE FIVE) COMPREHENSION
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FIGURE 11

‘GATES (GRADE THREE) VOCABULARY
. MEDIAN RAW SCORE
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: ‘ 'FIGURE 13

GATES (GRADE FIVE) VOGARULARY
MEDTAQ RAW. SCORE

|
oy T~ et
; O e -
2l ;
' !
15 '
!
mE‘ i
i
s
il 166869 1969-70 1970-71 | 1971-72 197273 1973-74 197475
PROJECT BEGINS
FIGURE 14
GCATES (GRADE STX) VOCARULARY
MEDIAN RAW SCORE
43!
LY
10 - _ . O N
’ . L . T ~ g
X = - N g _‘L—_;“‘-_,; “““““ - \\‘
‘ — = R N G 5
30! ’\__._“~’\>/ - E=cee K
+ ! ~ - :
25 !
‘ ! -
20, i
15
| |
10,
.5l l *
L . | |
T 1969-70 1370571 | 1971572 1972073 1973-74 197175
. PROJECT BEGINS %

— Uinneapolis
O Open School
;>Continuou$ Progress Schools

-
1 1 ] A Contemporary School
* Free School

109




!

It is important to note that SEA did not claim that alternative ‘schools
would improve overall student performance in in basic skills. The goal was to
find alternative means of providiag instruction in basic skills that would
maintain’ current levels, through.means consistent with the larger philosophy
of the alternative. Further it was not the intent of SEA to find the one
alternative best for all students The alternatives structure of choice of
school attended was an attempt to match students with the approach best for
each individual. In the next section we examine the effects on students of
changing from one alternative to another in an attempt to improve the match
between students and programs. ) . .

Choice: Characteristics and Consequences

\\\ ~

Student mobilltv is a central component of an alternatives system. SEA
developed an €laborate parent information system, bu51n§75chedu1e and procedures
for transferring to facilitate informed choices among alternatives and student
movement across the cluster of elementary options. (The logistics of providing
a system of choice are discussed in Chapter Three.) The purpose of this section
is to examine the extent to which students and parents utilized the opportunity _
to attend a non-neighborhood school and to change from one alternative to another.
Further, we are interested in the characteristics of 'changers" as a group and g
the effects on students after changing from one alternative to another.*

Use of Alternative Systems

One of the most frequently asked questions in SEA by visiting educators
has been the extent to which parents and students Selected a non-neighborhood
school among the alternatives. Perhaps the underlying question is: Were pro-
gram differences perceived real enough and important enough to send students
to a non-neighborhood school? Within SEA, three sources of information speak
to this question: (1) the’ ‘sources of 1nformation used by parents to select an
alternative, (2)' the percent of students in SEA:who attended non-neighborhood
schools, and (3) the frequency of changing among a1ternat1ves and the reasons
for doing so. . -

In SEA, parents reported that v1sit1ng schools was the most valuable
source of 1nformatnon about schools, compared to more indirect methods such as
use of school brochure, community meetings and articles in the SEA Newspaper
(Almen, 1974c). 1In 1974, for example, the 602 parents responding to the
internal evaluation survey reported the following: :

Tl ) -

. 46% had visited Open School;
43% had visited Continuous Progress School (gra 4-6);
39% had visited Contemporary School; J

30%'had visited Continubus Progress School (grades K 3);
24% had visited Free School (Almen 1974c).

UV H NN

'Visiting afforded an opportunity for parents and students to discuss particular
programs and, in some instances, to have a different alternative recommended as
better suited for particular students. - It is important to emphasize to those
who would criticize parents and students' ability to select an appropriate

3

o 3

*This section is derived from the studies of French (1975b) and French and
Crabill (1975). 1 1()
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instructional program, that in SEA, program scltction was not isolated from,
but in conjunction with school personnel

Throughout the project, the internal evaluation has monitored the attend-
ance area from which students at cach alternative arce drawn.  Affer some
initial increases, non-neighborhood school attendance has stabilized at about
17% for students living in Southeast. TUDxamination of these data provide
several interesting insights into .the nature of choicr in SEA (sece Figure 18).

FIGURE 15

SEA ELEMENTARY ENROLEMENT
BY ALTERNATIVES AND RESTDENCE AREA (1970

CUNFEMPORARY SCHUOL : /_,/-’ el
603 from Conteaporary Schoul ared L S
FIY frowm Upen School area - \,\
54 from Cont . Progress School area 7 LN
124 trow non-SEA schuol area - .
TOOVLEMPORARY CONTINUOUS PROGRESS SCHOOL
(BERY) 63% trom Cont. Progress Schoul area
CUNTENIOUS 103 from Qpen Schoual arca
T, PROGRESS 94 lrum Conteaporary School area
v (424) 18% trom non-SEA schoul arca
UPLN SUCHOOL OPLN
27% trom Open School area \ (28%)
24% tfrom Contemporary School area .
208 trom Cont. Prugress schuot anea h / B
294 from non-5LA schuul area \\ -

FREE SCHOOL. :
42% from Qpen School area
254 frum Cont. Prugress School area
FES trom tontempurary Schuol arta
154 frum non - SEA school area

.

NOKL: This trgure 1s odapted Crom kocher (19759

The Open School had the most “equal distribution of students among the

. ‘attendance arcas. (Free School did not have an attendance arca because it
was a newly created program with the inception of SEA.) Both Contemporary
Schoel and Continuous Progress School drew ‘most heavily from thecir own
attendance area and least from cach other's attendance arcas. This would
suggest that parents did not perceive great differences between the .
Contemporary and Continuous Progress schools. As we discussed carlier in
this chapter, students also perceived-the programs ef these two alternatives
as most similar within SEA. [t would appear that the greater the perceived
differences among alternatives, the greater the willingness of parents and
students to sclect a non-neighborhood school.

The frequency of transferring from once alternative to another also
provides insight into the utilization of choice in SEA. Since the initial
reshuffling in the summer of 1971, the numbcr of transfers has remained
fairly constant (sce Figure 16). Considering summer and midycar transfers
separdately, the number of changes has ranged between 20 and 50 students.
The transferring has occurred within the context of an elementary school
sysfom of roughly 950 to 1,050 students (Almen and Rawitsch, 1974). Thus,
about 5% to 10% of the elementary students have transferred each year.
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FIGURE 16
TRANSFERS 1971-75
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Also, it should be added that the transfers do not appear controlled hy
the students' residence area. After. the initial reordering of students at the
beginning of SEA, transfers did not simply return to neighborhood schools.

In fact, where data is available, less then twenty percent of the transfers
represented a return to neighborhood schools. Roughly the same percent of
students switched away from their neighborhood school and the percent who
switched from one to another non-neighborhood school.

It is important to note that several differences exist between midyear
and~summer transfers, i.e., the two groups transfer for different reasons and
they transfer to different types of alternatives. Fxamining the reasons stated
by parents for summer and midyear transfers, there 1s greater specificity and
urgency in the reasons listed for midyear transfers. More emphasis is sought
in reading and mathematics as well as greater direction trom teachers.

Concerns also center on discipline and peer relationships.*

-

*For further information, the reader is referred to Almen (1974a) and
Kocher (1975a). :
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TABLE 1
PARENT REASONS FOR TRANSFERRING AMONG ALTERNATIVES (1974)

.

Rank Summer Transfer Reasons

o Hoped the new school would interest child nore .
wanted ‘greater emphasis on child becoming self-directed
Wanted school with more personal help in learning

Wanted school with greater challenge

Child wasn't‘doing as well as expected in previous school

Ul e  ty —
*
%+

:

Midyear Transfer Reasons

Wanted more direction from %eachers about what 1s to bz learned
wanted more emphasis on reading, math

Hoped new school would interest child more

Wasn't getring-along with students at previous scnool

Wanted school with more emphasis on discipline

4anted school with more personal help in learning

Lo N PR R
-
"

‘Mote: Reasons marked with (*; and (**) were cited by
narents of both summer and midyear transfers.)

Summer and midycar transfers also differ in patterns of transferring
among the alternatives. (Giannotta's method of comparing school cnvironments
{see Chupter Four) facilitatecs grouping of the alternative schools for analy-
sis. Considering the use of groups and space and the nature of activities,
the Free and Open schools provide a more varied environment for students.

The Contemporary and Continuous Progress schools provide students with a more
uniform environment. By using this classification, transfers can be treated

‘as moving to a morc uniform or morc varied school environment. For example,

a change from the Continuous Progress to the Open school would-be considerced
a movc to a morc varied environment. A move from the Open to the Free school
would be considered a move to a similar enviroament .

The pattern of transferring by midycar transfers is consistent with the
reasons cxpressed by parents of midyear transfers. In a desire for more
direction from teachers and morc emphasis in reading, math and discipline,
midyear transfers are prcdominantly to more "uniform' environments:

FIGURE 17
D]RECT&ON OrIF MIDYEAR TRANSFLRS
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! Summer transfers, in contrast to midyear transfers, have shown a change in
t?end over the five years of SEA. At first, there was a great willingness to
transfer to the less traditional programs with more varied school environments.
Transfers to more similar environments were low. By the end of the project,
however, summer transfers were mostly to alterratives with similar environments.

b

FIGURE 18
DIRECTION OF SUMMER TRANSFERS
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In sum, the use of the system of choice in SEA seems to have stabilized
relatively early in the project. While parents and students had the opportunity
to select "less traditional" alternatives, they were able to return to the '"'more'"
traditional' programs when desired. And finally, parents'.reasons for changing

alternatives were consistent with observed differences among the instructional

programs, i.e., informed choice was possible.

' Effects of Transferring

t -

To determine the effects on students of transferring among alternatives,
three variables were selected for study: (1) the attendance rates of students,
(2) the three areas of the Affective Survey, and (3) the objectives-based tests
in reading and mathematics. * As an initial step in this analysis, we first
examined whether there were differences in the frequency of transferring betwcen
primary and intermediate students. Some of the transfers involved long bus rides,
and it was hypothesized that the changers as a group would consist mostly of
older children. This expected difference was not supported by the results.
While the numbers of primary and intermediate students were similar, we were
forced to examine the effects of .transferring only for primary students.*

*Originally, it had been planned to use intermediate students in the analysis

. of possible effects of transferring. Intermediate objectives-based tests had

remained virtually unchanged after the first administration during the second
year of the project, while it had been necessary to make two revisions of the
primary reading test (Freach and Reynolds, 1974; French and Allison, 1975).
Also, psychometri. characteristics of the affective survey favored use-of the
intermediats form for further research efforts. Sample size was not adequate
to proceed with the analyses using intermediate students, thercfore, and it was

- necessary to use results from the primary mathematics test and the primary

forin of the affective survey. ., 12(
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. qu types of comparisons were made, First, changers and non-changers
(control group)} were compiared to determine if there were possible differences
between these two groups before, and once year after, the change occurred.
Second, matched t-tests were done—using the same students—to cxamine for
the possibility of changes in performance or attitudes during the school year
after transferring. Similar tests compared the performance and attitudes of
the control group members, who remained in the same alternative school in
both years.

There were pretest differences in attitude between the changers and
non-changers. The global score for the affective survey was significantly
lower for the changers (1 Tailed t-test, t=-2.03, df =70, p£.05). Two of
the three subscales of the survey showed similar trends. The changer's atti-
rude toward™chool was significantly lower (t=-1.74, df =71 p<.o5). The
subscale for participation descriptors showed differinces in the same direction
(t =-2.22, p<.05). There were no differences in cthe sclf concept scale of
the affective survey—posited at least under control of schools in an carlier
discussion—or in the objectives-hased tests of mathematics and rcading.

(A substantially revised reading test was uscd for posttest comparisons. ).
Also, the changers were absent significantly more than the non-changers (17.6
days for changers; 10.2 days for non-changers, t=2.09, p<-05).

None of the possible posttest diffecrences between changers and non-
. changers werc significant. This finding was in agrccment with the hypothesis
’ that the opportunity for transferring should make for a better match between
student and ‘school, resulting in better performance and more positive attitudes
toward school. This was tested using 2-tailed tests, assuming there would be
no difference between changers and non-changers following thc transfers.
The performance of the non-changers was higher in reading, although it did not
reach significance (t=-1.96, df =19.55, p<.10). There were no significant
posttest differences in affect or attendance.

Comparing changers with themsclves, before and. after transferring, onc
d: fference was significant. The performance in mathematics was higher follow-
ing transfer (match t-test, t=-2.25, df =12, p<.05). Non-changers pcrform-
ance in mathematics was also higher the sccond yecar (t=-4.26, p<.001). The
performance in recading was not compared, due to the change in the test. '

In summary, beforc transferring, changers showed a less positive attitude
toward their school expericnce and poorer attendance. After transferring, no
significant differences cxisted between the changers and their peers who had

“remained in.the same school for both yecars. Both changers and non-changers
performed at significantly higher levels in mathematics the sccond ycar—the
difference in performance heing c¢ven more pf&houncod for non-changers. (This
is not surprising considering the specific skills in mathematics and the

""""" longer cxposurc of non-changers to the same mathematics program.)

_ 1t is unfortunatc that the analyses of the effects of changing arc
suggestive rather than conclusive because of the small sample and inahility to
use tho morc adequate instruments at the intermediate level. Tt does appear,
however, that therc are measurable effects of changing alternatives—at least:
in SEA. The results #s they stand arc tantalizing--a change in hoth afiect
and attendance due to changing schools! Should similar systems of choice be
established in the tuture, it would be important to track students using the
system and to monitdr the possible offects of student mobility.
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Monitorirg Insiructiona] Effects

In this chapter, we have tricd to demonstrate a variety of issues that
can be addressed when asse551ng the consequences of alternative instructional
sprograms. These issues stem in part from the unique monitoring demands of
alternative schools and in part from a desire to adopt different means of
judging the effects of schooling. In sum, however, they demonstrate that
alternative schools will increase the information demands of parénts and the
information needs of school personnel. Because most schools are not likely
to have the resources for as intense an evaluation effort as SEA, it is

necessary to reduce the costs of monitoring instructional effects by examining
a limited number of data sources from a variety of perspectives. In this.
chapter, four major data sources were reported-——student perceptions, basic
skills performance, affective survey results and student transfer data. From
these data, answers can be provided to the following questions:

1. Are the achievement profiles of the alternative programs
similar? If not, what are the potential reasons, i.e.,
is selective enrollment operating?

to

Do students differ in attitudes towards the day-to-day
experiences of being in school? Are there school-wide
changes over time and is this potentially a consequence
of program changes and/or staff morale?

3. In what ways do instructional programs differ as perceived
by students and are their perceptions congruent w1th pro-
gram intent and/or adult perspectives?

4. Are parents and students attending non-neighborhood schools
in sufficient frequency to justify the provision of alter-
natives?

5. What is the frequency of student transfers? Are there
trends in transferring and are they stable or changing?
What are the reasons for transferring and do they provide
insight into differences among school programs as per-
ceived by parents? Are these perceptions consistent with
observed differences?

6. Are changers different from non-changers and what are
the effects of changing from one alternative to another?

~J

What are the agreed upon means of measuring goals common

. to all alternatives; e.g., should basic skiiis be measured
' by objectives-based tests or by standardized achievement
tests?

While this llstlng is not exhaustive, it does provide a sample of questions
likely to be posed by parents when seeking information about the consequences of
sending individual students to different alternatives. t also suggests tlie
informdtion likely to. be required by school staff in justifying the provisicn
and maintenance of a system of alternatives.
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CHAPTER SIX
PROGRAM SURVIVAL

[

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the final phases of SEA
under federal funding and the local factors influencing its future direc-
tions as an alternative schools program. The discussion will complement
that of Chapter Two—Program Conceptualization. In 1971, several factors
stemming from thc Southcast community and the Minncapolis Public Schools
(MPS) influenced the initiation and definition of SEA. By 1976, SEA existed
within a different context as federal support was ending. As we will dis-
cuss, this context posed considerable challenge and.difficulty as SEA sought
to maintain its alternative school program. The discussion also is rclated
to the scction on governance and advisory groups in Chapter Three, indicating
how the decision-making role of the combined 'professional and parent commu-
nity of SEA further “increased~during the final year of the project.

This discussion is in response to the concerns of numerous cducators
and funding agencies who have asked, "What happens whentthe moncy gocs away?"
As we discussed, moncy was only one facet of the problem for SEA. Indced,
the entire range of factors supporting the creation of SEA had changed.

Specifically, the chapter will first describe the reorganization of SEA,
i.e., the process by which SFEA lost its administrative autonomy and was assi-
milated into the larger administrative structure of the Minneapolis Public
School structure. Second, we cxamine the governance structures of SEA .during
its final ycar, focusing on the merger of the Management Team and Southecast
Council. Third, we examine thé activities of the new Southeast Council in
responsc to external factors thrcatening the survival of SEA.* Our final
discussion of this chapter will address the broader démands of 'stabilizing
the program" in our model of change and the need to continually diagnose the
context of change and adapt innovative programs to the context of influcnce
in which they cxist. R

*These scctions arc derived from a special study during the final ycar of

SEA (Mucller, 1976} following carlicer work (Rider, 1975). The studv focused
on the dynamics of SEA from Decembér 1974 through March 1976. Data were
gathered by interviews with participants involved in SEA governance since

the beginning of the project, ficld notes from observations of SEA governance
meetings and. examination of relevant documents.
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Reorganization

As described in Chapter Two, the Minneapolis Public Schools were
reorganized inte three areas (North, East and West) in 1973 to achieve the
sdistrict's goal of administrative decentralizition. While SEA was initially
left autonomous, the Superintendent mandated that SEA would be merged with

onie of the three areas during the third year of the project (1973-74).

At that time, the SEA community felt a merger would seriously jeopardize
SEA's independence during what was considered still a formative stage. The
increased number of meetings, potential conflict, and the energy required
to interact with another level of bureaucracy would be a serious drain on
the time and energy needed to further refine and strengthen SEA goals.
Concerns included whether community groups in Southeast would survive under
a larger administrative umbrella, funding of key staff as federal dollars
ran out, the potential closing of school buildings in Southeast and the
respdnsiveness of the :administration to local concerns (Nelson, 1875a).

As a.result of these concerns, the Southeast Council (3EC) presented a
position paper to the Superintendent recommending that SEA remain a4 separate
administrative area for the dura%tion of the project. This request elicited
the following response: ' '

The decision on an administrative area was to be decided
in June, 1974, by the Superintendent, to be announced

in January of 1975 and implemented in September 1975.
Subsequently, the dec ision was postponed by the Superin-
tendent and the issue remained active into fall, 1974"
(Nelson, 1975a:146). :

An Area Decision.Committee was established by the SEC as early as .
. September 1974. The membership of this committee consisted of two represen-
tatives of community groups, the SEC chairperson, two SEA faculty members, |
and a parent from one of the SEA Parent Advisory Councils. The charge to
this committee involved the crucial task of gathering information, as stated
in the October 1974 issue of the SEA Newsletter:

The Committee will meet with (the Superintendent) and
other Minneapolis personnel in an attempt to learn more
about educational programs and participatory decision-
making in the three areas. The information gathered will
assist the SEC in determining its final recommendation.

The situation of SEA in the fall of 1974 is clearly depicted in the SEA
Newsletter dated November 1974. The SEC had been asked by the MPS Superintendent
to make a tecommendation ccncerning choice of arca and the process, described
below, was initiated.

he Task

(The Superintendent) has asked the Southeast Council

to prepare by early December a recommendation regarding
the administrative merger of Southeast Alternatives

with one of the three larger areas—East, North or West.
The Southeast Council invites school community groups

to Teview this area decision issue between now and
December 8. Council members will be glad to attend
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further meetings devoted to considering this important
matter. ‘The Council further requests that SEA school
community groups dcivermine their-own preferences on the
area decision matter and submit a written statemerit to
the Council before or at the December 9 meeting. . ..

The Council's position will be presented that week to
{the Superintendent) for his consideration and, we wouid
hope, concurrence, J o

The Work of the Council

In Keeping with the Superintendent's request, the South-
cast Council has worked throughout the fall months to
gather pertinent information about the three areas as
well as~to solicit the opinions of Southeast Alternatives
school community groups. The threc area Superintendents
made presentations and answered many questions on Novem-
ber 11 at an open community Southeast Council meeting.
At its all day Saturday November 16 open community meet -
ing, the Southcast Council made a tentative decision to
request a merger with the West Area” in July, 1975 (SEA
Newsletter, November 1974) ., -

he rationale for the decision by the SEC to merge with the West Arca
centcred mainly on issues of compatability. :

,,,,,

to all questions posed. Their responsiveness has
assisted the Council's cffort greatly in reaching an
area preference. The major compelling rcasons for
favoring the SEA merger with the West Arca follow:

l. SEA Organitational Compatability with the West Area
Structure

The West Arca is developing a K-12 cluster pattern
similar to that used in SEA as a unit of five schools.
This organizationat compatability with the West Arca
will help further SEA's development of an interdepend-

” ent K-12 organization. Neither the North or East
Arcas has developed this type of K-12 organization and
neither seems about to restructure its present patterns. .
To place SEA in another kind of structure would be
incompatible with the SEA project which has been
supported by the School Board since 1971.

Governance of SEA schools

[ 3]

The style of community participation as cxemplified
in the management team and advisory councils seems
morce likely to continue given the K-12 cluster pat-
terns developing in the West Arca. Prescrving the
benefits that accrue from the cooperative budgetary
and program decision making by the K-12 management
team is the key to the cffective organization of SEA.
The Council rdgards this as onc of the most crucial
factors in its tentative recommendation. '

’ S 19
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Facilitation of K-12 Educational Programming

Given the K-12 cluster pattern of organization
developing in the West Area, the Southeast Council
feels that the likelihood of further SEA K-12
programming will best take place in the West Area.
Experience_has shown that unless a K-12 organiza-
tiona! pattern has been initiated..this type of
N-1Z curriculum articulation and K-12 learning
environment continuity just doesn't happen.

. Commitment to Continuing Curriculum Materials which

are Compatible with Different Alternative Programs

All three Area Superin*endents agreed that the use
of curriculum materials and practices which have
proved successful will be continued. :

. Willingness of West Area Superintendent to Encourage

SEA Merger

The West Area Superintendent indicated a personal
willingness and readiness to invite SEA to join that
Area. The East and North Area Superintendents neither
encouraged SEA tc merge-or discouraged a merger. The
frankness of the three Area Superintendents is appre-
ciated. All three Area Superintendents already carry
heavy responsibilities for some 25-30 schools each.

. Willingnessvof West Area Groups and Individuals to

have SEA Merge

Throughout numerous meetings, discussions and contacts
with East; North, and West Area residents, staffs and.
principals, it is the overwhelming feeling of the
Southeast Council that West Area individuals were
favorable toward SEA joining the West.Area. Several
persons took the initiative to encourage SEA's par-
ticipation. i

. Commitment to the Five SEA Alternative Schools and

Continuation of Citywide Transfer Policies

All three Area Superintendents spoke in favor of the

five alternative Schools with parent and student

options in SEA and the continuation of all citywide -
student transfer policies that affect SEA's enrolil-
ments (urban transfers, SEA open enrollment transfe-s,
and principal's agreement transfers).

. Continuation of Staff/Parent Screening Committees
for SEA Principals and Faculty Openings

The West Area supports the continuation of these pre-
sent SEA procedures of vital school community involve-

.ment. Simliar procedures have been used at some other

West Area schools, but not in the East or North Areas
to our knowledge. The East and North Area Superimtendents
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appearcd to have more reservations in this matter
but hoth were willing to review specific procedures
at a later date.

In view of these considerations, the Southceast Council
has reached a clear preference for merger with the West .
Arca (SEA Newsletter, November 1974).

Efforts of the Areca Decision Committee, the SEC and the SEA Director
verified that West Arca was the most receptive to SEA goals. Meetings with
West Arca advisory groups confirmed that the West Arca was movimg in a dircc-

tion compatible with the SEA governance structurc and meetings between the SEA

Director and the West Area Superintendent affirmcd a commitment to SEA goals.

On December 11, the Superintendent of the MPS System approved the Council 's_
recommendation. Given that the Superintenaent preferred a merger with another
arca, his approval of the recommendation indicated the extent to which SEA, and
communlt\ participation in decision-making as cvidenced through the SEC, hid
successfully cevolved to a position of strength.

’ New (Governance Structures

The 1975-76 schbol yecar signaled the end of SEA's status as an- autonomous
administrative unit within MPS. While SFA retained its identity as an Experi:
mental Schools Project funded by the National Institute of Education, it was
in the initial .phase of losing its perlleged status. as it was nss1m111tod into
the West Area cluster pattern. As stated by ‘the superintendent of the MPS
system, "SEA 'nerds to become a part of the decentralized administrative struc-
ture in order to demonstrate that an experimental alternative school cluster
can operatc within the public school system," and "SEA's impact on the public
school system woﬁld be greater as an integral part of one of the three arcas"
(SEA Newsletter; November 1974). Both factors were to play an important role
in the dynamics of the decentralization process through the merger with the
West Area. ’

SEA merged with an area comprised of four clusters, i.c., four high schools
with feeder junior high and clementary schools. In keeping with the Minncapolis
Board of Education decision to bring administrative decision-making closer to
students, staff and community, the West Area had organized into a horizontal
strpcture of advisory groups. Advisirng and consulting with the Superintendent
of the West Area were advisory councils rcpresenting principals, tcachers,
aides, parents, clerical workers and school engineers. These groups met regu-
larly with the superintendent.  They did not, however, mecet with each other
officially and there was little communication between the groups.

The SEA governance structure during the first year of the merger was in
a statc of cvolution. Significant changes werc taking place at twd ‘levels
which’ would be crucial to the outcome of the- interaction process within the
West Area. Specifically, the director of four years had resigned, leaving SIA
with a new director for the last year of the projcct. Concurrentlv the
formerly parallel governing bodies, the Southcast Council and the Wanagemonr
Tecam, were undertaking the first vear of an cxperimental, precedent-sctting

’
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Selection of New SEA Director

The process by which the new SEA Director was chosen set a precedent
for community involvement in detisions of this magnitude. The process began
in the spring of 1975, when the then cutrent dircttor had announced his
resignation. The process of selecting the new director was designed by SEA
and approved by the West Area Superintendent —communication® with the West
Area Superintendent began when the merger decision was made.

. A screening committee comprised of teachers, parents, and SEA adminis-
trators was selected by the SEC. This committee discussed and set criteria
for their deliberations. Criteria of concein to the committee included:
(1) experience with alternatives; (2) experience beyond the elementary level;
(3) skills in building staff cohesion; (4) ability tc move into unknown
situations and identify concepts and nceds; and (5) ability to write reports
and proposals. An additional parameter set by the West Area Superintendent
was that the new SEA Director have K-12 certification. He had also stated
it would be desirable for the new director to have superintendent certification.

The committee developed and distributed a flyer which outlined the above.
The MPS District Personnc! Office was officially responsible for handling all
applications for the position Files on the applicants were kept in the
personnel office for review by the screening committee. Five applications.
were received for the position, thiree of which. were accepted by the personnel
office after the deadline. After lengthy deliberation, the committee made
its recommendation to the 5uper1ntendent of the West Area. It was subsequently

accepted
!

Aftermath of the decision affected the 1nternal dynamics of the SEA
decision-making process. Dissension within SEA developed as a result of deny-
ing the position to one of SEA's own principals. This dissension, combined
with the newness of SEA's information sharing system to ‘the incoming director,
had an eroding effect on the communication structdre crucial to .SEA decision-
making. However these problems gradually diminished with tire.

Merger of the Southeast Council and Mandgement Team

The goals and runctioning of the Southeast Council and Management Team,
two parallel SEA governing bodies, has been discussed in Chapter Three. As
a brief review, the Southeast Council, which was comprised of staff, community
members, students and parents, had traditionally provided "leadership to the
developmen , maintenance and evaluation of a comprehensive educational program
for the Southeast public schools'" (Southeast Educational Council Bylaws, 1974).
It served as an advisory body to the director-recruiting and interviewing
cand1dates for administrative positions; annually assessing the director;
review . - evaluation reports; making recommendations for allocation of resources;
and, mon1tor1ng progress toward objectives of SEA.  The Management Team, com-
prised of twelve adm1n15trator< and support service directors, were organized. to:

°...consider, take action on, and prov1de d1rection.for,
the solution of K-12 issues; to review K-12 service
center functions, positions, staff replacements-and act
on screening committees; to solicit and consider the
advice of the Southeast Council; to review the current

122

. 128



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

pian, contract and scope of work; decide on modifications;
and, review, monitor, and give dlrcctlon t'o SEA govcrnancc
operatlons In mdttcrs of finance, 'the team will review
existing budgets and determine modifications if they scem
appropriate (SEA Newsletter, August, 1974), : )

The decision to merge the Southeast Council and Management Team reflected
themes and values underlying the SEA governance structure. One rationale -for
the merger was conservation of time and energy. 1t was felt that bécause u
significant overlap of responsibilities existed between the two groups, a
merger would provide more =2fficient use of timc by both. A second rationrle
was the belief that a merger would facilitate a solid linking of parental,
staff and administrative perspectives, provide diverse information and facili-
tate adéquate decision-making. In addition, cross-group governance would
decrecase the likelihood of misinformation or misunderstanding of the process
of decision-making, the decision itsclf, and the implementation of the.decision.

‘A third rationale reflected concern about the future of SEA governance after

withdrawal of federal funding. It was suggested that the merged groups wonld’
be able to assume the director's functions when that position was elminiated.
It was also suggested that - mcrgxng the groups at this point in time would help
to insure SEA .unity in the futurc, when it would be tempting to return to a

building-level orientation.

The timing of the merger scemed appropriate.: Communication between the

. Southenst Council and Management ‘Team had existed for two years. Two South-,

east Courntcil members had attended Management Tcam meetings as observers for
thesc two years, As of 1974-75, a representative from the. Management Team
served as an ex-officio member on the Southeast Council. Observers to the
Management Team- from the.Southeast Council felt comfortable in their relation-
ship with that group. The level of sophistication, understanding of governance,
and knowledge of the Southeast Council constitution was high among Southcast
Council members.. It was also anticipated that a merger might alleviate prob-
Iems in cohesion experienced by the Management Team. '

The process used in facilitating the Southeast Council/Management Team
merger decision included: (1) impetus from the SEA Director and other key
governance members, (2) the formation of Ad Hoc Committees from-both
Southeast Council and Management Team, (3) reviews of issues and potential
models to the Targer groups, (4) communicaticn with the public, (5) surveys
of the community's commitment to the governance structure, (6) lengthy
deliberations by the committees on questions of memhcrshvp, and (7) agrecment
on oné model by consensus of hoth groups!

The ‘merger has been viewed as an-cxperiment by SEA and has: not been
itBout its problems. A variety of issues have contributed to the incffec-
tiveness of the merged organization during the first portion of the 1975-76

school year. One, the principals began meeting with the director separately

early in the“vear. These meetings occurred partly because the principals
felt that necessary tasks had not been accomplished at larger meetings and
desired to accomplishi them as they had done traditionally. Also, the new
director felt a need for assistance as he moved into a new role. At times
the ieasons werc known to the larger group and at other times they were not,

causing mistrust and discomfort on the part of the Southecast Council, espe-
cially among newer members and the K-12 support staff. ~
‘ ’ . o



Another issue was that of new membership. A significant number of
. Southeast Council members were new and consequently had little sense of the
tradition of the council. They did not fully understand the goals and ration-
ale for the merger. As a result, they were often confused about their roles
and questioned their effectiveness as participants. Seasoned council members
did not -have adequate time for maintenance activities which could have alle- -
viated these problems. Hidden agendas and personality conflicts were also
tontributing factors (as perceived by various members) .

It is our opinion that the problems of the Council had more to do with
its circumstances than its goals, structures or personnel. Timing was not

" good. While the experiment of a combined professional and community governancCe

group was noble, it seemed to be created as a 'mow or never' proposition.

If the project itself had been stable, then the early interaction between the
two SEA-wide governance groups and. their collective skills in group decision
making would have been maximized. The project, however, was experiencing a
psychologi¢al wind-down that pararleled fiscal reductions. As the future
became more uncertain, individuals became more self-centered, more concerned
about. their own survival in terms of employment or changes in roles and status.
‘As individuals focused on their own needs, the resources of the group in terms.
of creativity, communication skills and personal leadership declined. The
project and its participants vere in exit (Tesmer and Reynolds, 1976).

While the needs of the new Council were to focus on internal issues,

particularly building relationships, trust and a new group .identity, the demands
on the Council were to attend to numerous external issues.,

Sutvival in a Changing Environment . oo

Perhaps the entirc mission of the SEC during the 1975-76 school year was
to assure the survival of SEA, i.e., to secure adequate funds for 1976-77,
when federal funds would no longer be available. )

The Council has taken a realistic.appraisal of what SEA
will look like at the end of federal funding. Although
the models and processes of alternatives are firmly
established, the Council notes that at the end of federal
funding the following resourees will not be available:

SEA schools will have no director or representative on the

Superintendent's Cabinet. There will be no K-12 resource

consultants in the areas_ of math, science, industrial arts,

drama, evaluation, deliberate psychological education,

language arts, etc. In addition, the Teacher Center funds

for staff development would no longer be available except

through an Area. At the end of this school year, June,

1975, some 40 federally funded positions will be phased

out. The federal budget will drop from one million

dollars this school year to $500,000 for 1975-76. There

will be no federal dollars the following year, 1976-77.

We will then be dependent on the regular Minneapolis

budget /SEA Newsletter, November 1974).

. A sequence of events occurred within MPS which made SEA even more vul-
nerable in its dependence on thc MPS budget than initially anticipated. First
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was a critical loss of top administrative advocacy at the system-wide level.
The superintendent of the Minncapolis Public Schools resigned durjing che
1974-75 school year, c¢ffective August 1975, buring eight years in Minneapolis,
he had been the guiding force behind administrative decentralization, actively
interested in and ‘supportive of alternative schools and instrumental in secur-
ing the federal funding for SEA., Also, onec of his senior assistants resigned
to assume the superintendency in another city.

As a result, the central administration wias ~in a state of flux and uncer-
tainty in the fall of 1975. The ncw superintendent would not he chosen until

December. For SEA, influence was further eroded because the SEA director no
longer held a position of the Superintendent's Cabinét. The loss of this
position was compatible with the gouzls «of decentralization, i.e., SEA wasz now

a cluster and not all cluster directors could reasonably be expected :to have
cabinet positions. Consequently, SEA lost its direct link to the central
administration of MPS and was officially cut off from another source of influence.

The SEC initiated the bhudget process in November of 1975. Buildings
prioritized needs and submitted budget proposals, cach using a different pro-
cess and involving community participation 'In varying degrees. These proposals -
were organized by the director into the SEA Budget Proposal, 1976-77, which

: was prescented at a meeting of the SEC in December. 1t is interesting to note
- that all of the SEA buildings listed classroom aides as their priority hudgot
item. This budget proposal did not speak to the issuec of SEA-wide qupport
services, such as Community Education and Community Resource Coordinat
These were presented in a later proposal to avoid distractions from a- lding
"mecessities" orientation. The SEC reviewed the proposal and agreed by con-
sensus that <he director should present it to the West Area Supcr1ntendent

i“ As 1n previous years, the SEA hudget proposal was prescnted in December,
long before other gchoots had compiled thcir budgets. The West Area Superin-
tendent stated that he would accept the budget proposal as it stood and would
present it to the Cabinet without making revisions. He fully supported the
SEA budget, process. ’

v The resignation of the superintendent of MPS was to have yet further
consequences. It indirectly -influenced the unanticipated resignation of the
superintendent of the West Aréa in February of 1976. He had applied for the

~ position of superintendent of MPS-without success and subscquently. resigned.
His support of SEA had been considerable, indeed he may have becen the primary
reason for SEA desiring location within the West Area. He was replaced by
an interim superintendent who had been his assistant. Howevér, she was
generally considered to be more conservative and less sympathetic to the goals
or alternatives than the superintendent she replaced. Appointment of a per-
manent’ supcrintendent to the West Area would be made by the new MPS super-
intendent and would not occur in time:.to provide SEA with an advocate in
budget negotiations. The new MPS siperintendent would be available only as a
consultant until he assumed full-time duties in May of 1976. In short, SEA

was now on its own,
. ’
P

The situation further eroded when five-million dollar budget deficit
was announced in ecarly March. A summary of the proposed budget cuts relcased
by the West Area Superintendent's office showed that $160,628 would be cut
from SEA's budget. These cuts would include classroom aides, resourc~ teca-
chers, and inservice funds. It appeared from this first round of the MPS
budget process that SEA was in danger of losiny its highest program prioritiecs.

A
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The proposed budget cuts were in direct contradiction to statements

made by the MPS Board. A lengthy article in a Minneapolis newspaper on
‘March 8, 1976 outlined the Board's desire to make budget cuts as far away
from the classroom as possible., The statements indicated that classroom
programs would not suffer. Suggested alternatives to the initial proposal
mentioned in the article included cutting administrators and reducing the
work year of pr1nc1pals and assistant principals. However, another newspaper
article, published secveral days later, announced that approximately 360
teacher positions would be cut and approximately 15 principals and another

s, . 30 administrators would be demoted from positions for which they, were. not

' " tenured. SEA stood to lose 4 of its 5 principals. While the situation was
potentlally disastrous to SEA, theré were some who.believed that the adminis-
tration's approach was essent1a11y alarmist. Whatever the reality of the
proposed cuts, the SEC mobilized to influence the outcome of the MPS budget
process. ‘ :

The strategy taken by the SEC was to attempt to-hold the Board and
Administration to their statements that cuts would be made "away from class-
rooms.'" The first step taken involved linking the SEC more firmly with the
Citywide Task Force on Alternatives, a committee which had been appointed
by the former superintendent to take primary responsibility in exploring
and making recommendations concerning alternatives throughout the city. A

“significant number of SEA people had been involved with the Task Force.

. Although the group had wielded some power with the former superintendent,

at this point in time the Task Force was in a state of limbo. The group had
met with the new superintendent but received no feedback from him concerning
their official status. There was some feeling that the new superintendent
was not knowledgeable of, or sympathetlc to,alternatives., However, the group
continued tc meet and make itself visible to the superintendent, hoping to
influence when and where it could.

Both the Citywide Task Force on Alternatives and the SEC expressed con-
cern about the nature of the proposed budget cuts. Representatives from both
groups met together to discuss the proposed cuts. They chose a strategy of
making recommendations to the MPS Board which emphasized making cuts away
from classrooms; requested that the Board reaffirm its commitment to school
district goals, alternatives, and affirmative action; and suggested that true
decentralization might be a solution to budget cuts.

Another step taken involved the West Area Parents Advisory Council.
This group was becoming actively involved in budget considerations for the
first time. Their involvement included an attempt to ask all buildings to
prioritize their needs; and somewhat vigorous and vocal statements by members
. concerning the nature of the budget cuts. The members .of this group also
felt that cuts should be made "away from classrooms.'

Another step taken by the SEA director to advocate SEA priorities was a
presentation of the SEA Budget Proposal to the new super1ntendent of the MPS.
He also indicated that the community had been actively involved in the process

of formulating the proposal. While no commitment of any kind was made by the
b Super1ntendent, the meetlng served to inecrease his awareness of SEA and alter-
natives, .

-

It is 1mposs1b1e to predict the- outcome of the budget negot1at1ons at
this time. As is true ofjevery school in the MPS system, SEA faces possible
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loss of staft und facilities of a magnitude which could serionsly affect the
quality and type of cducational programs offered. ’

As of this writing in Junce of 1976, the future of Southeast Alternatives
is unknown: A wmeeting, iointly spnnsdrod by SEA and the Southeast Minneapolis
Planhing and Coordinating Committee (SEMPACC),.is scheduled for mid-June.
The flyer announcing the mecting asks in bold type: "Southeast Schools—~What
will happen?  'low much will be =pent?' It announces that a report will be
submittiod to the school board - in tate .June by the citywide facilities committec.
The age of SEA's buildings (amony the oldest in the district} was not on issue
in 1971; as a separate issue, it wmay mean the end of SEA.

The announcement reads:

The future of our school buildings will be determined
by their report and the school hoard's implementation
of their suggestions....This is our opportunity to voicce
our concerns hefore the report goes to the school bhoard.

Community involvement was a signiticant force in the cveation of SEA;
it will be signitficant in its adaptation to future problems and opportunitics.

Stabilizing the Program

The major concern of many participants and observers of SEA has heen the
effect of the program once federal support was withdrawn. This concern was
justified because innovative programs arc typically of the "add-on" varicty.

That is, while dominant instructional organizations and programs remain unchanged,
they arc supplemented by additional staff, programs, equipment, supplies and
training. When external support ends, local districts have the option to pick-
up these addi®ional costs. Frequently, local districts perceive these proprams

as luxuries they cannot afford and the "add-on" is '"taken-away."

While this action may reflect the true worth of an innovative program—
education has a history of special programs which fail to achicve that which
they initially claim—even a valued program may have to be discontinued.

For example, SEA existed in" a system which had over $10 million worth of
federally-supported projects in 1976. Certainly Minncapolis Public Schools
would not have been able, ecven under the hetter financial conditions of 1971,
to have continued all of these programs at local expense.

it is to the credit of SEA, MPS 2and the NIE that this concern emerged
early in the program. Budget reductions in federal mowics were planned during
the Tast half of the project to facilitate a phasc-out; c.g., federal support
during the fifth and final yecar was about half of that during the fourth vear.
By th. fifth yecar, however, SEA cxisted within a different environment:
(1) administrative leadership at several levels had changed, (2) the age of

buildings had increased concerns about their safety and adeyuacy, and

(3) declining cnrollments and related fiscal reductions called for district-

--—wide responses. The loss of federal monies was ‘compounded hy a loss of local
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moniecs; decision making would he carried out hy persons with perhaps different
priorities but certainly with different district-wide problems requiring

resolution, _
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SEA, however, did have a strategy to facilitate survival. As.we have
argued in Chapter Two, SEA was a success becansc it avoided specific innova-
tions, focusing 1nstcad on the gencral geals and structure of alternative

. schools. Its initial changes were significant and permanent; e.g., changes
in the selection of school by parent and student choice and changes in the
organization's and community's cxpectations of schools to alternative
instructional programs. These decisions increased the flexibility of the
organization to identify and change program specifics. This flexibility has
‘also reduced SEA's dependencc on program specifics and enhanced the ability
to adapt to changing fiscal support. The value of the planned budget reduc-
tions have been to fcrce SEA to continually change program specifics while
maintaining the central components of alternative schools. In other words,
SEA was forced to become educated in the process of change. ’

The challenge of the future for SEA is to find ways to continually adapt.

The danger for SEA is that they will become attached to program specifics

(c.g., a particular building or staff position) and fail to utlllze their

flClelllty .

In sum, stabilizing instructional programs at the end of a proicct may
require early structural and procedural changes that arc not directly dependent
upon additional monies. The task for staff of state and federal agencies is
to support¢ the development of structural and procedural changes and allow
‘flexibility in program specifics. The task for local program participants
is to diagnose the context of change and to adapt the specifics of innovative
programs as required.

T
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSTONS

[n cur final chapter, we would like to comment first on the two major
purposes and the intended audiences of the report. We will then discuss the
following: (1) a summary of a process for implementing alternative schools,
(2) the role of external funding in facilitating cducational change, 4and
(3) the implications of alternative schools for the structure and tungtlonlnL

of public ecducation, :
A\l

. One of our purposes has been to report on thblimplcmentution'oF ¢ locally-
defined approach to cducat’ional change and the extent to which expecvations
of the federal program were attained. The Experimental Schools Program was
intended to facilitate "comprehensive change' in educational programs of public
schools. Alternative schools as defined by SEA have accomplished this end.
An examination of Chapters Two through Six reveal that SEA was not typical OI
urban, public schools. While the, results of a significant increcasc in funding
were highly visible, SEA went beyond providing more of the same and altered
the basic structure and functioning of public schools., We believe these
changes were consistent with the federal intent of "comprchensive change" .
“becausce they changed basic characteristics of public education-—variability
was legltlml cd and replaced cxpectations for standardization. SEA thereby
was able to achicve an organizational flexibility to vary program specifics
through. decentralized decisions to best provide instructional programs consis-
tent with divergent philosophics, values and priorities. Success in this
endeavor was not unilateral throughout SEA, but it was extensive cenough to
draw nationwide attention and promote scrious discussions about changes in
the structure and functioning of public schools—a realistic accomplishment
For an vxpcrlmcntal schools program.

» “The second major purpose has been to identify issues, strategies and
concepts of relevance and utility to educators implementing educational
change in general and alternative schoels in particular. To this cnd we have
emphasized the twin goals of description anc¢ theory. A fairly extensive
descriptive account was considered to have dduantages for the audicnces we
“sought to address; cducators tend to think in situationally specific terms
The description of SEA was' intended to provide concrete cxamples of 'how
alternative schools work'" and allow the readers co (1) contrast thosc specific:
with their own cducational knowledge and oxpcrlcnccc and (2) judge their dppll-
cability to their own setting.

A theorctical perspective was employed to guard against an overly narrow
focus on the unique issues, personalities and programs of SEA.  That is, we .
searched the literaturce on alternative schools and educational change for
concepts and questions helpful in other educational scttings and judged their
utility in our analysis of SEA. We also sought input from other cduciators
visiting SEA and drew upon our own expcrience in other educatignal settings
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and programs and our own stadies of educational change.* The genecration of a
model for implementing alternative schools also was considered as facilitating
the generalizability ot our studies.

The potential audiences of this report included the staff of state and
federal cducation agencies, school board members, central office and building
administrators, professional support staff, teachers and parents. We believe
that the typical situation in education is for participants at different levels
to be rather insular and have little familiarity with--or sympathy for the focal
concerns of other participants. While diffevrent sections of this report mav:
be.of greater immediate concern to different audiences, we feel that a general
awarencss of the entire range of issues surround1ng alternatlve schools is
important at all levels of participation in public schools. SEA has demon-
strated that a blurring of traditional roles and responsibilities in public
schools occurs with alternative schools, community involvement ard decentralized
decision making. The quality of decisions in the public school arena depends

.upon an overall knowledge of school programs and an understanding of ‘the factors

that influence their operation, stability and change.

In our following sections, we will not attempt a complete summary or scek
grand and global conclusions. Rather, we will focus upon sclected issues that
have been reserved as most appropriate in a closing chapter.

Implementing Alternative Schools

Throughout the report, we have referred to a seven-stage model of imple-
menting alternative schools. Its purpose has been to organize factors con-
sidered critical in the consideration of alternative schools and their adoption.
Underlying this model is the belief that successful change in education is
possib!é and strategies to maximize the probability of change can be designed.
Further, we helieve that alternative schools may not be an appropriate. basis
for organizing public schools in all settings. The decision to adopt alterna-
tives, strategies to implement them, and specific program components are highly
dependent upon local circumstances and priorities. The following model is
intended to facilitate the identification of those local factors and to assist
decisions about alternative schools.

\
1. Diagnosis a. Asscssing organizational momentum and existing

priorities and problems of community and schools,

b. Identlfyxng perceived needs for variability in
instructional programs.

c. Specifying the f1nanc1a1,,technical, professional
and interpersonal resources available for change
efforts.

*For example, the author was a member of the external evaluation team in
another ESP site for two years prior to directing the external evaluation
team in Minneapolis, completed a case study of a differential staffing/arts
centered program in an elementary school, and served as an evaluator of a
Title IIT program in the St. Louis Public Schools.
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2. Initiation d. Involving key school and community personnel
who function as planners and implementors.

3. Definition ¢. Setting overall goals of alternative instruc-
’ tional programs.
f. Avoiding specific innovations as strategies.
4. Implementation ‘g, Creating structural modifications to support
: alternative instructional programs.
h. Crecating mechanisms for technical support .
- ' " 1. Creating mechanisms for community support.
1. Granting power to make decisions compatible
with perceived need for change!
k. Providing resources to opcrationalize change.
. . . M I3
1. Reducing.risks of participation. -
m. Enhancing rewards of participation.
5. Monitoring n. Examining LnStructlonaI environments 1n terms
Instructional ..of sclected dlan\lon .
Environments . .
' 0. Assessing the extent to which operational
programs arc congruent with intent.
p. Assessing the extent to which oPkAntxonal
programs differ from cach epther. .
6. Monitoring G. Identifying common and unique goals among
Instructional alternatives
Effects . . .
r. Selecting measurement strategies to determinG
student effects.
s. Zomparing measured ctfects and program goals.
t. Comparing measured cffects among alternatives.
u. Comparing mecasured effects with antructaonal
environments.
7. Stabiliczing - v, Identifying desired changes in program specifics,
the Program if any, duc to monitoring instructional environments.
w. Identifying desired changes in program-specifics,
if any, due to monitoring instructional effects.
x. Identifying desired changes in program specifics,
‘ if any, due to changes in larger system of

g ’ influence, e.g., school district or community,

- y. Planning strategy to implement new program
specifics by diagnosis (begin process again).

The suggested model is not considered to be all inclusive or absolute.

It is intended to be helpful. The model is not unicue, .sharing steps and
factors suggested by others in the educational literature, but it does provide
a summary of the experience of SEA. .
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Role ofvExtcrnai Funding

”

The magnltudc of federal fundlng of SEA over five years has obscured
several important considerations of the role of external funding in the imple-
mentation of alternative schools and educaitional change in general. We will
comment on four—proposals for external funding, monitoring requirements of
funded programs, types of expenditures in implementing alternative schools,
and the ending of funded programs. .

Proposals for External Funding

Proposals to state and federal education agencies are frequently student
centered. That is, certain deficiencies are defined in an existing program

as evidenced by the problems of students, e.g., high dropout rates, low achieve-

ment scores or lack of job skills.. Further, school districts emphasize their
need for external support, e.g., teachers require new skills, special curricu-
lum materials need to be developed or the district has in general a low pupil
expenditure level. Proposals typically fail to address the probability of
successful implementation; i.e., they fail to focus upon adults. The context
of change and the 'strategy of change are not subject to analysis prior to
funding. While student needs. and district needs may be valid, critical and

.deserving attention, funding agencies do not have & realistic purchase on the

probsbility of the local district actually implementing the proposed program.
The problem of funding agencies then becomes one of. trying to insure program
success rather than studying its benefits. Our suggestion is that both funding
agencies and local districts use the opportunity of formal pronosals for change
by attending to -issues such as those in the proposed model of change.

‘Monitoring Requirements

i Participation in the Experimental Schouls Program requ1;cd SEA to devote
considerable time and energy to reporting to the funding agency. Many local
districts, we feel, resist external funding because of these requirements.

It is important to note, however, that the costs of an increase in administra-
tive cverhead were born by the funding agency. Further, the requirements of
quarterly-status reports, Site visits, re-funding proposals and notices of
budget and program changes forced SEA personnel to contipually examine their
programs. and rationales. This activity was further reinforced by federal
encouragement to host visitors and disseminate project information pationally.
We feel .the need of SEA to explain to others what they were doing anc why
enhanced the overall quality of the alternative schools program.

Types of Expenditures

An examination of the types of expenditures in SEA, rather than their
absolute amount, provide a basis for distinguishing between what alternatives
cost SEA and what alternatives may cost in other settings.* The following
categories .indicate. cost’s greater than those typically required of public
schools (e,g. . salar1e< of teachers and administrators, replacement costs of

v .'

"*This discussion is derived from an earlier article written by the author

for. the. SEA Journal 1971-1976 (Reynolds, 1975).
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1
instructional materials, and funds required for buildings and grounds main-
tenance) . From the perspective of SEA, the critical distinction is that
funds were available for significant cxpenditures in all arcas. From the

perspective of others implementing alternatives, the emphasis given cach:

category may vary from setting to setting and from time to time.

Initial Costs

These costs are associated with changes in buildings and furniture
hecessary to support different instructional arrangements of students and’
teachers. In changing to an open school program, for example, 1t may be
necessary to remove desks, install rups, increase light, and construct arcas
for specidlized activities as wel! as purchase new furniture and supporting
materials.  Changes of this type facilitate new instructional arrangements
and actjvities. Those costs are essentially one-time costs and may be as
conservative or cXtensive. as the budget allows.

- ™

NDevelopment Costs N ~ .
The largest development expense is considered to be staff training.

SEA’ has emphasized staff training in its development of alternative schools,

particularly during the first half of the’project. Staff training could be:

a one-time c¢ost, but turnover may cxtend this nced over time in other settings.

Staff \tahlllt), then, is a key to the costs involved as is the amount of

training and the size of staff. As a rule, the greater the departurc of the

newsprograms from the knowlcdgo and sklllq associated with previous programs,

the greater the cost of training.

Supportive Costs

These costs are associated with an increase in professional staff and
required services to meet new organizational and instructional needs#in an
alternatives system. SEA information dissemination activities have been
targeted toward both the local community and visiting professional educators.
An evaluation program has been implemented and the related additional staff
employed. The community education program has added building coordinators
and the number of aides involved in the instructional program has been in-
ofreased. Fach of these additional roles creates an increasc in staffing and
salary expense. It is belicved these cxpenditures have been most important
in produc1ng significant changes in SEA. This category of expenditures, how-
ever, may have the larges t impact on hudgot\ of others considering similar
programs . -

Supplemental (osts ™

This category included increase in expenditures for cquipment and materials
similar to thosc of past programs, i.c., they represent '"more-of the same."
While it may be argued that substantial additions of materials, particularly
where the quantity had been inadequate, may constitute significant change, it

is belicved that major changes in instructional programs typically do not cmerze

from disburscements of this rnaturce.
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Nonmonetary Costs ' ' ’

It is strategic to consider nonmonetary costs at thc same time as monetary
costs to provide a realistic perspective concerning the role of money in the
development of alternative schools. Much of the SEA program is not dependent
upon additional funding. For instance, new governance structures pcr se cost
little. Community involvement is an attitude and pattern of interaction,
neither of which nccessarily cost additional money. A scnsitivity to the
affective aspects of instruction does not requirc new instructional materials
.or new buildings. While money provides visible change in a program, the non-
cost factors of philosophy, attitude and commitment give new programs their
substantive changes.

It is essential to recognize that SEA was building on an earlier commit-
ment to alternative schools which, without federal funds, would have resulted
in a limited trial program. The additional monies supported the full imple-
mentation of alternative schools; they did not create the supportive context
of the change attempt. Further, the noncost factors highlight the importance
of the legitimacy of the change effort and the autonomy of SEA within the
Minneapolis Public Schools. Other cducators, were they to secure equal monies,
could not be assured of achieving equally successful change.

Funding agencies cannot assume that significant program changes will occur.
— as a result of -increased expenditures. Further, external funds are frequently
used for supplemental costs or 'add-on,' special programs. If this is the pur-
pose of external funding, it should be specified. The disadvantage of ''add-on"
programs is that after external funding ends they are frequently "taken-away."
More permancnt effects of funding can be achieved, we fecl, by external support
for initial, developmental and supportive costs of innovative programs that
also involve fundamental changes in institutional and instructional organization.

Ending Funded Programs

A frequently observed characteristic of externally funded programs is
that they are introduced with great fanfare and end almost unnoticed. One
of the major reasons, we feel, is that special programs psychologically-end
before they fiscally end (Tesmer and Reynolds, 1976). The closer to the end
of the program, the more program participants become concerned about their - -
future jobs and activities. They become more self-centered, commitment to.
the program decreases and program staff become more isolated from each other.
Program staff may seek other special programs or types of future employment
prior to a program's ‘ormal end. If opportunities are found, acceptance of
a new position provides security. In contrast, the futurc is uuknown and
out-of-control for the individual by remaining with the current project during
its final stages. '

Key program personnel . especially recruited to staff a .pecial project,
may be most susceptible to the problems of exit. Externally-funded programs
frequently provide career mobility, i.e., individuals may jump from special
project to special project as a means of career enhancement. Preferring the
administrative autonomy and lowered financial constraints of special prcjects,
these persons may be less interested in program survival than other, more
permanent, participants. If thesc key people go into exit behavior, either

<
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psychologically or physically, lower participants or new and temporary staff
.are faced with the. problem of stabilizing the program. The survival of the
program, thercfore, bcecomes subject to influences beyond fiscal support,

We perceive a need for {unding agencies and local districts to address
the issues of cxit during the planning stages of a new program. By dealing
with -the issuc openly, the concerns of district personnel, program partici-
pants and funding apencies can be addressed. Planning for exit and dealing
with it in an open manner may help lessen the impact of an end of external
support and facilitate the adaptation of special programs to local funding.

¢

Implications of Altcrnative Schools

As we discussed in Chapter One, the minor theme of Southeast Alternatives
has been variability. "Alternative schools, are built upon and promote varia-
bility in instructional priorities, community participation, technical support,
instructional cnvironments and their effects on students. In contrast, public
schools typically have emphasized standardization. We saw that it was possible
to change the basic.structure and functioning of public schools at the adminis-
trative level while preserving quality and cquality at the instructional level.
A major advantage of this strategy, we feel, is to increase the flexibility of
the public school as an-organization and to maximize its responsiveness to its
clients., .

-~ 'variability, flexibility and responsiveness arce Conqxdored to be the
major 1mp‘1cxtlons of dltcrnﬂtI\C schools fo- the structurc and functioning
of public education. - The conscquences for public schools of these changes
are (1) to incrcase the responsibility of the community for the quality of
cducation and put meaning into the phrasce ““local control," (2) to increasc
the ‘demajnds upon public school personnel to intcract with the public in con-
tinued dialogue about the ends and means of educational programs, (3) to
require tew skills of teachers and administrators in communic sation, coordin:-
tion and decision making as the public school increases in organlhatrondl '

« complexity.

It is tempting at this point to actively advocate alternative schools.
Southeast Alternatives has been an exciting program; the implcmentation of

alternatives in other settings could be equally exciting i It is appropriate,
howcver, to advise others to cxercise caution and to cexamine carcfully the
local sctting when considering the adoption of dalternative schools. "This

report, hopefully, will aid in that process. )
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_ APPENDIX A
THE EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS  PROGRAM

The Creation of the Experimental Schools Program (ESP) by the 0. s.

Office of Education (1ISOE) in 1970 was prompted by a concern with outcomes

of prior educational change efforts-in general and federally sponsored _
interventions vin particular. American educational research and practice had.
cumutatively underscored $Several interrclated pitfalls in the planning and
sponsorship of educational innovation, which ESP intents and programmatic
design consciocus{y sought to avoid.

After a decade marked by exceedingly high expectations, educational
planners and consumers were confronted by the apparent failurc of many .
promising curricular and program innovations to achieve significant rfesults.
Educators increasingly questioned the wisdom 6f '"piecemeal' change strategies
consisting of innovations which attempted to alter relatively discrete
elements within an educational system, Wwithout concurrent and supportive
system-wide (hdn;c These concerns arc summarized by Worthen et al. (1972).
Moreover, change strategies repecatedly encountered difficulties related to
insufficient time for adequate planning, implementation and evaluation.

Such trends, in turn, reflected a seemingly perennial problem of cducation—
‘the lag or gap between basic educational rcsearch and actual school practices,
between what is known and what is applied, between planners and implementors,

Numerous programmatic models of prlor federal sponsorship efforts were
-available to ESP planners. "Thesc tpo were able to scerve as input. For .
example, one frequently used model was the traditional "demonstration site"
approach. Another was that of "planncd variation' employed in such programs
as Head Start and Follow Through. This enabled use of several demonstration
sites, each sufficiently varied to cnable the umbrella program's application
to be systematically monitored for its differing payoffs in different types
of settings. Still a third model was the then popular voucher plans which
entailgd the distribution of federal moniles directly to the ultimate clients
of educational delivery systems—family units—to utilize in whatever manner
they saw fit. None of the above models was a "purc type' in that each often
involved clements of another (e.g., Voucher Demonstration Projects). Nor
were they the only modcels planners drew upon for insights. The Office of
Economic Opnortunity had been cngaped over the decade of the 1990's in
several others, 'some involving the use of private educational options.

-One of tho nyincipal problems cencountered in all of these models was’
their "top dewn' nature in terms of nceds assessment, planning, and frequently
implementation as well. Though this problem wds perhapc most frequently echoed
in complaints of ethnic minority groups, it was by no means limited to such '
clientele or scttings. Having one‘s 'needs" diagnosed, defined, and assessed;

_being assigned a "demon%tratlon site' display §T¢ﬂlF§ or participating in a

program's application (as either implementor or client) and not “its initial
planning simply did not facilitate what quite often werc undoubtedly the hest

of federal 1ntonts _ o T~



The overall intents and design of ESP ultima:zely mirrored a. discernible
pattern of thrusts which attempted to partlally address (net "solve') the
kinds of problems discussed above. As a change strategy, ESP decided to
provide an opportunity for local districts to diagnose. their own problems
and design a locally generated change strategy to deal with them. In pre-
paring their proposals for potential ESP funding, however, local districts
would be required to meet certain criteria. First, proposals would need to
reflect a strategy of "comprchensive' as opposed to piecemeal change. That
is+ local program components were tc impact the entire range of students in
schools (K-12) and have a larger system-wide rationale. Second, funded

v districts were required to accommodate an ESP design encompassing three major
types of-evaluation: (1) formative (or Level 1) conducted by local project
staff to provide timely feedback to project participaats; (2) summative (o¥
_Level II) conductged by agencies external to the project to provide:feedback
to the federal funding agency; and (c) Level III evaluation, which was tenta-
tively scoped to explore potential themes of interest across the various ESP

. nationwide sites.. Third, districts were expected to assume respon51b111ty
for maintaining part1cu1ar1v promising innovations and practices after the
phase-out o? federal funding (i.e., a type of ”contlnu1ty of success'' uhder-
standing). Fourth, ESP sites were to serve between 2,000 and 5,000 K-12
students, which woulg include but not necessarily be 11m1ted to a low income
populatlon (Nation's Schools, 1971). :
Certain additional features of ESP operational design deserve mention.

/ The time allotted for local program development was generous-—five years.

Thls would hopefully allow an adequate period for more rational (as opposed

to bandwagon) program planning, monitoring, adjustments, and eventual insti-
tutionalization. The funding allotted to districts submitting successful
proposals was equally generous, exceeding scveral million federal dollars

per site. The amount of federal support was based upon a formula applied

to current per pupil expenditure levels of the local district. Finally, ESP

sites were not formally scoped, designed, or selected as national demonstra-
tion projects, pieces in a puzzle of planned variation, or large-scale fiscal
vouchers. Rather, the emphasis was upon providing school districts an oppor-
tunity and fiscal capacity to generate and operatlonallze a plan for deallng
with locally diagnosed needs in a comprehensive manner. .

The Experimental Schools Program was activated in December of 1970.

In the spring of 1971, school systems throughout the nation were invited ,
by USOE to submit proposals for comprehensive change projects in their
respective local districts. The initial round of competition, involving the
submissicen of nearly 500 responses, led to the awarding of ten -planning grants.
Planning grants ran for sixty days during which operational proposals were
prepared. Of these ten districts, three were funded for operation in the
fall of 1971. These consisted of three urban districts: the Berkeley Unified
School District, Berkeley, California; the Franklin Pierce School District,

° Piercy County, Washington; and the Mlnneapolls Public Schools, M1nneapolls,
Minnesota. :

In March of 1971, a second round of competition was conducted which
‘resulted- ih the funding of the Edgewood Independent School District, San
* Antonio, Texas, and the Greenville County School-District, Greenville,
South Carollna These sites were operating by the fall of 1972. By Sep-
tEmber of 1973, ten rural sites and. three street academy projects were also
participating in the Cxperimental Schools Program. ESP thus invelved ten
rural and eight urban sites serving a combined total of over 25,000 students.
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ESP began as a semiautonomous operation within the U.S. Office of
Education. 1In the fall of 1972, responsibility for ESP administration
. shifted to the National Institute of Education (NIE). Funding was awarded
sto ESP sites in two major cycles consisting of initial and final! thirty-
month periods. Each site, as well as the agency whose services the NIE
contracted for summative cvaluation studies, was thus required to submit
second cycle refunding proposals. ’

By the fifth year of ESP, formative evaluation components had been
established across the various sites. Summative evaluation data was being
gathered by seven independent research organizations concerning both site-
specific interpretations of comprehensive change and the various projects'

. .impact upon students, educators, and communities which they involved
(Coward, 1975). :
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APPENDIX B ‘ =
RESEARCH AND EVALUATION STUDIES OF ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS

As early as the mid-1960's, researchers and practitioners in the

alternatives movement were quick to foresec that new strategics of assesss

ment would be required for alternative schools Many traditional evalua-
tion models, stratcgies, and measurement technlquos were considered
inapp%opriate to sufficiently address the range and quality of alternative
schooling jintents. (Goals were often either too "messy" (Rosen, 1973) or
too unconventional (Perrone, 1972) for available instrumentation. Further,
available instrumentation largely addressed goals sometimes.considered
secondary in importance by alternative programs (Byers and Rawitsch, 1974).
The development of strategies to address new concerns, however, are still
in a relatively early stage of development. Morra (1974), in reviewing
literature rclated to "evaluation of alternative schools," observed:

.Therc are but o few articles available. It is not
at all.unreasonable for the literature to be so sketchy.
Philosophical, :economic and manpower factors have acted
to minimize work“'done in the evaluation of alternative
schools.

s

Although literature on the specific topic of alternative assessment

_has been relatively slow to appear, there have been isolated studies of

alternatives conducted primarily in the form of qualitative analyses of an
entire school or program. These studics reflect a variety of disciplinary
orientations. One example of such work is Anatomy of Educational Innovation
by Smith and Keith (1971). This .work provides a detailed analysis of the
origins, -growth, and decline of an innovative elementary school program,
encompassing even the initial’ phases of building construction and staffing.
Drawing upon organlzatlonal ‘and sociological theory, and utilizing data
gathered through extensive field work conducted in the scﬁ%ol, the study

- offers several tentative ‘conceptual models concerning the' institutional
life-cycle of an innovatory program.

- .. < Work of_a similar nature is available in a series of monographs

reporting on the Alternative Learning Environments Project being conducted |
at ‘the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education (OISE). Two of these

are of particular interest: (1) The Creation of Educational Settings: A
Developmental Perspective (Levin and Simon, 1973a) and (b) The Irrationality
of Rationalized Program Development (Levin and Simon, 1973b). The first of
these offers a particularly stimulating 'phase" analysis of devecloping
educational settings, emphasizing research relating to the development of
new and alternatjivé settings. It too draws upon organizational theory,
particularly the work of Seymour Sarason (1971). Neither Smith and Keith's
nor the Canadian studies claim to be fully elaborated ”thcorleq " bhut rather

- analyses directed towards theory development.
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. Additional - .cro-level research focused on alternative programs has
continued to appear Among these, for example, are works by Moore et al. (1971) _
on the Metro School in Chicago; Riordan (1972) on the Cambridge Pilot School
in Massachusetts; Cohn and Finch (1973) on two alternative high schools in
St. Louis; Eriksen and Messina (1973) and Eriksen and Gantz (1974) on; dn, alter-
native free school in Philade!phia, and studies by the Rand Corporatith11974)
on the Educational Voucher Program in the Alum Rock School District, :San Jose,
California (1973).

The concerns and” disciplinary perspectives of these studies have varied.
For example, Cohn and Finch (1973) aimed their work at _isolated socistal factors

- which stimulate program developmunt, as well as selected . dimensions of the tech-

niques and made use of cultural and organizational concepts in their analysis,
Eriksen and Messina employed an analytical framework of "boundary maintenance"
drawn from the field of anthropology—particularIy the work of Barth (1969) and
Eidheim (1961). - The focus of their study was competing interests between
community and professional education power structures in implementing an alter- .
native school. Three additional major works have been those of (1) Graubard
(1973) analyzing successes and failures of the free school movement across the
nation, (2) Morra (1974) which consisted of an application of Provus' discrepancy
evaluation modé€l to a free school in Massachusetts, and (3) Fantini (1974) dis-
cussing aspects of the alternatives moyement nationwide,

Works such as the three outlined above have indicated two directions for
future cvaluation efforts. First, substantively they have underscored a need

to focus on the '"quality of life' in alternative schpols by arriving at adequate

understandings of "where people are coming from'...students, teachers, and parents.
Such understandings would minimally entail efforts to isolate underlying beliefs,
attitudes, and values of participants in the educative process, particularly as
they impinge upon wh:ot the.participants define as "appropriate' behavior.

Second, methodological approaches are in need of development of "'get at"
perceptual orientations by a wide®variety of approaches. These have variously
included calls for informal and extended observations in alternative/open class-
rooms and schools, opéfi-ended interviews, and an "immersion" in the life-cycle
of the particular institution under the study (e.g., Carini et al., 1969;
Burden, 1972; Bussis, Chittenden and Amarel’, 1973; Shapiro, 1973; Morra, 1974)-.

Our approach has tried to huild upon the concerns and approaches found
in the literature reviewed above. We have emphasized those aspects of SEA
which® were subject to the control of the educational organization—community
participation, governance and administration of a system of alternatives and
the instructional environment of teachers and students. We have balanced
traditional approaches and newer strategies of evaluation-—standardized
achievement scores and student perceptions—in assessing program effects on
students. We have focused upon adult activities-in the implementation of
change as well as teacher and student behavior in different settings. Ahd,
we have included a focus upon changes over time.

Our overall strategy has been to de-emphasize those aspects of SEA which
were a direct course of its status as a highly visible federal program with
a considerable wealth of financial resources. By focusing upon a model for
implementing alternative schools, we tried to maximize the value of our studies
for practicing educators and to contribute to the literature on alternative
schools,
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