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This-study is, part of a sii-part.analysis of the Re-

(sponse to. Educatlonal Heeds Pr03ect ~an. 1nnovat1ve program

‘ person,. talking with us and aYlowing us' to see thé& reports
PE Q! g g, . ¢

.development,

 cegses®

change, appl

" . . - -
Adetails of the program.

—— ~

. to help poor chlldren in the Washlngtgn, D.C. Publlc Schools.

}t looks primarily at 'the program rpﬁovatlon--lts,creatlon,

and .implementation, its problems and its suc-

Algo, it is en exploratory case of organizational

ying the

—

As such

various theories of in?pvation-to the

'the study is userul to

theorlsts of organlqetaonal bebeylor, as well as those who

-

are bn,tne ‘firing line, .

*

This study would not have been possible without the

t ¢ .
-help of leaders in the publiq schools,”Dr. Jim Guines, Ms.

* : L . - . .
Joan Brown, and former gsuperintendent, Ms. Barbara Sizemore.

-

P o

Participants in the experiment were open to our probes. Mr.

Bugene Kinlow, head of the Anacostla hoard,. talked to us

s ~
1 ]

after a board meeting; Ms. Pearl,MéntlgUe and Qtd%r RENP

[N

staff were helpful:
Project Director,

-
-

Ané very importantli; Mr. Dan Jacksbn,

spent numeroug hours over the phone and.in

.

, M . [
and -memoranda, R

! !{ We owe a ﬁarticuia{gthanks to the staff'at‘the'Natioﬁl

al Institute of Edﬁcation .and Giﬁboney Associates who were
respectlvely the funding agency angd contraCtor. Ms.

ellln Datta and Mr; Howard Lesnick of NIE took partzbular

- . .,

b
.
~
.
.

Lois- '
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”questlons and ij writing reoorsg

. . . ' . - vi

interest in the research

-

‘encouraging.us to think through .
.,' ‘, « 1
thé issues ‘and to disseminate.the Tesults. Mr. George

Sealy,” program officer at wlu, had a clear and uséful Qiew

s N N . -’

-~

of the progress of the ‘innovation.

+

s assistance-was in-

We must thank Mr. Michael Langsdorf and Dr. Rich-

ard Gibboney for involving us in the research on RLNP'

valuable.'

thelr counsel has been helpful in clanlfylng the research .
I wonld also llke to ex-

press my ad@iration and,Ehanks to Prozessof Robert Naxamura'

- . . <

of Dartmouth College,‘who invited me o do this oart of the
finaz’ study and who prov;ded insights 1neo the details agd .

theorles consvdered. "These people were most helpful, though
.. ) o T .-
the opinions and approaches are my own.

To my wife Nancy, my children, Phoebe, Jessica, and
¥ c - ¢ .

Shoshi, I-express appreciation for their emotional help as
well. " o
: - P \‘, -
- ‘ Bruge S. Cooper ( t
| ‘Carpenhter. Street . )
Norwich, Vermont 05055 -
) ' “* November.1977 _ - S

~—— -
. .
Q - B
- . -
. et . »

L8
.
X
-
L}
“w»
a
1
»a
D)




- . v -

“

+ ~ - Task 5 b /
N ’ ° N ’ BEYOND . INPLEMENTATION : Y

' Analysis of Change in the
» " , ! . d .
District of:Colunfbia Public Schools -

- -
» b N

Bruce S. Cooper, Ph.D.

o _ Dartmauth College /g

. Department of Edudation :
1‘ . M

.ot I. NTRODUCTION

" -

- ) . - N A - n

This study analyzes a ten-year effort to improve a !
. : - ® -
group of schoplg in the District,of Columbia., It focuses on

“

[ ~ . L .
the activitres of "change agents,” their strategies and th®

impact of their actions on school and commurnity participants.

. . Of greatest importance to the analysis are the end results:

~ Y

r

the nature of permanent institutional re-arrangements that

A“

L -follow from the adoption and implementation of 'new organiza- .
‘ tional purposes$, roles, routines, and structures. As is
. o %

’/f mentioned in the Task 5 Rehuirements f?i/}roposal‘(RFP), s . C
! -
this study treats a number of particular points, including:

- ~

- ' \

- ’

. 1. What was the effect of various effortsAof "change 7’

v 3

agents" “inside the federal govefnmént and the public schools

.
-~
-

o7 to create new programs for poor students in Washington, D.C.?

. , 2. How did the enfranchisemeht'of poo} community.members

- s . < * P N . R
‘on—-the Andcostia Community School Board (lawer, the Region I
L J - ¢ - ( '

, . ..-‘. . * . ‘ l ) . -

\)‘ . ‘ | - ) * * 8

-




-

3
Y

- . . - ’. ) ' R . . ) s . . 0
. board).alter the "balance of fgfces" in,the system?. What ™
. SN -

-

- .

power-did they and do these elegted community peopie have' .
in influencing policy in Anacostia? » . . -
. '("’" . . ,

3. What has been and is the working relationship among
. the major actor groups (prlic school hierarchy, Region board,

" Region Superintendent, and Prdject Rirector) under -the Ana-‘
N e . N o
costia decentralization experiment? . v
L ’ - ‘ - . N " ’ hd
4. What is the impact.of ‘a "moaergte? inriovation like the

) ] . A
Anacostia school's project, as opposed to more radital attempts .

such as "educational wvouchers" or whole-system alflerations? -

1

0f course, not ‘all outcomes of the effortfto create

and maintain the PResponse to Educati‘ieeds Project (RENP)

.

‘... were intended, that is plénned and executed; some results

both good and bad, evolved and were unanticipated by 'deci-
. [ B . - . .

sion-makers while others were desired but failed Hecause of
the lack of funds, will, or both. And stilY-other components

of RENP were tried.for a while and were not incorporatéd into

.

.

" the long-terﬁ opéfatioﬁé of the school system:

This casg sgudy clarifies what happened--that is, what .

<

is different about the public schools in the Anacostia com-

munity of the Distriét of,Columbia since RENP began and what .
£ . ’ LN .

" *rthe future méy hold: Though the analysis starts at the be-
ginning, 1967,’and proceeds through the.labor pains of birtH -

and development to 1977, it emphasizes the current situation

with RENP. But since Qrganizational c?ange is.an organic g

process, we analyze the_entire career of the innovation: its




-

planning, 1mplementat10n, and 1nst1tut10na112at10n as well

-

5 . Thus, the Response to Educatxonal Neaikds Pro;ect is

a-useful,case study of pha;ge in schools forJ}he-fgLIOWLng

) ! audiences: .. L == .
- - y ) B .

1.. White ‘House and Congressional planners and decision-

- . * - . ’

makers' who might widh in the future to at;embt educational

change; i ok i o BT
] - - ¢ ‘ - :
. . . 2.‘Di§trict of Columbia Public échool leaders who muet
deci@eznot only theffete of RENP in the future but also the'
disseminatioﬁnoossibil;}ie; for other city schobls;

-

‘ ‘ . 3 Part1c1pants~11 the project from the communlty and
\\School system as well and * ) S ‘
B 4. Socia; scientists interested in thedries of organ;ze- t
. tion change and reeistance. ) . . ' ~
. . 7 e ‘ .. v
. whx is the case interesting? It is complex, long-
lasging, and somewhat typieal 6f an idealistic lQGO'S—styie ‘,’ ~

inqﬁtaﬁion which surviyeﬁ into‘the more hard-nosed late
1970%. 1Its complexity cemes from ite mission, its’ structure,
and hos; certainly from the diveréerégents who créaﬁeg anq |
.m61a5§ it, for'RENPi(formeriy the Aﬁacast{a Coémunity SEhool‘
Projeét,'Washington, D.C.) was nbt‘the brainchild of any

single groué of educa'tional planners.: Rather, it was créatéd'
and shaped by an array of people working in a' numbEr of set- .
- 1ngs,;1ﬁcludlng the White House, Congress, federal bureau- C .
- craéizs, the D;strict of Coluﬁb@a.Public Schools (DCPS), the

’ t . .
black communities, the universities. It was not born whbdle,

o ).\‘2. '10- , .
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Rather 1t took shape as varlous leaders made*ch01ce ’
. 4

support and made compromlses. R A ¥ e

pE ’ a

oW
7, sought
. [N ~ 4 .. o

rJ

schopl system in the natlon s’ camltal to spec1f1c programs

w1th dlverse goals, devel\pﬁgg 1rregularly through phases .
\ “

Quer a ten- year perlod In operatlonal formuby 1975 RENP

LN ‘ i
LI |

consisted of inservice centers located 1n L4 pubilc schools

o (12 elementary, 1- junlor and 1 hlgh schooi), staffed,by 22

.

. '. ‘ ‘;

lull tlme'readlng and mathematrcs spec1allsts whose task 1t

*
"4

was to provide on—s1te job develooment for elementary and

secondary teachers in thelr bu1ld!hgs. 'Readxng centers and

4& . 2 G )
mathematlcs laboratorles were established ané matermals de-

F] -7 & L

velooeq, ‘based on the D1agnost1c/Prescrlptlve7rnd1v1duallzed
e 4 ;
'Approach to reading and math teachirg.- -P;ogram Fa01lhtator%f
~ ~

. . . i
full—time, tenured spe01allsts, hedded these’ centers- ’

P

aldes »‘f'.' )
- -‘ . ‘J
- . R ’J .,
hlred from the Anacostla conmunlty worked w1th tlasses to ’

-
.
. . - ~
.

allow teachers to attend/workshops in the "labs and centers~
- ’
and communlty organ;zaers, also Anacostia’ laypeople, helped

; increase the communication between the schools and the “
nelghoorhoods. @hese activities were overseen by the RENP

dlreetor and component heads for math and neadlng who were

-
»

housed‘ln'a RENP offlce in .Anacostia, an 1solated corner of

the natlon s capital, located ‘in the South East ACross the

~

Anacostia River. . = R ”l ,
\?es1des the in-school-program, RENP was des1gned to

foster community 1nvolvement the Anacostia Communlty School .
F

N

-

Board was created and given strong advisory authorlty over

,-' *

It. grew from a vague 1dea of helplng the alllng publlc

“a

N

,l
s
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can we contrlbute 'to the grow1ng

, . search on organlzatlonal change7 What'advice might we give

to, tfie

- <

’

school leaders 1n the Dlstrlct‘pf Columbla ‘for the.

' futupe

of the pro;ect . Bnd ‘what can this casg study contrld

. bdzz tﬂjthe art (andrthe emerglng sc1ence) of éhange agentry,

e
as out51de agenc1es 11ke the fediral and state‘governmenﬁs ‘ ’
N
. and’anternal leadership llke,school boards and’ superlntend~ ’ *
s ents, not to mention crtlzen groups,,seek to alter American )
schools? N B _ ’ ) . .o :
e 2o L

o ' ' e P RS | Sy -7 AR . -
Lo .?. L e S, . ".l R < u, ' " ﬂ,:_. /.'.\ .: ,{~ . ) - ~ Syns PR U
’_ f . ::‘.' R 5 - ‘o o ":,‘1 :'.--' _". ‘ " ‘.?J,;' ' ,"..(".» ;rtrj‘) ' T . : 2 . '.. . b4 ‘_4 . .
| '.'&:' ’ * ! ‘;" ;.',.." ‘V "/"'!. tore ) ?"' '}r: N “-,’ '.4/:
1.‘ . . d ) 4 ~ , -
SN 3~ the RENP SCQ‘?ES add tﬂei ggograms. When, under the Supe:’ .
VG R S 7 <o - -
{" e 1ﬁ§en@ent S1zemore admln&stfathnh thegc1t9'sdhools Were dl".;-' .
‘4 N | g ."P. . b - .-y vt e oW .
.o V1ded 1nto.adm1nlstratlvy.;regions (muéh 11ke Chlcage where - -
‘s E] . ‘ ‘e, * " N . . .
Lot . .. / . e
N Mrs. Slzemof had WQrked formetly) Reglon I, Anaogstla was ansoe
.c 4 - * « / . . " - ' -
. ' pladed under the-COmmunlty adVLsory authorlty of the exist— s
. . - R - L 2. :.
oL T 1ng Anacost;a board of éﬁected communlty”peopie.. A Redibnal . o
o - Superlntendent ln thls case for RegLon Iq worked in’ much‘ P .
“y . the saﬁb relatlonshrp w1th.h1s/her board.as the caty-w1dp :“ .”" s
- { e sugerlntendent dad wlth,thé Dbstglct of quumbla'éoard of s ';1 2-’
‘l [y < ‘ N P . . " - ‘4 K . N ' !‘ ¥
. :_£dugatlon...v REPEE S T B AT
* s o \' ":‘ > . P .‘ N . - ‘ Ce .. SRS D ‘
AR R The aoove aescrlptmon fs that Qf the Response to\ﬁqu- A
'. e ..: . ‘ » - ‘. . 1‘, e f" -" -
FO Cat;onal Weeds P&ogect,as bf 1976 77k- EE- has had. an 1nter-- . ”,:ﬂ:y
s ~ ) - N 1:" '. " s b ' e - ' ‘}t"’.‘.- h
. : ‘- aestlng his!%ry, as urban SChool annqyatlons go, ;t.aiso hds’, i
<! PO ) 0 S S
Fre _5 ,.Qh lgterggﬁlng thuveﬁjnow that fé&eralnfund&ng 1s belng w1%h- e
* Ry .:;" -' "t’ ~ ; - o -
k'ﬁ&'ﬁ_"'-ﬂ ;drawn-and ¢hé prOgram'(an 1ts Jarlous components) must sink
U LA ; ‘-.‘g o - . .
R s LAN or sw1ﬂ'based on . 1nterna1 accepbanée,and fundi, What.w111 e
.~ > rémaln of REVP whén the cut51de dollars, runnlng as hlgh as -
, ;' ) ‘[T a mllllon.per year, dimlnlsh? Why study th1s case’ What I

body of llterature and re- .
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*  Why study RENP? For several reasons.- First, unlike

¢ * l AN ’ "
:.many attempts at educational innovation, it survived . oy

thépugﬁ the phases of _the Rlanning process and was put, into

. . -~ -

"actual.use."  That is, RENP (then the Anacostia Community . g

.

and now

QL .

shows Signs of being in part ass1milated into the operation-

ail procedures-of the scnool sysiem.

Schooi Project) was developed adopted, implemented,

Thus, between M h 1958

when President Lyndon B. Johnson announced’ the s a

% and.August
H

"major.model school experiment in the District"

- 1977 when the school system saw Ehe.withdrawal of most. - C s

i -~ -
> . 7 -~

federal sﬁppart for\the in-school program, sufficient.aczj-
vities*had occurred to warrant an in-depth examination o

not only the processes of implementation, already studied -
at leagth by other researchers,4 but %$so attempts- at the

l institutionalization of change, .the permanent and secure in-

tegration of innovations into the on~gOing operations of the

-

,organization. Since many federal state, and foundation-

. Supported programs face'the-eventuality of "gding it alone,". -

-

without the help of these outside agencies, this problem of
{ M . '
chafiging a program from teﬁporary, experimental, or-pilot

status .to "regular” status takes on something of 3 universal_ .

] * I-“ .

-

) : . PO ¢ * ~ - .
quality. . . B
; . -

Sec0nd RENP is located in Washington, D.C., close

-~

to the source bf federal funding amd grant superv1s16n. _As
it enjoys the interesting condition’of 0perating di-

a L
reé%ly undex the Congress. The relationship in some ways ig®

such,

prototypical of the‘fedéral—local interaction wxﬁhout the

. AY

-

‘w
%3
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media'tion of® state government and regional offices ofwbé-
. T, ey M y . In
partment of Health,»Eﬁucation'énd Welfare which often admiris—

‘ker federal grants. It allows, then, a. spec;al relatlonshlp
4;0 develop between leaders in the communlty and” the publlc '

schools and key. Senators and House members on v1ta1 commlt—

-~ Pl o LI

tees, partlcularly Approprlatlons and D C. Affalrs + Fur-

&

"thermore, the adm1n1ster1ng agency, at flrst the U.S. Office

of Educatlon, and later the Nat10na1 Institute of Educatlon,

s

is more access1b1e,to local’ officials’ than would typ1ca11y

be the case in the federal- local relatlonshlp. While few if

P

.any other American school systems have such c&ose brox1m1ty )

to the entire fed )pollcy and approprlatlgns machlnery,

4% % .

“H
this cdse is hel] fﬁf>and 1nformat1ve because‘lt puts all

.

the segments of educational chéhge in one place for study

the 1eg1s1ature, eyecutlve, che1v1ng school system, publlc

‘in contact, and articipants in the’ 1nnovat10n 'as well.S

-

Thlrd‘/ RENP .was by most standérds a moderate educa-

-

tional 1nnovat10n,‘one that was .adopted wlth llttle batt11ng
w

ovér mission. Few crltbcs_argued»agalnst the rovemengigf
N ' . -

nor the need to improve sehoolsidn Anacbstia. ‘ﬁgther
- . * ‘.7‘ ,. * ,} . '

‘ confusion and problems surtound®more "administrative" matters:

3

. 7,
operationalizing goals, levels of fundlng, foc1 of contral,
A
the lOngthS of gettlng started, and dlfflCUlty of dea 1ng

w1th the varied groups (Congress, school system, commun1

‘unions, and commun1ty board)--not the trauma of rad1ca1

»
change. Thus, RENP and its predé(‘ssor ACSP fi€ nicely
s

. .
v he M
o~ S
. 14 .= <
P

€
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“4) 1nto the{notlon of, 1ncremental planned change, the’ approach
. ) : 7

'qpst fayored by establlshment flgures in government and

.
¥ N hd

educatron.§ One cannot attribute the problems of making

AN
*

e

changes in the‘REN§ situation, then, to the radicalness of

C ¥ the ideas ‘nor their thremts to the gontinuation of the
Y : system. But rather, the resistance and problems are of a
’h -ﬁ more mundane nature; or, in Pressman and Wildavskyls wosés,
* are of "a prosaic and everyday character."7' Decisien-nakers
. -, + " in Washington, D.C. schools and federal agencles may’glnd,

the case a usefql and generalizable one, then, for little

» hd Y‘
- ) ..

that is truly extra-ordlnary occuEEed

o~ _Finally, thls chapter adds to a growing body of~llter-

< 3

. s atnre and_ theory on planned'change in organlzatlons,,an opus
of great importance but Jf little clarity, -Since in-“such re-

. . ‘S R \1
 search to, a great extent ‘each organizational setting and in-

~ e ‘.
novation is un;qpe;\each time, frame is-different; and each

‘research method and approach is peculiar to the innovation
. - .

. L4
under examination; we ‘are unable to find an adeguate and

\wiaely acceptable theory of organizatéonaljchange} Instead,
thls chapter takes a case, RENP, and‘analyzes lt in terms
of current knowledge and takes the theory a siep further.

o The research method 15_2%55'5_3_1' an approach thgt

~ has.éained some respectability among social scientists'wof

. late.e' It involves (1) an jntensive look at a single (or

< ’ . . . .
- comparable) phenomena, (2) "¢taken 'at.a single point in time

z ' or over t1me, -(3) by follgwing- the prognam longltudlnally

or by researching back through time. 1In the case of our

*

- . v

) - - + . V-4 R e
1C ‘ ' 15 o
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. RENP 1nvest1gathon‘%ﬁe started 1nterg1ew1ng, observ1ng, adﬁ

. readlng documents‘}n 3377 a decade’iftEr the Hoject was
-f;rst dlscusSed g?l?rofessox-Au Harry Passow in h1s fsport

to the‘D Cs Board of nduc&tlon andubrooklngs 1nst1tut10n
. A A LN

held meetlngs on the}Sltuatlon in D.€. schools.9
" — - ~'-'b -
Q‘ _,The list Qf 1nterv1ewees for this s dy 1s found in

the‘éppenaix:\\?ﬁz§ include ‘administrators 1n the school sys—

tem, currently and in’ the past; ‘teacher and administrator
‘- °. ’ . ' .. b
unionyleaéers, past apd present; RENP directors and staff:
14 - ) .
members of the Regio

community board; National Institute

= H .
and representatives of independent

v
~ -

izens United for Better Public Edu-

of Education personnel;
® agencies like th .C.
ge es like €k9<C

. 10 . 2 o las . A
cation. Types of documénts'scrutinlzed include (specific

- -
~

o~ . ’ L. : .., . g r
" documénts are footnoted in the text later 4in the chapter) re- 3

ports on RENP by schqpl system fficial, NIE, and outside

consultaﬁ%s--newsoaoér accoun s on RENP and the school system .- .

-

.of relevance; and int®r- and intra—orgaqizational memoranda .
- Py v -

. 2
A .

'offwhfch'tHEre was much ﬁSinCe bureaucracies.génerate materi-

’ -

. o
: als routlnely and increase their efforts where conflict and'

’ - 1
- negctlatlons are 1nvéivedq(perhaps to state their posltion

concretely and to .project their agencies), we were the bene-
’ 1
flcgarles of the results” of-these modus.operandl.
We observed the work of several Program Facilitators

. and Aiﬁes—iﬁ an elementary school and Balloﬁﬁﬁfgh»Schoél,
tpe heetlng ‘of the Reglon € CAnacostla} Communlty School
i
Board, and,pan Jackson (RENP directorx;;n the RENP office.

.These observations were not s?stematld instead they gave a
- 3 N : o . . .

A
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. along (durlna the plannlng, 1mp1ement1ng, ang_ 1ncorporat1ng

* . _p}ace, not on&§ at the p01nt of ;mplementatlon, but all

notlons of‘ mutual adgptatlon, nl5 a construct posited by 4’
> . S 1
McLaughlln to ‘explain the 1nteract10n between innovation and

.
h

organlzat;on . between RENP- and the publlt schools, 1n this

-case. " - 1 .55 . .

L3
-~

LY

3 Our not10n 15 that these accommodatlve act10n$ take <
e

-

+

- stages;as well); but that mutual adaptathn alone is not st

sufflcvent to explaln the aec1szon-makers in action. We

g -~ '

1ntrodu6e, ‘in add;tron, the idea of. "investment and Yin- ) “« &

2 <

IS ..

centive,” much in the veih of poljitical economic analysis:

Actor groups_weigh the level o "sunk obstsf--running from

minimal during the planning-adoption. phase (where little

.;’tafff‘time and’ dollars are ,involved) through imp}.eméntation16
(wheré outside funds cover much'of the costs but system in-
A * - -
, . .. p
vestment increases) to institutionalization {where invest—.

ment ;s hlgh butz59 ds degenaence and constituency pressure

(W4 - :

_to @g*ntaln the services and the hlred staff)-. oo “
Ky
The incentive to 1nnovate, to melement, and to keep
" changes in’ staff, procedures, program, Yfacilities, and so on @
. - & . . ..- ( .

1)

is compared to the resistance to change inherent in any on-

A gging systém: e.g., organizations will not change since @%‘ .
do 50 is an admission By individual members that they have
» " .

. r) ) . - . . . ‘e *
failed; that- they might be replacéd by people more skilled L
o '

. : [ .
than they, and that if they remain, they mast try new routines A
“which must be learﬂed and mastered. It was outside agencieg . g%"

. . . - re .
.

.t - - -

17 ~ -
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feeling for the setting, the actors, and the“issues, an ‘ad-~,

-

& o

vantage a researcher wduld not have were he/she to do such

‘

a study‘after the progﬁam had closed

’

‘ iy
A >

‘ N A word or two moxg about the case method- 1t has—

[y
-

several uses that are relewvant to an analy51s of 1mp1ementa—

tion ang rnstltutlonallgatlon of RENP.

First, case §naly—'

sis has been found helpful in grounded theory generathﬁ -

‘ - '.

. a method’ by which theory building begsns, Glaser* and Stnauss

- <« -

explain, w1th the evo‘utlon of

-

the1r~propert1es, //p: an explosatory phase of theoreg 1cal

inguiry. Next, they contend, as data analysis begins, "each¢

incident is eompared with gthér Yncidents, or with proper-

ties of @ wcategory, in terms of as many similarities ang'

- 12
differences as possible !} "

3 . '
I y.. Glaser and Strauss continue
.

<

\
The constant comparison of incidents iﬁ‘this manner
tends to result in the creatlon of a "developmental”
theory. It especially facilitates the generation of
. theories of -proces$, sequence, and changs pertaining
o organizations, pos1t16ns, and soc¢ial 1nteract10n.13
. o . -

Thls kind of exerc1se--grounded theory generatlon--&

s e

described by Mlchel Cr021er as "an indispensable phase of

[§ i AL

"abstract categories and s

T .. L \.’
scientific develooment At this stage,"” he contlnues' .

‘,

The most impotrtant thing is té elaborate, the prob-

.lem . . . by developing systems of propositions : .
/ - still close to the concrete, but going beyond the
affirmation of banal interdependencies, and.appear-
ing solid an? significant enough to be tested in a .
later phase. ; . ‘ -

In particular, ge analyée'ﬁe development of RERP in
i _?.,_:‘ “
light of current, theories of change, expanding the basic .

’
#

-
- .
5

‘\
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; like the U.S.-Office of Edgcation and the National{Institutef

of .Education which enticed change with funds, promises of

Y

,f better resul{s, or in the case of RENP/ACSP, the enfranchise-

ment of new. constituencies which pressured for change.

It is theaprocess'of enticement and investment leading
‘& . ——
to mutual adaptation that forms the theoret1cal center of the

analys1s of RENP in this chaoﬁer. It congzibutes to an

Understandlng of the dynamics of change, besed on thé éarti-,

cular -case.. Once these 1pategories“ and "properties,” 'to

£ -

userGlaser and Strauss's ferms; are apolxed the opportunlty

- o4

ex1st$ for theories of change, g;éunded'ln the\RENP oase, to

be Dropounded

. A second use for case method is a preliminary one:
. 1

-

"case studles can suggest predlctor-crlterlon relatlonships
F

7
- that can later be verlfled through statlstlcs. 1.‘ Ann K. -

«

.

PaSanella, I her dlscusslpn of the Rand studies, offers

R4 -

-ths as a major reason for attemptlng case studlés. . Furthelk-

LY

more, oractltloners can learn ehe details of a case situation .

that statistical surveying bbscures{ and researchers can

- ~

understand both “typlcal" and’“dev1ant“ s1tuat10ns that also
18

wquld be washed out” by most statlstlcal analys1s.

. Finally, a number of decisions about the future of

RENP remain b be decided; data on RENP qua RENP might be -

-useful to de¢cision-makers in the public. schodls, Anacostia
. - & ‘
community and other communities in'Washington, D.C., who

x +
Fa . (@ -
. -~

might be trying to innovate, as- well as the fedefal governf

£ . . v Ti .
ment which has invested so“heavily in the project.

« - .
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Thls chapter ‘has three sectlons;ko follow- ’Flrst an

¢

-

’ xexploratgon qﬁﬁthq¢related theory and research on the 1mp1e—
‘€ " :

.

: mentatlon éf change in organlzation is reviewed and augmented

o .

1 ’

ko apply to thls case. Second the three'phases of ACSP/RENP

‘development ard’ analyzed u51ng the grounded theory from the

v

r ilrst séqt;nu Prlmary empha51s is‘placed on the’final

.phase,?1nst1tut10nallzat10n of change, however. ThlS phase

»
'has been least explored in other studles, deals thh the im-
< v v

pQ;tant question of permanency of change, and cpmpletes the
[} . - P

change cycle, from inception to, incorg?ration. Yrhe last

sectlon makes conc&ete suggestions to p$}1cy—makers ip the

Blstrlct og Columbia and elsewhere. Whai have we learned

about changes in in

-

ommunlty 1nvolvement,

;Si::ce education, c
and.the administrationof 1nnovat10n that .otherg may use?

«

o

What are ‘the potentlallfles and pitfalls. qf externally initi-
/

. Y

" ated change?

'y
« *

N

II. THEORY AND THE CASE

™

-

Though the study-of the implementation of change in

-~

-

S

- s

/
organizations. his bécome a major concern for researchers,

LY

there is a conspicuéﬁs absence of acceptable paradigms for
i N

)

analyzing' the nhenomenon.19 ‘Certain'attributes are useful

.o
’

/
as starting points, however, and can be applied to this-

“* .

study of RENP. They include the notion that change is an

’

’ 13 - ° » : L
interactive process) between innovation and organm(atlon

v . |
We discuss these

-—

) v
setting, and that change occurs in stages.
. . ‘

A

-
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CHange Study series, puts it\this way:

¢ 5 . . .
: -t
f / ¥ A

. . .o . . oL, . -
characteristics ih turn- and use them to 'structure this chap- '
- i = .

r

tero ¢ Sy ‘ﬂ' :_;' .? . (24
. . o < . i
Change as Forms of Social Interaction =~

®

et .

. L .
- T3 e

Change is a prociss, a dynamlc set “of organizational =

ID -
*

- ~ -
actions; it 1s also the somewhat unpredictable result ‘of " .
interaction betwee? the new program'and;the organlzatlonal
by ® — .
setting 'in which the change occurs. That is, organi%ational

.t s 2

20

. change is not, as Ronald Havelock and others posit, a

ratlonallstlc cons@ruct .£G be carried out 1n a controlled ' :

situation. Nor is it an automatic procedure llke the dlffu-
L 2 ) ’

.sion of a new strain of corn or new kinds of medicine; as
; . . . - 21 )
Everett Roger's "diffusion of innovation" madel portrays. -

S -

v

Instead, change involves the two-way impact of purposes be-
[ 4 - -

tween the host system anc the intended innovation, Mllbrey

o

Wallln McLaughlin, in her review of. flve books in the Rand

- $
Contrary to the assumptions underlying many, . .
« change strategies apd federal. change policies,"
~ we found that implementation did not involve
merely the direct and straightforward.appliga- . :
tion of an educational technology or-plan. Im- - .7
plementation was a dynamlc organizational, pro-
cess that was shaped over time by interactions . ’ .’
between project goals and methods and the insti-
tutiongd setting., _As such, it was neither auto- ‘ C
mat£C nor certain. ’

- [y
ST . LY - Y

W

r

More specifically, %in some cases both innov&tion and organi-

Zational setting change, "hmutually adapt" to one another, a

sitadtion which is not necessarily a compromise of guality .
. 4 . ‘ .
or,intent on the part of either party. Rather, McLaughlin .
. Tt
. s .

3 NS S s
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.S@ems to indicate that in some situations both the project

aﬁd,the setting are impggved by their accommodation to the’
-~ o
\\( ’ goals of the other. Whether this is the case or not, the

study of change as interactive is a useful heufistic.
As shown in Table 1, however, "mutual adaptation”
~ - . (cell A) is but gne gf four'PLssible kinds of interaction.

If the 1nstltutlonal setting remains unchangé&' then ’
\ ‘ '
-\ McLaughlln terms tnls Lorm of 1nteract10n cooptatlgn -~-as

\ the 'system merely benas the innovation to its use without

2

changing the local staff behavioré or the institutional

setting, as shown in cell B. { ,on the other h;nd the
organlzatlon accepts lﬁe 1nnov£¥10n ad is, without making
‘alterations, then "technical %earning“ has occurred. This

- ' cateéory seems most unclear in 'her construct, perhaps be-

cause she cannot seem to accept the possibility that organi?

_?at%oqs can and do change in response, to incentives withoﬁé

altering the innovation. That is, the term :implementatiqﬁ"
. . A k-

/ is missing from the tybblogy. - -

: ., ) ;
. i‘*o' ) L ' TABLE I "_\"_;'

. L N N o - 1
-z < ‘(.’
. Nature of Organization-Inmovation Intgrattion
’ in the Change Process: A Model ;-

Project Change?

~ [ [P
~
I/ -

- - Yes / ,Np, .

- . - 4
[/ e
I'd

¥
W

Q.

\/// Yes | A Mutual / - nghnolqglcal
- i AAti 1 Adaptation. |  Learnin LImplemen—
: Orgag; atloni' 7 |- tation? .
’ Change? . -. / - Z .

No | B Cooptation .-|D Nonimplementation

b - # —~

7§« . — - . £ - y '~_

r- '

FaLd
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. & ‘Finally,.ceil D shows "Sinimplementation,"'a situation where
e -the program fails to fit\into the setting and the'Organiza-
. ¢ ‘I - ¥ N ’ -+ o ,

" “tion remains as 15.23 T . ) »

4 !

s "

For our purposes in analyzing the Response to Educa-

=i tlonal Needs Progect betWeen 1967 and 1977 the 1dea of

<

"mutual adaptation appears most approprlate. And Yhat is

"even more intereSting about our case is the presende of’ three-

o !

way accommodation among” the participants in the innovation

(RENP directors, board members, aides, Program Paé@litators)f—

.

the drganizational Setting (leaders of the District of Colum-

— bia schools), and the fundino organization (staff members of

-

the u.s. Officg of Educatlon and the Natlonal’Instltute of

Educatlon) At times, in the‘adaptatlon process, the inter- _ *.

actlons showed two_ayents comb1n1ng to deal with the third.

-

0 ~

s ’ The result over time was that the behav1ors of all ree

153 .

¥ were modified in relatlonshlp to the others, as thls chapter—
w1Ll .show. For example, RENR in part responded tobmandates

from NIE to 1mplement certain components of the program,

~ . 7

- the school'system of the District of Columbia accommodated
% -
part of the RENP program and its staff (while rejecting
A others) into regular district functions, and NIE departed

- .
[ .

from its regular mission of suppOrting\iiii;rCh'to monitor
s 4 = o ~.
and respond to the pressures and needs- of thie Andcostia com-

munity—based program, RENP. In McLaughlin‘s words, then,

programs dre. of ten successfully carried out where pro;ect
. . -goals and methods weré modified tq. suit the needs and 1nter-‘ - ¢
_:ests of local staff and in vhich that staff changed to meet

- . L4

L A
23 :
L j - . Y * e




the requirements of the project."24 In the round robin of

RENP-NIE-DCPS interaégﬁons-/there was'mgph evidence of

e, . ‘ $. .. . .
settings, it has a number of serious limitations.

t while this concept may be .useful in a very general
sen € in analyzing the interactions of new programs and their

First, the

"eithér-or" character of the typology makes mgasurement and
. b ‘ )
analysis diffieult. How does one know when

"changes" occur?
, ’

How major de these alterations.have t@ be £p beé called

PR

"adaptations?"

5 .
What 1f the innovation changee_grgatly and

Is the

) .
the setting only a lrttle?’ "mutual” er enly Slightly

"mutual?” And is not the very presence of a new program in

the repertoire of the host system to be considertd a change
:

in it? Second, systems and 1nnovatlons are constantly in a

state of flux-anyway, as key leaders come and go and ge?eral

actor knowledge; maturation, and SOphlSthatlon 1ncpease.,

Can one attrlbute such 1ﬁ3;;endent c¢hanges, both in the in-
* ¢
novaxion and the organization staff, to the interactive

- » -

effect of the two soc1al unlts or mlght such chgnges have
happened without the presence “of the other party? Sincte’

McLaughlin's data were gathered from classrooms behavior

primarily, the locus of activiti®@s isq@ore predictable and ..
\ ) . ) L
nagrow than the RENP situation._ . .
"4
- Flnally, even lf We realize that there is some re-

P I

1ationship between program and system, that they are

. . \
¢

) 24 - .. -
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~ influencing one another in some way (e-gs, allow1ng the otheg 'r'
. 6 -, - . :
to 1mprove), the problem stlll remalns of descrlblng the : )
» ’ f -, . . .
eyblutien and qualrty of 1nteraotxon. Furthermore, we . .-

4T .

spould not &lscount>fhe res1stance that many systems exhlbltg

-~ A

"»

to changlng thelr routines, for 1nd1v1duals within them find

2 -5" o thelr present activity to meet their 1h§;yi§ual needs. Also

N "
PRy

NG

. L . . . ) . . .
o . " they are busy gd&rylng out their regylar dutiés and may find. v

L. 1] : ® - K 1
3 Learnlng and d01ng new procedures to be costly ih human

energy and dlstract1ng from the performance of all tasks.

‘\

- " Why then do systems attempt to 1nnovate7 How can out-

side dgencies stimulate change? A golltlcal econofiyr model as

- -

- propounded by schotars 11Pe Anthony Downs and&Mancur Olson\

/ - .
would say that it {s perfebtly rational for actors to con- \

tinue doing what they currently do, for these efforts are re-
- sponses to their environment as is: Wher oq@side federal

) P .
decision-makers ask these staff members ‘to-change, without

~

. .. N ‘
) also gltering the working enviromment, the incentive system, =~ __ ‘.

the 'in-system person wotld be "irrational,” if not foolish,

to abandon established  actions which are pressing to try

something new--and less pressin§-~on faith'..25 Also, since

"

L

outsiders cannot guarantee-that the new way -is really better, -

0

what it is, the change agents .face the ‘recalcitrance of people P

- . . t . 26 ’ ’ .
in the organlzatlon. . .

T “ With the three orgajizations (RENP, DCPS and NIE) ac-
S oo T T T T
tually playing a role in the casé, the resistance at first °,

- 1 R .
-resided in the school system, vis-a-vis ‘the federal agency; .

v -

T \

the tecSEology of educational practlcetand evaluation being

|
i
|




o s

. e ?

‘
/

“later, when ACSP: and RENP were functioning, these’ innovation

members had a stake in yhat they were‘doing.

- . . .

exhibited resistance to duggestions from NIE, since their

—_— . ) %? vae ©
7'
that a ratlonal actor will react to -

-~ .

. We can Say, then,

"his/her env1ronment and that these dec151on-makers w1ll ‘make

s 7 . &
an assessment of their collective invéstmeht.in the 1nnovat10n-
—_—

By investment is meant the level of funds," time, prestrge,

space, materials, etc. bommitted or- uced to date ©on

the innovation. The assupption is

staff;
at if actors in a system

t
have expended scarce resources on a program, them the incen-
\ ) .
tive exists to maintain or expand the program.

Likewise, &

external agencies place funds and etredibili{y on the line LS

when they invest in‘a new program. Certainly, NIE was vulner-

able and was expected by Congress and other watchdog groups

Py

to support RENP. An incentive, then, is a ‘motivating fac-

tor--financialf psychological, political--to pursue a course
# ) - -
of action.

N

- ‘Whatever the reasons for i itiating the change, what- .

ever the incentive system looks like; and whHatever the nature

0
L

of the mutual{adaptation, there seems to.be three phases in-

the change pr?cess. o i .o

-

The Phases of Change . ’ .. L

\7- Research also 1nd1cates that _many planned effofi;s to

alter org&nlzatldsal behavior go through roughly three stages~

First, to use the phrase of Berman -and McLaughlyn, is a Ela

nlng-adoptlon phase - whereln a decision is reached to try a
e ) R

N -

[ S} > -
N - P .
N y

« ° L7

- \ .26 -

*
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. * new approach and to define it initially.

- 20 .“ T,

4

Second the adop-

t#on effort*may ledd to 1mplementatlon, the actual beglnnlng

of a, pew program or.approach. Flnally, the functioning pro- =
Fy ? ’ . A

may undergd incorporation (Berman and McLaughlin's
27

¥ -

term

--or we prefer 1nst1tutlonallzatlon--1nto the on-g01ng
C

operatlon of “the organization.

L 3 -
%

+ We are primarily concerned ‘about the final phase, the
. permanent and long-last outcomes of” the decade:lgngmeﬁfort,w

4

. -4 .
So why bother to include the first eight turgid years -

RENP,
during which the project struggled %o define itself, put
staff -in” the field, hold on to a director (there were nine),

and provide services to teachers and thus to children? For

these reasons? The change process is not, afte; all, the

last crowrng achievement of the task of improving organiza-

-

tions; it is a somewhat continuous, interconhected, and long-

-~  term effort. One cannot understand the’institutionalization
period without'some knowledge of the‘intent,'prohlems;/and‘ R
deﬁaifs of the formative periods. Clues which we might pick
..-up at the last phase of the change process must be tested
/; at least understood by retrospéctlve analysis; the cluesl

(Similar-

may wellbe part of trends, extant. from the onset ‘?

LN ly, perhaps, the 1nvest1gatlon of the .course of human psycho-

Y 10g1cal grfowth depends on data from childhood and adolescence,
- n . .
as, well as information on the adult psyche ) ca

» N -

*,

o Is rt not too early to evaluate the change process in .
-: ¥ 3 “!
N the case of RENP, even though the p '

7

= only been functlonlng fully for about a .year--out of its'~ R’ 2

w
.

.
. ~ ‘ ] - . * “

ram components have ™ 1-
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" linear.

.aiQ}fferent'syetem'for having had RENP. - . -

much 1ongex life? Life in organizations is not necessarily

RENP made more progress in 1976 than in all other.

years combined: ;eaéership stabilized, sfaﬁf were trained,
. ! vt ¢

teachers were taught, and a system of accountability wherein

-~ . 7 ~,

staff rkported to schooi-based Program-Facilitators who in

¥
And the
gradual~w1thdrawal of funds in 1977 stlmulated the public

-~

cturh'reported to RENP. directors was in place.

school system to absorb and %se some program componenti’

staff (sometimes wi _,Sltle changes), and to continue re-
cognizing the adhering to thé decisions of the community -
school board (Region I board). ‘

So while the transition to institutional status for

RENP 1s recently. occurring 1in the Ffall of 1977, it is

enough of an event “to warrant and to complete the study of ﬁ
the "life cycle" of organizational inmovation begun 'in 1967.
Lessons for futyre change,agents can be'noted; an evol;ed .
modei of organizational change'is in evidence; both the .
"failures" and the "successes” are presenr for analysis;

and though there are qg/clear-cpt data om the impact of BEﬁP
on students kan important output variahle), there is e;idence

that, the project is in place and the inétifﬁtion,-DCPS, is

-

The phases of adoption, fmplementation, and institu-

tionalization each have thelr ‘own partlcular problems, ques-

tlons, and dynamlcs for research and requlre shifts in con- -

ceptualization to undersﬁand. - . Z.

1. AdoEtion:

Social systems are stimulated to' change

28"
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[ d

)

‘7

<

] sultants?

4

because of internal unrest (dissidents within the oréaniza- ’

[
<

A number of problems

tlon), external pressures, or both

accompany the 1n1t1at10n‘ﬁ)f change- who should do the plan-

nlng?'the government, the commurity, the public schools, con=- -
7 P 3 . P

. ) . -
Whé?should be asked to approve the outcomes? On

what scale-;financial and temS%ral--sbould new programs be

P 13
cast? What purposes should be considergd? Béfore a plan

in‘effect, basic rutes gg‘the game (who =Y

can-be adopted,

o ! ) — . - L

should play, by whlose rules, in wh#t arena,.to-shat end&?)

mus:q%volve; otherwise, the activities have no shapé, direc- .
-

' tion, parameters.28 . ' .- ) A

1

/ "An analysis of the planning and adopxlon of the Ana-

C:f:;1a p 3ect (later RENP? is 1nterest1ng because rules were
established nor were they arrlved at easlly. We.see,

then, the anatomy of early Dlannlng as groups government

school system, black communlty, unlverslty consultants par-

t1c1pate in setting the bas1c rules of the process. Nothlng

& *
is preordained, "given,” or easily accepted. We see the

sparks fly and'the'structure of the new innovat¥ofi emerge;

and we are surprised that anything was put ,together, consider- |

. L
1ng the number of interest groups, the. d1vers1ty of expecta-
! L4
and the lack of diréction. Herein 11es another fascl—

[
.

tlons,

.

nating guality of early ACSP/RENP. Despite the initial diffi-

~

culties, it did in fact begin imélementat{on, though with

mQre problems in evidence than midht have occurred had the
=3

adoptlon phase gone more smoothly and more consensus been
¥

attalned We "learn thdt in sp1te,of the worst 1ldid plans of

4 R e < -

. -
.
29 - 4 - ; ’
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S men and mice, things are accompljshed
’, « . . R N - . ¢

.8

-0 2 Implementa . The transition from planning to d01ng

>

requlres many of the qualltles we assoc1ate with formal or-

FEAR

.ganization: jobs~mustabe speczfied and filled; routines es-

'taﬁliéhed and‘t;igd} spéée occﬁpied and used; materialsg, cre-
1 . b ’
. . - < i; - . .

« ated and gtili;edi/andpa vertical division of responsibility

PR - .

‘(people doing.specific tasks together) evolved and accepted.
- ‘ i . - -

~;/B9bions of eff@pieﬁcy are introduced as staff become account-

, v
- -

able to pegfg and sﬁperiors,"Problems during the implementa=+
© ,tion phaée often involve guestions ef regularity -and the
legitimacy of authority.

2

Who should leaé the program (an

. -
~

insider from DCPS; a new face, full- or part-time) and with

what responsibilitils? What program components should be

. .

.séarted'and/in_whét‘order? And overall, icient

« ‘ .

is there suff
<

routinization in the relationships between the new project

and its,working environmert

L ’ .
* ment? SN ’ -

-

- s -

,‘Again,.iﬁ the RENP case,.many of these gueries would

- Y

[ »

be answered as no, yet somehow over an eight-year perlod be-
¢ %

tween 1968 and 1976,.grapual 1mplemenbatzon’

a

- But each part of the Innovatlop (communl

s accompllshed.

des, community

. J - €
. L]

. organazers, community 'schdol- bogrd ana inservice tralnlng)

—
€

was stablllze&nw1th great effort. Agaln, this case provides

. .

b ¥ - " » v .
aéta on..how to and not to implﬁment new programs. Continued

rsupport from Conuress which made the progranp possible ‘was

) g
mazntazned 1n partd because of p011t1ca1 access_and pressu;é
-‘f . . \ N__\

e

- £
'to, sustain organiz&tional attain--
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- 3 . ¢ -

* . - - - . - - c
s - ~ and through an interesting alliance between the project-and .

. " its host, the pgblic school gystém. We dan\gsf, then, ih' I

-

time lapse pictures, he-glow emergence of RENP as a,fuinc- .

- tioning innovation, taking many years to be implemenfed. ' .
. v I - ~ . “ . ‘ . .

. 3. Institutionalization: What happens when thei external

-

funding diminishes? What laséing effects of the prbgram may

* .
.

remain in the workfpgs of the,pﬁblic schools and what have

‘change agents learnedé #ftom the ten-year process? Lasting
- . ~ - . -
.. change "in organizations occurs when one or more of the fol~ ]
s : . - AN
lowing characteristics is altered in a more or less permanent
. c )
way: first, the mission of the organization changes because.

of the presence of the innovation;. this meshing of program
values and systems values is only a preliminary but import-

. ant step. In the. case of RENP, merging of missions was evi- s :

-~ -

‘ dent in two -areas, the involvement of community leaders in

‘ s s ' s foo
school operations (through the Anacostia Community School

Board;_later’the'Region I band}; and the incorporation of

RENP approaches 0 inservice education int6 the office of the

. #Deputy SupeYintemndent for Instructional Services.

[ s .

' * -c . . . ) K + 3
‘{ . Segqnd, institutionalization is evident when new zobs
. : . < .
| . « ; f - . -

are created.ané maintained, for lasting ¢hange in organiza-

¥

‘tions is not possible unless at least some members are ex-

pected‘ko perférm différently. Tﬁese roles mé§ be new or_
4 e may be-fgéastiﬁj of existing ones. In either case, some. ,
. actors ﬁust,havé new responsibflitie; as evidenée.of’{ﬁfiitu~ .
- = tionali;e&'éhange. During RENP, four new roles wefe,éreated:

- : ¢« - =~ 3 o <

"

» - N - « . *

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ~ -e “
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Program Facilitators Sthe master teachers who taught reading

e - or math'to other teachers),.Community Aides, Community Or-

“ganizers, and community board!members. 'The first t§pé were

- profeséiénals, certified and ténu}édr-the community staff ’

were not and found the t;ansfer from federal funding to DCPé
l‘isupport more difficult-thoggh mostAall\were absorbed into

. non-RENP posts. And the community members of the board con-

tinued as permanent parts of the governance of the Digtiict

schools, '‘Region I.

- Third, institutionalization occurs when routines «

—

‘s

change in a permanent way; this aspect corresponds, of

o course, to the presente of new roles--new roles defined by

neﬁ.functions. Does the system ﬁow "do" something different-
- . . -
~ ly in(an on—goiﬁg way than ;t did before? 1It appears that-
C insérvice gchation and scﬁéol governance”in'gegion I are
now permanently differéent than they were prﬁor to‘thé coming

of RENP-, both evidenée of change in the school éystem.

Fourth, institutionalization occurs when the organi-

zational structure is altered in an on-going way. It is the -
S 4 IS

change in structure that su%tains the staff an the program.

By(séructure we mean the location of the program in the

-

»
#

org;nizatioha%,chart, its rei?tionship‘&ith t?e hierarchy, | .
its status inithe budget,";;d itg place in/the communications
system. Whereas RENP was outskde the day-to—da; workings of
péPS, its offices isolated Irom dowﬁtownuopgratibns, and its

staff somewhat cut off from the flow of information among

P -

top decision-makers (board of education, superintendents,
. ' )

-“ " LR - ]

Q A—— . < "
"ERIC - o 32 k- .
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and their deputies). during the implementatiqniﬁﬁase, one’ sign

L]

of final 1nst1tut10na112at10n was the meshlng of organrzatlon-'

7/

.al and program structures. RENP was aflxed to the off4ce of

the Deputy Superlntendent, was supgorted by 1n-klnd funds 1n

- the regular budget, and at each lexel of Egs'systemb staff

(%

= , oo .
were accountable to adm1n15tra€4§e heads. QOrganization in~ 7~

[ s - L} ’

tegration had occurred.

L

It is trqe,-however, that RENP was nof absorbed whoie

-
A3

and as was. Adaotatlons in staff, function, and purpose was

ev1dent, as the McLaughlin model predxctei{ Bqt the 1nvest7/

ment in RENP after ten years uas great enough to sﬁstain

*

’ i

into its final phase. A professional constituency 1nc1ud_é
N i

Director Dan Jackson, teachers, and other staff emerged;. {
i

alsp and equally important, a lay pressure group developed3

led by the Region I board and supported by a rather d;ffuse‘

constituency from the community. Eventually, it was a com-

bination .of pressure, the needs of DCPS to fulfill the needs

’

of children of Anacostia te improved education, and theééit‘ .

¢ .

between RENP and DCPS mission that paved the way for systems

incorporation of the project. -

PHASE 1 e -

*

- Planning the Anacostia Experiment .

-
- *
-

Underlying all efforts tqQ progote planned ¢hange is
the belieﬁ, perhapg} the ideolOéy, that there‘i§'a direct

relatioﬁsbip betweeq_tﬁet§tyle of planning and the outcome

«
-

*
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¥

hPlaﬁning mﬁstabé controlled--or at least highlyeinflﬁenc

.~

'of the effort.- That 1s, approach determlnes outcome. °'RENP .

is, a good case to test this notion, for a number of approach-
es were trled and the butcom@s were somewhat dlfferent from

what mlght have been expected. ;\\ ( . v ,
TwO approaches will be charactérized, applieéd, and
generalized from., First, the Rational Pladning'hpproach'(which

-

will be called Type A) involves a High reliaﬂCe on "efficient
n29

declslon-maklng, goal- settlng, ang. opt10n-bu1ld1ng to be,

done by edueatlowal experts. Problems are often reduced to
tecpnical levels and solved through desjign and careful imple-

mentatioi. If only the policy-makers would take a Type A

tack, the argument goes, the changes in organizations, could

" be co&pleted succegsfully.' It is the public and the politice

of oolicy enactment that prevent efficient plaﬁning and exe-

cution, so the-Tyﬁe A line of reasoning goes.,‘ |
Second, the Participative;Advocacy Approach (Type B} .

.rests on the notion that organiaations should be changed by

the clients of the organization. In fact, it is the technod’

3
-

crats, “experts; ‘and outside consultants, having & stake in

the status quo, who only perpetuate the éﬂisting problems.

M : N ! < A a :, 0
by- the recipients of social-services, in order to guarantee'

-

‘that goals are- congruent with the needs of .the group«

>

¢ :
Soc1a1 _problemnis, according to Type B thlnklng,'cagnot be re-

-

*duced to matters of technique; the§ stem from,dbgper socio=-
. politioal'difficultieb that only the enfranchisement of the

_patrons of these social services can-correct. Advocacy,
7 = »

: -
“ :}4 . .~

n
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4

community involvement, democratic processes, and redistribu-

tion of power lie at ‘the-heart of Type' B approaches to
changing organizatioans. ' .

4

. So while Type A Stresses control, ggtiona}ity, and pro-

fessipnalism Type B emphasizes participatién, broad-based
- ' : L4

- < .
decision-making, and the sanctity of those being planned

for. Type A planners impose ¥Valtes on the system; Type B -

Y

solieits indigenous opifion and supports community involve-

-
t

ment and control of the outcomes. ZZe former places primécy

"; the latter, on "the ocess.” Type A skeks

and ofderly change while Type B is more cancerneq
about e éging Fhe patren community even if this approach is:

. less ooth.  And Type A has.gfeat'fa%th in top-down c;ntro#/'
(the/rule of the experts); Type B believesAin a kind of raw

-

pier, client groups learn best ard benefit most if they

»

given significan£ control over the planping and implé— '

|

menting of change. - o .

ygneither‘higﬁ rationalify nor lay input} rather the goal
LG ‘g .

becomes ‘the survival and the maintenance of the project and’

-—

the behavior Pecomes that of qoaliiion bwrilding between pro-

* '3 M - . .
. fessionals #nd cpmmunity people,- political actions directed

/
~

at funding:soufbes (Congress and DHEW), and a strong-survival

-, t4 y

e
s

-35°
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reflex. Each group-~the community leadership and the formal
- .~ . i ,c -
organizational hierarchy--gives up sole claim to control

~ . -

-« the project, compromising sole authority in order to save

" the program from the loss of fund$ and existence. Here

practlcallty ‘takes precedence over claims to profe551onal ex+

pertlse and ratlonallpx on the one hand (Type A) and over

the bellef that‘ihly the people can determine what they

J -

.need ‘'on the other (Type B). The Type C approach in the Dis-
trict of Columbla was greatly aided by the presence of Con-

. i . . r{
gregss, the press, and-the U.S. Office of Education, ready

. f
targets for the political efforts of 'the local coalition.31

Successfully, then, over an-eight-year period, Type C
E 3 ‘3

behavior was able to maintain federal funding support, de-.

spite the rather slow start which characterized the project.

But by 1976,'and'the formatiye ‘evaluation required as part
. . <
of‘FIE's egFluation\pf the project, it was clear té;t RENP jf

was ipdeed a functlonlng program: inservice education was

underway in 14 schoﬂis[ aldes and tommunity organizers fﬁgm

Anacostia were d01ng their respect;ve tasks; and the communi-
—
ty school_ board was making signififant decisions in areas*

ranging from Regien 1 suPerintendenci hirings to building

maintenance and safety. RENP had bought time, and the long-

range effects were the incorporatidn of change-into the on-
going, functiqns of pcrs.® Time made the differepce and Type

. . - L4
C behavior had helped secure that tipme. .

-

£

»

In this section, we deteil ghe following developments

in RBYP's early history: : "
. G - *
r‘ & -

/

/

-
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.4- ’ , )% ' ‘ (
"l. At the onset, both Type A and Type B piannlng approaches

- -

, Were attempted and abandoned , We focus on the forces that un-

L]

_dermlned these efforts. - \ N

—_—

. by teams of outsiders who were deemed by the planners as

perts" in urban educatfion.

ca prodd
that assessed pro

_Teacher College-Colu ,ia‘University, a consultan

. ¢
- L

- [ —— —

" Z.A Type C approach resulted, giving tife Fof the various
program'components to deﬁelop.‘ : “

~ C
.3. Over tlme, commitment was solidified; the pnogect adjus-

ted to be1ng in the school system; and conversely the system

“

came to depernd on RENP. It was th§§~mutua11ty of outlook an&

1nterest that prepared RENP for 1nst1tut10nak12atL0h‘1n 1977

€

a topic to be.discussed in a later secgaonu
L

= *

The Experts Gear Up B

z J .

The Project.yas concdeivgd by a diverse groupsof experts

important. As originally fdonceived, the program would be de-

3

veloped, introduced into}the public schools, and monitored

Tex-
§

£

‘ In June 1967, e school board of the Distri

bia received from a cribbler," Professor A. Har Passow,
. ~

. 7
.

's report

s in the public schools of/ the Distgiot -

2 7 B
and. recommended major reforms.>? A month later, at a meeting
“held in the Bro

= 8

z

Nn
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a

—at a cost Of $25 million.

e

N A
- - ‘._- . %

school board members. The decision was made to seek admini-
" stratiomsupport for financing the Passow recommendations,

. The District's school would be

-

designated an "educational laboratory," (interesting choide’

of terms), underlining the technical abproaéh to problem

solving. President Lyndon B, Johnson took no action ¢n the”™

o .

reeommendation,'perhaps being too busy with the re-~orgarniza-
tion of the D.C. government tg allow a publlcly-elected
school board to be constituted. 33 -
The scene‘shifted to the U.S. Office of Education at
President Johnson's request where Dr. Harold Howe 1I chaired
a task force that recommended the creation of-a "@ggel edn-

catiorfal system" in Washingﬁon at a cost of $10 million. The

suggestions from the Brooklngs meetlng were Geemed too expen-

<

sive and too cbnt:overslal.//%galn, as earller, these task

force members conceived of their role as professlonai @ut-

-

side planners; local participation was to bé smeilé develop-

(.
ment of the new plan would be done by a special council”

over a five-year period. This group would be selected from

among outstanding deans of education, college presldent, and

- e . - .
school” #Zdministrators. Another group of external--though
more pqagtical--experts,*ten large city superintendents, were
s - s N - . -
to act as.a "national advisory coundil.: Once the District

. ¢ ) .
of Columbia school board approved 'the U.S. Office plan, 1ts
# o .

cqntrol would be slight. ' -

~

-

In' the fall of 1967, President Johnson presented a

message on the Dlstrlct included was a request for $10

-

. . . . .
N - 38' . . Fy
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as Ve -
. . .

milldon for the "major model school‘éxper%ment," following ,

-

some of the Passow report recommendations. In particular,

.

and one

new

‘ .

- ; .
Johnson stated nine goals, several programs,

.

« ‘ . - . . . . .
concept” for the new program. Goals included reviving in-

- C

terest of citizens in schools, retraining teacheﬁs, bringing

students the best 'in teaching methods and materials, revis-

.
- -

ing the cur;icglum,:equipping graduatéé to find ﬁobs, seek-

ing alliances between schools and émplpyers, giving students

" a chance to learn at their own pace, and serving a section
. i
* L
of the city where the needs were greatest. The proposed
- - &

’,

programs, for example, include pre-school and early childhood

é?forts, WOork opportunities‘for high school students, coun- !}

-,

seling and health services, regular retraiﬁfng for teachers,

*

.

and cooperative efforts between schools and other agencies ‘in

the. District. A new concept was described, a "community

-

P . . .- .
school" wherein families are involved in year-round education

and recreation -at the schools in«tfg;p/ﬁeighborhoods. Communi-

. 4 ~ A
ty service agencies, the Distrcit's school system, and the

U.S. Commissioner of Education are t¢ develop the "farge- .

-

.- . . 35
scale school experiment."

On March 13, 1968, Commissioner Howe urged District ‘
. > ”

-

school officials to propode programs’ to meet thé President's,

-

,‘recommquatf6ﬁs. He explained that these proposals can be

. A
written with-help from consultants, that he wll take an "ad-

- - «

visory ‘role only and tha%'theﬁ“ cal éduqation authoriries

. will take the leadership roig." Why the 180-degree turn on

. -
*




"the District for federal funding.3® '

By

>

T ~F_ ¢ o ‘ -
: ) T .« - )

, y 4 . .
~she task of the outside experts is not totally xclear; D.C.
. ¢ N 4
school superintendent Manning turned to the Community’ Council,.

@ group representing 75 local organizations) created to imple-
- ; Py - -

ment the Passow-Report, to select a demonstration sige in '
: C

9

So much for outside expeits and the control of the

" professional planners: from here on out, the decision pro- - T

cess and the ‘implementatidn of change will be alternately
~controlled and ultimately shared by a variety of agents in
federal, local, school, and cﬁmﬁunity settings. Much can be

said as to why Howe passed the decision-making to Manning .

. ..

and why Manning turned to a cemmunity ceouncil--comprised of
[ Fd

.
»
3

. .. ‘.
representatives from various D.C. groups. In part it was the

& .

¢ . - N
times. The late sixties was characterized by intense black’
- —_ AY

awareness reaching a crescendo with the assassination of the ‘

- -

Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr., the popularity of the’Autobio-

graphy of Malcolm X,37 and the conflugations in urban cen-

ters. It is unlikely that a RENP=like project would have -

‘ - ~ A

been }mplemented'withoﬁt some community support. This aware-

-

ness is'present in Johnson’s message on the Distri#ct in 1968

and in Ménning’s choice of whoem to appoint to the pIranning -

group (on the Passow Report). e . ‘

4,

-
E4

Second, it\was unclear whath;r the;?.s. Oféice of -~

Bducation_or the White House had "a proérah“ in‘mind; John-

son’s gr;b;bag of nine»goals,,ﬁive pproac?es, agd the "ﬂew

concept! of the community §chooi’séunq§é much like ﬁ‘compila;
> .

tion of every 5§Iren£ idea in educational reform rolled into
- M - \“/
‘ ) . ]

-
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. ofie:™ preJSchgplfth;ough adult education, better teachin
. . .
) more marketable skills, community involvemen! if
F- - e

" and self-paced learsning. To use the paflanc of e:éeriéd,
the /Aéw Program would have elements of pen educatiyn, "
"schoo without walls;" communlty schools,“ and care

{
. educatleg%"38 When the U S Commlss1oner tock up the effort,

L]

~ he d1d nothing to focus the Johnsén statement but rather
- v -

- ’

passed it.to the District of Columbia. . ° -
L4 . j )

*Third/ perhaps Howe was unwilling to impose a_solution,
.",f despite the statements of the early planners that extefnal

) planning and mon1tor1ng groups would be in charge. The  de-

A
cade of 50c1al engineering"- was w1nd1ng down in the face of ~

- -

‘rising dobubt about the legitimacy of federal 1nvolvement An -

local education. (Pres1dQQ§\Johnson was to announce h1s w1th-

- [

drawal from pOllthS later. that year in ‘the face of oppos1t10n
M “~
on the Vietnam war.) And, in terms of building school disé

trict and local community commitment, the delegation of plan-
' »
ning activities to the DCPS makes sense.

® As vwe mentioned earlier, the problem of motivating .

established systems to change-~or at least to start plan-
. ., 0

Yo .
ning--is a crucial one. How does a change agent build a*

'"m“sense of commltment to a newyidea, particularly if this new

~
--,‘ L]
‘‘‘‘
e
~ 3

€; to the organization? 1In the case of RENP, at least four 1“".

centives. to invest_in the innovation were in evidenqe(‘

'g> First; large sums of monex were,nentfoned, $25 million ini-

tially (recall that D.C. school bgard members were present
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A

la% the Brooklngs gatherlng) and then $10 pillion for the flrst

year with more llkely to follow.

’school‘Bpgrd could hardly overlook such a sum.

The newly elected D C.‘

e
s

Since plan-

ning an iqnovation requires the time and effort of very few

L2

staff, the‘re;urn on investment is high. Second, Howe's re-

gquest thdt D. C. school leaders fasﬁlon the program and the

-

U.S. Office would react gives ample opportunlty for local

LI B -

choice-making. HaVLng a say in the Creatlon of an innovation,

Al

is a strong

-

And since-local

o

ﬁﬁzzzement to become involved.

leaders have at least some list-of br blems to be addressed,
L)

- . . - a
the opportunity to act on thelr pre RCes serves as some

T 2

incentive. Thlrd there was every 1nd1cpé:10n that the new

program would-be glven fidancial support 1 ’As we

mentioned earlier, organizational members“are%tften unwilling
8
to change behav1ors because of the immediacy of ekglr day- to-

day interaction Wwith ‘the existing work environmert.

-

from the White House,

USOE,

Tbe push

and now the superiptendent is a

i clueifo the. priority of the program and an incentive to act

“Eavora{:-lyﬁ

Even the most resistant echodl member can sense

-

4

the urgency of

¥
.

A

¢

.is an indicator of later control over the new’ programs.

.

federal actions which take some precedence

.

over regular routines. Fourth, Howe's shift in planning-

aptivitiéggfréh his federal agency to the local school system
[ [ R A ) 4

In

organizational language, the power to plan is seen as a first
step‘towakd<%ujor control over the later workings of the new
program. Promised local control is a strong enticement to

invest for school systems jealous of their local perogativeeu

-~

. * -
- . . . ~
: * -
’ - " * .
* = -

] ~ R
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The Locals Take Over ‘ R S

Type B planning involves the users in‘the:pian?ing of
their progiam; in the case ;f early RBNP, these coé;umers were
first the School members and ultimately the §§f€Et% and com- . .
mhnitx participéhts. bndoubggdly, constitgenéy pla%hing and |

adopt¥on is less efficient (lay people likely knOW‘iess about

. how to brganize a cliange, plan a curriculum, work through the R

Al [ 4

procedures of local and federal bureaucracies, establish their
‘own pfiorities and leaders); but the experience of doing an
¢ * .

experimental program becomes an'important first step in help-

ing communities take an active interest in controlling their

—

lives. - j -
That is .not to say that DAPS abdicated control or re-
sponsibility for the new program;'not at all. But a consider-
’qble amount of inppt was afforded .the localgiﬁhrough the plan- F3
ning councils, workshops, and voé%s allowed thé;, as we‘shall h

explain. 'Puréhérﬁofé, the role ofl;@e federal agencies--USOE,

. t -

“

Congress, the White Bouse--was notia passiée‘one, In pérti-

cular, in Aprijl 1968, the head of dSOE's compensator§\éduga-
. ‘ . \ ?"\
tion"section, John F. Hughes, wxrged in a memorandum to Com-

L4

missioner Howe that the U.S. Office should be more active in

- P

s

ZQeveloping thé new plan for the District. (Agencies cannot . : .

relinguish coqkrol so easily.) ' Hughes, evidently with the
- . N\ ' ) z-
consent of Howé» hired Marﬁy Fantini, a consultant experi-

"

4 LI *
enced in community control experiments, to write a proposal

o, -

b

"in clear terms" so that the«P.C. school board would undet- .
. s, - 4 »

stand and approve, while at the sa@%&§ime préoviding a pro- K~

Iy » L ' . N .

, 43 , |
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‘around was slimmed to $10 million and was eventually

. into the'planning.

DL

L 38
.J‘ B _
fessgonal llalson with the plannlng efforts in the school sys-

‘tem. Further, Hugqﬁé asked Howe to co%tlnue holding his

coming week \

v

to be sure that ‘all the proper moves are made. n39 *
“ T. b4 . * -

Besldes thlS agency control that Howe and Hugﬁes pur=

/I_)'.C. Superlnt’endent Manrung s7 haré during the

LY

. sued the Cengress.througb 1t§ approprlatlons process later

P

played an enormous role in ttlng the fiscal boundaries

s

around the new 1nnovat10n. Tﬁk $25 million first batted

[ N

t

$1 millidﬂ’by Congress, as part, we gather, of a generyl
\

austerlty mdve that many. Johnson programs faced as the cost

-

of the Vletnam war rose in the late sixties.

Thus‘ the olanning of RENP is not clearly Type B

,(under eonstltuency control) ipr as earlier Type A {done by

experts) ;. it is idstead a rather ill-defined overlapping

approach‘which began on March"§3, 1968, when Howe passed

the pfanning piotess to Manning and continued--on a take-and-

1

give basis--thrgughout the next nine years: It was not sim-

pl§ that the “f&deral and=10cal-agents were to share the task

of planning and implementing the new program;s;it was A£ather,

as we shall analyze, +he unclear roles. that each wpuld assume.’

. , , S
On April 4, the assassination of Reﬂ{ Martin Luther

Ripg, Jr., produced larg®-scale civil disorder in the Dis-
trict and prov1ded*a strong 1mpetus to bring qonmunlty groups

Since the Commun(ty Council represented

-

15 orgaﬁizgtions in the District, and was already in exist-
. “ . ) L . )
ence, it was brought together to take the first step: .the

s
» . Y

R S AU .
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selection of a demonstration site. 1Included also were school —
leaders, the Mayor's‘bffice, Federal City Collége. An ad hoc

- - group of the pouncil‘éuggeséed the Douglass Junior Higﬁ School

area in Anacostia, a gection of the city which had evidently
. %

~ been néglected and faced overcrowding because'of rapid growth.
N in numbers of schqol children in the late sixties (due in part

to the removal of poor famiiies from the Capitol Hill area-

when urban renewal quan there).40 The D.C. board of education

- approved the'éite,_appointed Dr. Normani Nickens, Diée?tor of
4 Model School bivision and ExecutiVe-rAssistant Superintéhdent,
as the Project Directo;, and hired br:f?antinic;s chief con-

. sultant. Meetings weréggeld in June with D.C. teachers, ’prin-
cipals, and unions Qs a'prologue to a "Community Information

v Conference" on June 15, 1968, a direct effort to engaée people
from the Anacoséia cowmunityuservicéd by Ballou High SchoolL

Douglass Junior High, and Moten,~MNichols, Birney, and Stan-
i s

. ton elementary scPools.’ Advertised on radio, the Rress;

. through handbills, and announcements in chufches and communi- *
. . = . .
: . ty organizatiifs brought several hundred people to the Beth-

lehem Baptist ‘Church, rev. Mr. Coates, pastor. /
1 3 .
Xt the meeting, a committee of ten participants was
selectéé as communify representatives to form an Ad Ho QCom-
 munity Planning Councily later the number was increas.d to
thir ty-five. The Planning'Counci} made plans for a mgnth-long
workshop which was figanged by funhs (not from Congress, since

the bill for earl& RENP was yeé to.pass, but) from Elementary

3 s

”
and Secondary Education Act, Title III, dollars already awarded
’ . 3

7’ ~
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to the Dlstrlct schﬁols. Some 280 parents, teadhers stu-~
deni:s, and community attefided; eacf was paid aﬁls daily
stipend, and the Generdl Learqing Corporation "catered“
the workshop (cost{ $25,060)f

o --The actual planning offthe Anacostia broject took

P < . .
place in task forces, comprised‘of workshop participants who

. studied a broad range of educational servicqi;xioughly paral-

leling Presidej;73ohnson's‘list of goals: pre-school, Y?BBD’
i ' ,

and adult progfams, community schools, technigques to improve
pupil-teacher reldtions, andﬂég forth. Although there was-

[

some name calling and conflict among groups (the Pparents \
wanted principals to make teachérs to teach children bétter,
for,éxamplé§, reﬁorts indicated that the sessions were seri-
oﬂé, hardworkidg: and proﬁuctive.41 By August 1968, the re-
commendations of the July worksh?ps were ‘submitted 4o a com-
mittee representing all workshops, %eviewed, and approved'by
the Ad Hoc Community Planning Council. As-éxpected, the .
proposal listed a large number‘oﬁiproblems (in a section
called "Wwhat We Have"), twenty;e;ght solutions (in'"What We
Need") including, at the top of the list, community partici-=
pation in areas of governance, curricﬁlum, and recreatioq{
Other suggestions were made includiﬁg‘improved inservice
eduéétion for staff. With the help of General Le?rning Cor-
poration, the yorkshopg produced this document with a price
tag of $15 million. The D.C. school board approved the
Apacostié Community School Project, as it was called, and

forwgfded it ‘to-the U.S.~r0ffice of Education. Thé date,was




' million. A House-Senate Conference was held where the differ-

) \\/ 41
ry . - ‘ -

September 18, 1968, and the formal planning phase was over.

It seemed that community and educational congtituents, with

help from consultants and when organized inio'working groups,'

-
~

were able ‘to produce a document. It probably'cost more to

involve yiéggally everydhe concerned, both in effort and

A

money. But the voice of the community was clear: it wanted

control. ) - s e

Ay

Maneuverings in the Federal Government

v P

While the U.S. Office was requeé%ing a broposalvfrom

the District schools--and was to receive one costing a husky
$15 million, the Congress had other ideas. During the July <
workshops, for exampI%, the Senate.ignoredftﬁe House vote of
on€ million dollars fo;'Anacéstia and recommended no funding
whatever. Pressure was exerted on the Senate from\;he com-
munity which held rallies, made noise, and sent delegation;
to meét with Senators. The White H?use lobbyists reminded.
the Senators of Johnson's prémise; and Senator Robert Byrd,

after making a strong speech in favor of the proposed pro-

ject, is credited with restoring the funds at a level of $5

-~

ences between the $1 million voted by the House and the ‘Sen-
ate's $5 mdllion was resolved. On Oc%ﬂ?ér 1o, Presidenf'
Johnson signea‘the Appropriations Bill for the District of
Columbia (P.L. 94-73) which included $1 million for the Ana-
costia Community Séﬁool Project. Some of the initial re- .

-

sentment in. the Senate, evidently occurred bécause Johnson

o 47

»

¥

-




L N P

42

“

had attempted to bypass Congress earlier, goifig through the

United Planning Orgagization, a local conduit for federal’

dollars from the Office of.Economic Opportunity to the Dis- .

*~ trict; now, however, it appeared that the’ Congressional Ap-

* . ‘ »

propriations process had control, a fact of much significance
over the next nine years. For ACSP/RENP would have regular-
ly to return to the Congress for funding, the access in part

controlled by the U.S. Office of Education, and later, the
H

1

National Institute of Education,’as they prepared budgets
. ;

~

and programs. .

The relationship between RENP, Congress, and the NI

is treated in depth in other chapters. For our purposes in
”~ . .
this chapter, however, Congressional-local interaction is

-

important in two ways: First,, the pattern of behavior, with

Congress reducing and often eliminating funds for Anacostia,

-

the community lay leadership, in concert with school admini-

-

—— o ————

strators and teachers, lobbying directly with Congress and
indirectly through the Office of Health, Education and Wel-

fare, is prototypical of actions ﬁgken over and over again,

as the project--in varying stages-~fought to survive. Second,

Pl

we see in these activities the first example (one of many)

of Type C approaches to change. That is, both the profess-.

ionals in planning and implementation in the District and the
[

-

community participants set aside differences, formed a coali-

. tion, and moved‘to pressure the funding sources to keep the

Anacostia project alive. Neither jthe "experts” nor the

"people” exercised sole control; both needed each other, a form

-

48 -

a
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f mutual adap%a?}lity (in slightly different form) that

Laughlin found central in her résearch on the implementa-

el [0

N tion of change in other settings. The underlying values .

-
=z

that explain Type C actions here are neither strictly pro-

+

— ’ ! fessional’nor‘solely participative. ngy seem rather to be

strategic, overtly political, puklic, and direct, sharing
e

the wile of the savvy planner w1t§/§he style of the communxty

-

. e 7 pressure group - Rarely have proféssional educators dlrectly‘
marched on the Federal government, a technique hardly recom-
I ’
- mended in courses on social sprvice planning. And rarely have

large communities of poor and black people organized them- .
LY “'—' i - .

’ selves so rapidly (the summer workshops with pay were a great 2

/ ! -

". ~ encouragement) and moved so adroitly in favor of tyeir pro- . -
. - E . . i . ] .
. gram. - . .

L ., Summary )

ﬂ N —_—

During the plénning phase of the change process, the

major objectlves include (1) delimiting who should do the

b

plannlng, (2) dec1d1pg on whog should approve the plan, (3)
\‘ fécusing the plan to addiess problems, (4) 1ocating the re-‘
sources’ to carry out thelplan, and, overall (5) setting éhg
rules of the éame for/later program implementation. Case
’ dfta show that these ends were only partially met during
this phase and would be an\impediment:to rapid and thorough ‘ ~

-t implementation in the next.. Some of the reasons are as

follows: . y - .

X . -

v
A
}
b,
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1. Fedleral agency experts and decision-makers were am-

-

bivalent about the appropriate role for local céﬁstituencies.
< P <)

~—~ Ae 4

At first, the White House, univeiéity—and UéOE planngrs'want-

L]

ed unfettered control; later they brought in the leaders in
the D.C. schools and the communitys Yet they still hoped

.to retain control, a desire which <is understandabhle given

LS

their\position in the government operation and their know+

ledge of how the White House and Cdongress functioned in fund-
. ¢

ing local programs. The fundamental issues of wﬂb’should

plan and who should make major_Pdlicy decisions--iﬂaprtaﬁt

>

decisions during the planning/adoption phase--had not been

, . , -

made. .Over the next nine years, between 1968 and 1977f'RENP .
would wktness conflict over these guegiions. 1t was jusﬁ‘_

these problems that led to Type C approacheg to change in the

-8

- school system, as RENP and DCPS attempted to define their

«

-~ roles in the implementation and <dinstitutionalization Of the

£
s

new program. . - ' . -

V4

2.-Broad goals led to vague programs. Typically,
¥

. ; :
large-scale planning efforts begin with sweeping goal stgte-

-, * A S
-

” ments, bOth as- a m2ans of attractipng attentibn\of potertially
. v

“

interested parties and as a way of building large coalitions,

-— <

i.e., leaders often avoid being to? precise in their pur-
poses for fear of losing allies.42’ President Johnson;gjy
shopping list approach, reflected in thg prolife;é&ion qf
- \ wérk;hopé, resolutions, and plans, led to high expectations

= &
-and an éktremely expensive and}complex set of jequests.

. -
Y . o a

1]
o>

- ‘ ' 20 ; ' ‘

.
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The problem’of nenspecificity and later’cemplexfiy cause

. major problems when these "plans" became attempts at "pro- -

-

grams.” ’

3. Programs were Elanned before “funds were available.

~

The carrot and stlck (promlses of anywhere from $25 to $lO

- P
—~— . - -

mllllon for program) were extended early as an attentlon-

-~ getting device and as a way to encourage initial investment.

’ N 3 “ . . /

Unfortunately, the agencies doing the'enticing (i.e., the

- »

White House and U.S. Office of Edﬁcatibﬁ$ were—not the ones

allocating the funds. Aand.funds were not in hand prior to

-

. the summeér workshops and proposal writing. Hence, the con-

. stituent planners were allowed, if not encouraged, by
- . /—’
,/ General Learning Corporation to "blue sky* in. their task =

‘forces and come up with recommendations which 1later could -
_not be met. This pattern of stimulating éxpectations and
- ‘costs and then having to, cut back coﬁtinue@ into the imple-

mentation period, making it difficult to sustain programs .and

-

hold on to staf

.
»

) 4. Funds were allocated for only -a roughly defined
. - : ) . T
) "program” in Anacostia. , While reason three above--that plans

=

were laid before dollars were avaiieble--occurred in this case,
so» too did Cgﬁgress give a §1 dillion carte blanche to the
'District schqgls'to set up a program in Anacostia. Over the
next eight years, in fact; there was lié%le agreement on ex-

actly what "the project” entailed. This rcondition led to the

. difficulty of implementing a program which had only sketchily

?

.
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. been drawn and around which great conflict would,arise.%3
. v .

i The'planning phase had superficially been completed,
o . . leaving the next phase highly.vulierable to misinterpretation

i and confusion. And basic-rule setting had been only partially

accomplished, though a basic plan had been’set and fupded.
< ]

PHASE 2

A

. . .
Implementing the Anacostia Program d

-

Fullan and Pomfret, in their extensive review of re-

- »

search on the implementation of educational programs, explain
‘i that "implementation refers to the actual use ‘of an inndvation

. - ¢ 13 - . 44 . - -\
or what an innovation consists of in practice,” differenti-

-

ating it from adoption which they 'see as the intent or the |,

decisior to implement. Pressman and Wildavsky in their book

Inplementation provide a more comprehensive definition. They

explain that "a verb like 'implehent' must have an object
like "policy." Policy in turn refyrs to both an intent. to

change something and the "actual behadior“ that accompanies

the desire. ?urther, they say, there must be a pre-~ and

post-implementation perspective.45 ~For if the program; or
\ . .

whatever, is already being carried out, ther implementation

-

is unnecessary.

For example, if Anacostia-parent3 already had consider-

able control over their schools, then wHat is there to change?

Also, if nothing is happening (in Anacostid, for example),

then what is therée to study? E’thought in some planner or




B .= < _-—-— * . ~y
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. Anacostia resident's mind? Thus, to summarize Pressman and

- '

Wildavsky's t@esis,'implemeﬁ%ation is a set gf:pg;poseful

-

~ behaviors that indicate a ckanged organizational routine over

a specified period of time. It is phrpogefﬁl in the sense that

N
.

someone attempted to do it,{though the outcome may be only in

A

I ‘part angicipated. ImpIemeﬁiation\has a behavioral component;

- -

one can see it or at least evidence of its being present. :

 {proxies will do, as when geéidents of Southern California '

’ conserve water without being aware they are doing so}. It is

fo

-
-

orgafiizational in nature, tholgh not always. And it occurs.

over a time span, for as Pressman and Wildavsky explain, im~

plementation involves a pre- and post-perspective, from before

*

a change’ to afterwagds:™ . ) 2
f D z i\ .
In the case af the Anacostia community project, imple-
. -~ i

mentation involved changes in school governance, as-.the com-

-

v

_munity voted for a local school board which was granted con-

siderable power over the hiring of the administrators (within

RENP itself and in Regior I generally) > in jmService education,
as full-time teacher trainers: instructed classroom. teachers

in new techniques, ﬁhethgr these new approaches to teaching 4

4

of reading-and mathematics were effective or not; and in

o~

paraprofessional activities as Anacostia laypeople were hired

‘

as full-time classroom aides and community-school liaisons.

* =

- - e R
Of course, these three .components were not implemented
. . i

-—

easily or quickly; this section details the history of imple-
mentation\betweqn 1968 when the funds were aliocated and 1977

when all three pérts werg in ﬁfgce. We characterize the pro-

cess of accomplishing these goals afd the problems encountered
o - . - -

Ngr——

-
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- therewith. Why did it take so long? Eight yeaxs is a iong

. , time in the history of an organizatipn. *How-was the-ﬁré@rama'
/ ) ‘ " T . . 2
. ...' _'aBle to maintain Federal financial support and school system

~ - . ,&"
- - interest despite the obvious slowness of.imﬁfementation? .

] -

And what were the poéitive outcomes of the extended implemen-

~tation time that prepared the way for }nstitutioﬁ;lization—: -

tge permanent absorption of parts of the pr&iect into t@e S

B fegular life of thé District®s schools i; the Anaﬁoszia area?

. . ' ’ . - Ry
The Characteristics of RENP Implementation

4

*

- : - - %
while the earlier stage, planning/adopt®on, required

only minimal organizational structure (workshops, a few meet-

) ings, no permanent roles or com@f@ments) qyeé a relatively
-, . - ;

short period (a few months during the summ&r and fall of 1868),

’

implementation called upon the school system to change its

2t

. mission, functions, and roles for befhaps a school year or

more §¥hen the Federal funds diginish, of wurse, the program -
. Vi . . oy hd .

. " may We dismantled: implementation does not necessarily mean

e,
a

- f *
security). Hencl, implementation behaviors are often undis-
~tinguishable from ather organizational activities: such as

staff being hired, curricular-ﬁatérials being developed,

- teachers being retraihbed, and school policy being made, for

- N

el

example.

But the iqplemegtation phase of the Anacostia innova- ’

tion was delayed by'numerBus"éréBfems. They fall roughly'

into three categories, as follpws£ . ’ 4

N ? _

w
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1. The Nature of the Innovation: Had the intendeéd pro-

L . gram been a simple, clear, and eas1ly recognlzed effort it
. . (% Q
-7 .might have’been carried out with greater dlspatch But since .

,‘? « 1t was vague and complex, it was not ‘quickly 1mplemented
. ~

?lrst the 1nnovat10n was actually many 1nnovatlons, combLned

d

under a s1ngle rubrlc Some 28 recommendations grew from the

4

task forces of the summer plannlng workshops, each having a

o 1y
) constltuency\ and e%v:.ng some legltlmate bas:.s for imple-

/

mentatlon._,?he time necessary to winndw ‘the number down by

1976 to four major components (inservice education, class-

3 R

room a1de?:;commun1 d the‘cémmunity governing
- ' board) was tertainly a'factor in laying 'full operatlons of

- the ACSP/RENP. Secondb each component required a somewhat
_b- El

td

- . different set of actors, skills;xané’approaches: The sheer

e

number and complexity of the details involved made implemen-

. - 46 .
tation greatly complicated. Third, each component was

. %’ . started up separateiy, requiring repeated, time and energy, .
~ . - -

It was as though the leaders had to start over, doing“not one

€ - innovation but many. Trial and error characterized much of

- . T ) 3 <

. egg\ this effort. And fourth, thesg¢ components each encountered &3
- ' © some resistance; the greater the number and location of .

- b . . i
- “ these innovations, the greater the opportunity to ypset .some

s . éroup of actors in.the school system, the commun{ty,_the
Lo union,. and the innovation staff as well. ) ’
- . . p - ‘.’. o - %
N - . . a 2. The gj.blex1ty of the Agproval Process- Acceptance‘
- ‘0
- . by the‘school _system and USOE in the-fall of 1968 did hot mean
S . :
L I — .
s ™ : . . '
. . "

P
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clear saiiing

-
b4

' P

Each program component had a long journey
[y -
to final approval

by a planning task force, the Ad Hoc'

. - L
Planning Council, the DCPS,

the Inter-Agency Group in the
U.S. Office of Education, a mechanism established to gather

:" 3 .
L]

»

Federal.funds. for the project and the project staff at USOE

Each decision-point was a potential source of delay, as

rev&51ons of proposals were sometimes requested. Also, tne
ﬂﬁét v*S\vapproprlatlon of Federal funds presented a problem Dollars
oot A for the Anacostia project wgre short, requ1r1ng Federal
. bureaucrats to scrambl‘akaf/é

~
’

ound in search of other uncommitted
funés to’ bolster the sagging budget of ACSP/RENP.

Since FPed-
eral funding was done yearly, the repetltlon of rev1ew, in-

creases and decreases in amounts, and the Federal expectation

of ‘-results.in a few short'ﬁonths.only added to the frustra-
tion of starting program components .

A

With each review and
funding cycle, the role of the, Federal agencies particufarly

. the Nat1ona1 Instltute of Education after 1971 grew.
—

When _
fongress put pressure on NIE to implement and malntaln certa1n
aspects.of RENP
§"

the NIE staff in turn made de

nds for re-
T
Milts on RENP staff--if furids were to be forthcomlhg

—

. The
slow and tedious one

.

negotiations process, geing on for about five years, was a

T
¥

3.oThe Fluidity of - the Organlzatlonal Env1ronments'

Over an

elghtdyear perlod the’ Anacqstla pr03ect as an emer—
ging organlzatlon underwent numerous changes in® leadersh1p
. and structure

-
ce ot )
L

-

This situation undoubtedlx prevented the kind
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of constancy of purpose and 'direction from develobing. 'Fpr

example, only two project directors, ﬁilliam‘s. Rice and Dan
T \

Jacks?n, remained in the post for more thah a year, the
shortest duration befng six weeks; in fact. Other roles

* -
also‘changed,-not only in encumbents bhut also in function.

Even the number ané location of school sites wasxshlftlng

rd

.as the years went by. The Federal agepcies which funded tn\\\

’ innovation, likewise, were not congkant. The big change .

. «

-

~ occurred when t.te Anacostia proj%:‘was switched, along with

i -_

some other "experimental" programs, to the new research agency
in DHEW, tne National Institute of Education (NIE) from the
U.S. Office of Education (the details of NIE gyrpose and
function are discussed in another .ehapter) :"ﬁlether old OE
Or new ;IE would have handled the project any differently
cver.time cannot be determined. It is obvious that the new=
ness of ﬁIE, its rather tenuous relationehiffwith Congress,
and hence‘its vulnerability to pressure from both_tongreSS—
men and RENP-related‘petitioners»were fectors in how it

dealt with tée project, a topic to be diécusseé below. Of
course, the District of Columbda Publrc Schools underwent
great changes betweén 1968 and 1977; ﬁost 11e .outside’ the
purview of this study. Occasionai;y in the analysié, mgntion

s . ° . ; 3
will be made of some change in the school system (such as the

division of the school dlstrlct 1nto ‘areas, the legrtlmatlon
« . - '

of communlty involvement, and the turnover of superlntendents),

.. . « . [

where necessary. .

- ) -
: . : 4

5%
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role in bolétering that effort.

‘mented; and the final period during which the Phase 1 and

* * -,

Despite these three problems--the complexity of the °
' . A 4
innovations, the complexity of the approval process, and -

L4

the fludity of the organizational settings--RENP was imple-

nted over time. ‘;n‘effect,_the:quagmire'of early planning

- was *tidied up, -programs were designed, approved,’funded, and

put into action. RENP as an organization did stabilize, as

#id 'its relations with the District school system and the
National Institute. That is to say, the three aboveméntioneé
difficultieé were not insurmountable; though had not the fund-
ing remained for eight rather leag.years, giving ample‘Fhance
for feilure and recovery, the projpét would have collapsed.
It was, in fact,’thg‘p;essure for deadlines and accomplish-

ment, a kind of organizational "behavior modification," that

in part forced some components to be implemented; others like

_the community board had some broad-based support--and such

3

ample time to grow and develop-—thét RIE played less of a

~
.

The following sections provide the case materials on

RENP impjementation. The information and analysis are divgded

-
- L. 4

into roughytime frames including the early activity and stag-

‘nation, thd middlé period when NIE became invelved and the

program was essentially re-planned, re-approved, and‘re-imple-
<

- .

-

Phase 2 led to full impleﬁéntatioh of the components now
e =

associated with REN%. At the conclusion of this segment, an

*

analysis of the impact of eg;ended'implementatiOn will be pre-

-~ g

Y .

«

sented, as a p<;fisp to the'discussion of institutionalization.

LY

’ ¢ +

-
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Full Steam Ahead ,

! - 4

Action began immediately to implement the new projebt.47

Priority,- interestingly, was given to those sprogram compon-

L]

. ents which most related to community involvement, in particu-

lar, the traini?é;and placement of Comhﬁnitj’Reading Aides,
or CRA's; the Communﬂﬁ% Participation poxntion led over time _a.
to workshops, electi@ns, and the creation @¢f the Anacostia
Community Schébl Board; ;nd the project hired'commdaity or-
ganizers effort, again using laypeople hireﬁﬁfrom the area. ‘ -

It is no great mystery as to why these efforts were extended

. i L/
7 first. The representatives of the community had been giveh /)
* significant responsibility during the Type B planning phase
’ (selected, plated on ta¥k forces, on decision-making bddies e

-

like the Ad Hoc Community Planning Council, and told that
their views were important). Jobs in the poor, overcrowded,
black community were scarcé, especially positions in white

collar jobs like assisting in classrooms. Thﬁs, the pressure

~

to convert Federal funds into lqégiiﬁsbs had mounted. Further,

the ideology of the period, theudra of Ocean Hill-Brownsville

and other community control eXperiments, gave credentce .to the
- LN . X . e
- demands for implementation of community-related gomponents.
: ; A

B l ) . .
and as could be predicted, the first roadblock?was the resis-

. i

tancde of regular classroom teachers in *éceiving elementary
schools to the unannounéi%rrival of unceértified communi ty ¥

-

people, as we shall see. .

.

.In October 1968, a million dollars was appropriated

. ) e —

. .59 :
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for the knacostia project. Since funding was lower than was .
' H &. . . ~7
requested, the project proposal was sent to all members of

-y

the Inter—Agency Group with covering letters from the U.S.

Office requesting that‘other_gsw agencies offer support and -
e funding. In November, the Reading Task Force prepared rhe

Reading Proposal with the help of General Learning Coapora-

tion. It was presented to the Ad Hoc,.ellannmg Commiftee in

December and wgs immeidately approved, by January, 1969,

the propesal was submitted to the U.s. Office, rev1eg%é, and

approved with the following three contingencies: a Reaﬁing -

Project Ddrecterﬁbe appointed; the substantive-reading ap-

proaches be strengthened; and an evaluation component be

! g

added. The Reading Task Fqrge agreed_and recruitment of Com-

N

[

. munity Readinhg Specialists (CRA) bggan: on January 15, 97

commupity lay-persons were selected for the first cycle of

*

training. " Punds to support the-effort totalled $726,000,
of whigh $40,000 was to .administer the overall project. 1In

4 - Pebruary, a final group ofr 90 CRA's completed a fifteen-day
. 3
training period and were sworn in under Federal civil service

47

.

B regula%ions on Fébruary 20. Edward J. Edward, Jr., Prin-

cipal of Turner Elementary scfiools, served as Actlng Direc-

tor of the Reading Program! pendlng the selection of a per-
- C—_—e
manent director. . -
a ‘ » T e,

. . : All seemed well, as these newly trained staff pre-

pared to enter. the schools and the Anacostia project moved .
v )

.intd its office facilities. On;February.24, when the first

ERIC -8




group of Community Reading Assistants reported for work, local
clasfroom teachers were confused and raised questigns ‘about
“what the function of these paraprofessional was to be. (These

functions had not been spelled out in the proposals and ASOE.)

—— e o o o ——

Who would supervise these assistants? -What would they do?

Why weren't the school teachers notified? A meeging was held
. L3

on Februdry 27 at the insistence of. teachers; a group of

teachers who apparently felt left out indicated their discon-

) ' tentment by walking .out of the meeting. Othefé:remained, air-
ing their grievances against the way tﬁeAprogram-wés being
‘handled. Still others, it seems, supported the goals of the.
project and praised it. The Ad Hoc Community Planning Coukr
cil, when it heard of the problems in_the sghools,ip}anned .

meetings in each school to iron out difficulties; the Council

-

was helped in this effort by William Rice, Director of Special

Programs for the District schoois, who met privately with

’

persons involved to help soothe the introduction of CRA's,

and by William Simons, President, Washington Teachers' Union;
7/ a ' ey
- who also helped by reassuring teachers. -

~

. .
Several months later,.on May 26, teachers again demon-

strated their diéeQntentment with the community people in the

school by wal?ing out of a’P”A meeting; the :ﬁtident was -

o trlggered by a request by Rev. James Coates, chalrperson of [1 h‘\‘*~

¢ the Community Planning Counc1l and President of the D.C. Board )

of Educatlon, that only parents be allowed to speak in the

- meetlng. * Two days later, DCPS Superlntendent Mannlng hand- \
I LI )
carried 31 warnlng/reprlmand letters and personally and :




. N

- .

publicly delivered them to the offending teachers at Birney

-

. Elementary School for their alleged misconduct at the PTA

~ gathering. Teachers reacted by filiné cémplaints with the

Teachérs' Union that they were not afforded due proéésé be-,

e P

fore written reprimands were issued (such letters became a

-

; permanent part of the teachers' personnel files). 'The cause

i of thé walkout, evidently, centered ®round a.number of com-
. plaints, including a lack of information about the Anacostia
Projeet, dissatisfaction with the way the Community Reading -
Aides were, introduced into the schools.and the absence of

teacher involvement in the decision, and the allegation that-

the Rev. Mr. Coates was in a conflict of interest situation-

i

‘as head of the Anacostia Eommunity board and president of the

- .

city-wide school board. SuperintendenE Manning, during-the
grievance review process, stated th;t the letters were in

- fact a ”w§rning' and would not go into the files of teachers.
Some teacher appealed to the Board of Education and one other
transferred to another region of the city to work.

. . In the flurry of initial energy to get the Anacbstié
prograﬁ uhderway, a number of weaknesses appeared. First,
the environment had not been prepared; hos;'teachérs in the

'schoois were informed after the community sides had been in-

. éroduc;d into the buildings. éecond,;therg was‘no real ad-.

ministrative mechanism for supervising the ta;chers, sinEQ

,the ieadership of the tota] projéct was only getting started.

This raised guestioms as to the accountability and direction

T~

.

7

w5 . ’ ' - o
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. ) . of the program. Third, the purpose of the aides had not yet

-« - . - .

4 " -
- beceme apparent. Were they simply another pair of hands in

-

. / . \.I - '%,;;: ‘5
: the classroom? ‘0 did they have a’special job? Later, of

g

course, when the regular- classroom teachers were provided ”
. with inservice programs, the aides were invaluable in re-

‘. lieving the classroom staff to attend workéﬁops in the Ceéier

and Labs. Until the inservice component got underway some

- . -

five years later, hoyever, the Communié? Reading Aides often
s

lacked a particular role, though many worked well during this

period with the teachers, according to interviews.

> . — \2

= A second component of the Anacostia experiment, also :

involving community participation, was the Community School

« -
. «t

©  Boaré&. The effort had begun n l9€é when Superintendent -
Manning turned to cofunity <sepresentatives to fasﬂion a
v “Proposal for submigsion to the*U.S. Office. The community
e involvement functioned continued, in various forms, to the
point where elections were decisive in seating laypeople of s
the Anacostia Cormunity School Board (it ¢o§§ several elec-

$ IS
tions to_obtain sufficient votes to fill the slots available).

In November, 1968, after the Project’was approved ‘and
funded, the ad Boc Communi ty PlanningOCouneil (ACPC) repre- ~

- sented the interests of the community, however oné might' de-

fine those "interests.” It approved the Reading Proposali

the Community Education Component, which contained programs
{ -

to involve and teach members of the Anacostia area about-their

schools and other social service; and other components such

»
- -
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" as th% Earl; Childhood érggram, adult education program; and
Street Academy. In June 1959, the Project received éigrant
- ofG$273;933-;hich inclndedkmongy'for the Community Partici-
pation Proposal, providing in part for the election of a

local school board by December 1, 1969.

- -

At Howard Univ&Q7 ~

. sity, in preparation for elections, a conference was held -

3

L4

on "community schgols." Prior to the elections, the Westing-

houseé Learning Corporatien (a competitor of General Learning

-
-

Corporation), was hired to run the school board election;
thirty "campaign consultants” from Howard University and 100
high school students registered local residents for the vote

and help supervise \the elections. But the Voting was disap-

pointing, with only 437 out of 6,005 registered people voting,

f£illing only 90 seats out of the 241 on neighborhood (Local

School Boards) and bcmmuﬁity—wide Anacostia Community School

Board. Another election was planned for December; the low

turnout can be explained by the histotical disinfranchisement

and ingrown apathy and was not .unique tp the District of

1970, the Anacostia Community

r

Columbia. On February 2§,

School Board held its first meeting; Westinghouse Learning ~

O 4

help, supervising and giving advice; Emmett Brown is elected ,
Chairperson. Local boards at several elemeptary schools par-

ticipate. in making decisions on builaihg changess lunch perfi-

2 ods, and so forth, though it appéarqagthat many such local

, - s . 5.
boards remained iqgctiqe during the period of 1969-1975.
. 3 * .

. . - - N
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The Wheels "Stop Turning . (W4

. - ’ - F 4 2
-

Pollowing this burst of energy which/led to the train-

ing of CRA's, the election of school board members, and vari-

* - N -

ous other short-term prograts (e g., the four-week Black
% -

Studles Plapnlng Workshop and the Summer Day Camp for Read-

?

ing 1nvolv1ng 600 <hildren), the projéct entered’ a flve-year

period of some confusion and dysfunct;on. It 1s ‘difficult

Fl

to attribute the malaise to any particular causé; rather a *
- » ¢ *

whole set of, conditions contribute to the loss of momentum.

-

1. The Nixon administration seemed less sympathetic.

’

Caspar Weinberger, for example, as Director of the Bureau of

the Budget, reguested that the U.s{Officé of Education to

-

review the project, since the funding had reached a requested

amount of $5 million.

-~

~ b

2. C105e scrutlny showed serious weaknesses:ln the

.Project duyring 1971. HEW Audit Pgency found that DCPS had

’

mismanaged $}i§;777 of Project funds; the design and opera- W

tion of Ehe-p;oject were in doubt, according to an interpre-

M

tation of an-outside evaluation; and-project supervision was

found wanting.

3. In October, 1971, Binswéhger'recbmmended that the

R

- Project be phased out, initiating an extended period of s

negotiations, pressure on USOE “from community and Congtess- -

jonal friends of the$project, and short-term financial ex-~

« =
tensions.l This "planning under the gun” {45 days to produce
. \ ‘ -~ - »

3
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A5

- an accaéiabié'new proposal or else!f increased the'difficulty

<

' of stabilizing the project.
. 3 R

—

4. Energy was diverted from the opeération of the Pro-
ject to lobbying for its survival. Demonstrations, letters,

- Memorandum -of Law, and gtatements by ngside groups like

- -

the D.C. Citizens and others accused the Binswanger deci2}0n¢(”‘

-

of being precipitous, arbitrary, and lacking in understanq;
Fa
ing. Hence, general” agitation replaced attempts to furthe? .

implement the project.

5. Further evaluations were made, concluding in Octo-

~ . ber 1972 "that the Aﬁzggs;ia Community, School Project was so
b ) V4

underfunded and understaffed at the central and component

administration lavels that adequate project management was

impossible.”™ A vicious cycle was established: Fedegal

agencies found 'the prbject inadequate, threatened to with-

H

draw funds, making improvements difficult, which in turn

were evaluated and found wanting.

. The confusion extended to all agents involved with the
+ Anacostia project. At the Federal level, following the Nixon

election, the project had no Federal project officét\gr office.

Thus, the project operat%§ without geidakce, without the behe-
fit of external direction, and without a Federal data-gather-

ing center. Binswanger's intérest was experimental schools,

. 'S R
( not Anacostia; but he inherited the project and was seen as’

\\~ unsympathetic. He kept the project on a string, handing out

- . i

o ; 66
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30 days of funds &t a time: The project directors came and

went, as shown in Table 2. Thete was an attempt to bring

in an outsider, Calvin Lockridge, but he did not survive. In

August 1972, 75 Community Reading Assistants and 12 Community

-

Organizers were released since Pederal funds were inadequate
to péy them. And the U.S. Oﬁfice gave up the project; the

newly credted National Institute of Education, the educa-

tional research branch of DH?W, was given the Anacostia pro-

. ’
ject, ralong with several other experimental programs.

How did the Project survive this period? What can
we learn about the politics of urban change from this period
in ACSP history. First, thg supporters of the project "went -
[ -

Dublic;" lobbying @irectly for the continuation of the program.

w
While this tactic is not always successful, particularly when

the funding agency is many miles away, in the case of AESP/ - -

RENP, direct appeals to government departments and senators

" on the Appropriations Committee proved effective in the long
-run. The insecure’gosition of'NIE, vis-a-vis Congress,{and
;the’closé';elati&hship that developed 5etween certain Xey--
senators (like Warren G. Magnuson, Chairman of Appropriations

Subcommittee), and the D.C. project, .provided a point of

-7
leverage for continuation. NIE was expected by. Cohgress to

help the program, even if it meant acting in opposition to

the expectations of the Nixon administration. - ’ih
oy
.For example, when Binswanger.recommended cancellat?on
of -the project (October 1971) and U.S. Commissioner of

. it
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. : TABLE 2 . e
. ) ," N . . .
‘k” Project Directors by Term, Months on the Joﬁ,.' )
. (‘, v — “ .
and Background, April 1968 - Fall 1977 ce

-
. | - DESCRIPTION OF STATUS
| DIRECTORS | TERM ON THE JOB AND BACKGROUND -

|
i 5 —
|
|

o : . .
1. Rorman Nickens  April 1968-April 1969 tPar’t-time director; also associ-
. ' (12 months in job) " ate superintendent of DCPS—
" hized within system-

2. WilTiam Rice  April 1969-Sept. 1972 ! Full-time; former Directof of
{41 oonths) i Special Project of DCPS-- -
. ' hired inside.system .

3. j?}ian West -Sept. 1972-March 1973 ' Full-time; former assistant to

P ————

(7 conths) - . Supt. in DCPS Special Projects
. - : O0ffice; acting director and
! | insider ~ »
. 4, R. Calvin - March 1973-Aug. 1973 gFull-time; former ciwil rights
. Lockridge £ (6 months) leader in Thicago; hired from
Je f . outside

*

! | — .
15. Peter A. Lewis  Aug. 1973-June 1974 , Full-time but acting; former

; (10 zonths) community relatiops person for
! s *  REKP; insider

- z

) . | 6. Valerig Green June 1974-July 1975 Full-time; Assistant principal of
:(13 months) _ *  DCPS junior high school; in-
gider
. ! : . .
17. Evelyn Taylor ' July 1975-0ct. 1975 iFull-time b ing; forber head
: (3 months) “ of Instructionmal>gomponent for
f . REND; insider s
i -
h 8. Larry Riddick 0ct. 1975-Kov. 1975 Full-time but acting{ head of
. b (1% oonths) ) ‘Stmmative ,evdlvation for RENP;
T » . new to DCPS; outsider
. 9. Dan Jackggh January 1976-present, | Full-timé; former business man;
‘ . Fall 1977 outsider to system and to public
- schools, .
- N y . -
. -
/ * v ’ 4
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@Bducatlon Signey Marland accepted the reguest, a coalltlon

-
. <

formed,’ including progect staff and communlty groups. These ~

*
.

protesters held publlc meetings, press conferences, petitions,
N
and~c1rculated leafietgt\\pne leaflet read~ "Our chlldren will

" be depnlved of thelr opportﬁnrty for a good educatlon OVer -

200 people will be added to thé\unempioyment rolls. Dollars

/ 48

will be drained from the Anacostia Communlty. Other agen=

cies and\organlzatlons wen;'pressed for.support such as Federal
‘ City College and the Urban Lgague theé D. Cn‘ rd of Education

and Superlntendent Hugh ‘Scott explarped that y "Jain in

unanlmous 1ndlgnat£?n at the ab;hpt termrnataon of the Ana-

' cost1a Communrty School Project ;_3 . it is anllnsult to the

right of self-determination for the‘black‘citizens of the .~ ="

D1str1ct of Columbla, and an abor‘gvg attempt to kill the
‘1
model of excelIénce in urban education belng developed for

other Anacostia-like communities deross the country.”
'Two hundreg sééporters of the project, dr1ven in three
"
publ;c school buses, held a pfotest Meetlng at the U.S. Offlce,
71}" . ~
an event covered by televislon and the press. When Binswanger

.y -

Y

attempted to speak he was shouted down. He did flnally get

“to défend the dec151ona and others in favor of ACSP spoke, in-

clud1ng Rev./grxes Coates. Binswanger subsefuently prov%ded

ﬁundingbformghe project for an otherﬂ4§ d%&s to allow an)’
appeal to Marland. .The decision was interpreted by qomm\\i};

=
. b

board chairperson Emmet Brﬁﬁn as a chance to correct the pro-_
'aect s problems and to ga1n addltlonal support ‘from NIE. In

E)

a final dec151on é% the appeal Comﬂissloner*Marland took w1th

¥
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L. one hand and. .gave with the other. he supported'the decision
. ) of Binswanger bringing into doubt the continuation of the A
M ' X experiment after August 1972 but Harland also nmade. new ) “

money available ¥or, planning (the cycle begins again) through
= a five-person Task Froce. Again, this group came up with a ‘

- . : Proposal, submitted it to USOE, received approval:insprinciple, -

. » . » ¢ \
bat was dehred,fﬁhds pending .further planning.49

Ih\Septehber,tUSOE hkhnded control over ADSP--now renamed
the Response-xo Educationa .Needs Project=~to the National

Institute of Education .In_ ngress, the appropriations that .

launched NIE included suggested funds for ‘RENP; the Senate

. Approoriations ittee noted in its- report "The committee )
F ad
. e e s w1shes to mentidn ibs end sement -the District of
Columbia school project iunded om this propriation.W ' NIE * 3

read the meaning of. this suggestion and sought to salvage the
~ S L. . " ~ 3
' Anacostia experiment. :

L
[

- .

-

. A New Lease on Life ;b .
. L 4
e, :

- . - s

-~ .
The direct political pressure applied to NIE, by both

Congress and local protestors, paid off; RENP was given a two-
year period to 4o more planning, reorganizing, and to be “im-

) plemented--a morato}ihm. The®.cC. public,schooi leaders re- .
’ ' j{mained interested in RENP, ih part because of their heavy in-
. vestment in the pro;ect. Salaries, and hence; jobs depended:
. - : . on outside funds. The Ana\ustra community had a stake‘in g ' ’
their boards and their looally elegt:ed officials, The en- f ‘
. 7 -~ . ' . LT ‘

ticemerit to support the program came?bzom the-promise of - c . e

B
- ]
Ll +

Q . : e RN - I, .
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continued--and even additionéi-funding, though many fought

just to maintain the program and the staff already committed. -
This, participdﬁts from the project and related decision-makers
\\\~ from the school system were willing to persisgt, to.gé again

and again through the negotiation§_process.with the National
. ’ -F
Institute; they wqu‘willing to forego sbme program goals to

-

gain others, hence, narrowing the mission of RENP; and they
were willing to take their témei-two years--to try again.‘
- ‘.- S A .“'

This raises the question: . Do organizations learn? Do
they "generate new ‘'offjicial® respgnses to eny&ronmental ~
changes that go beyond.simple stimulus-response adaptation,

—-—tosimpound the results of the experiencé of ngﬁhroutine,\or
to generalize ffém ne newy equrienc; to othérs?”so There |

is evidence in the second round of the planning‘ghg\}mplemen-

—

- gation of the Anacostia ‘program th%t indeed there was much
that both NIE and éhe iﬁtefnal’planners in the puﬁlic systc‘a;:!l

f haa learned, things that were seen and done differently. THis
'section presents éh; dat: on tﬁe period 1972 to 1976, a period

when the Response to Educational Needs Project was put into
. . " oy

- operation.
. ’ Cne way of determining what the organizations involved
with RENP learned is to compare their efforts in the latter

.- years of planﬁing/implementing (1972-1977) to the earlier ‘
. ~~—
- _ . " period (1967-1972),. already detailed. ' Of course, the RENP

—

- phase, as opposed to the ACSP one, did not happen de novo:
when RENP began there,wag much élready accomplished.- For

E example, the community school’boaf? had functioned for a

- ! -




) . . &“ . .
. . number of years; the classroom teachers had become used to .

‘some laypeople in the schools as aides; and the District of

~ : Cq@umbia,school system was long experienced with the project. .

¥ But:', norietheless, thg Federal agency and local planners inter-

-

acted differently in some of tg? following areas: funding,

»

< number of pl;;ﬁérs involved, level and type of Federal control
. over local project, scope of planned goals, style of Federalf
\local interaction, ?ime span used in planning, and so forth.
. See Table 3. )
'(In this discgssion, for ea;e of identiLication; the
5roject fgr the first years--1967-1969--will be called the
Anacostia community ‘School Project; the program during the

later time, 1972 and following, will be called the Responsé

to Educational Needs Project.)

s ¥

In contrast to the early planning/implementation, it ;
appears that much was learned i&\the techniques of "change
agentf&," as data on ghe Washington, D.C. experiment shows.

4 In a real sense, the outside agency, NIE, returned to a modi-

-

S~
R
L

fied form of Type A planning approaéhes; the return was te e

"N\

5

the cont;él by the "experts,” the review staff at the Insti-

) tute and outside consultants whom the Figeral agency and/or-
the Di;trict of Célumbia leaders miéht éhoose. Everyone
seemed to learn that the impleqen@a;ion of change depends on
g . clea{ goals, specific}ty of desigg,‘and accountability of’pro-.
cedures: ghgf chéﬁge does not usually happen through easual

though well-meaning activities.

o . 72 | o -




Characteristics of -Organizational "Learning”

TABLE 3

-

67

in Evidence in Project-Federal Agengy

é

Interaction ﬁ\)? - :

1. Level of Federal
4involvement and
control

2. Funding point

3. Time span

—
s

4. Local dependence
on Fedéral agency

5. Numbér-diversity
of local- planners

6. Type and scope of
. program goals

.

7. kole of evaluation

Yoderate; ‘turned over to
DCPS and task fcrces,
; with consultative help

1
Project givea carte blanche
initially; funded in large,
vague categories

A few wmonths; planning done
in sumzer workshops; rapid
initdially

Yoderate; local Ad Hoc
Planning Council opemmted
somewhat independently

Large; high coEmunity input;
75 organizational repre-
sentatives; open to com-
munity; some professional
(teachers) and union groups
excluded

Broad; whole spectrum; e.g.,
youth, health, aged, re-
creation; no focus.
Generally socio-political
and educational ~~

Minimal; mentioned as after-
thought; unclear time frame
Tor evaluation

-

"
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e
CHARACTERISTICS ACSP: OLD PLANNING RENP: NEW PLANNING
OF INTERACTION (1967-68) (1972-75)
/a-

¥Hjor; NIE approved
each step and assisted

' i{n formulation

_ Precise; line iten,
operational funding only
after plans approved for
specified duration

LY

Over two years; step—
by-step

Heavy; J;E project offi-
cer sat ex-officio on
oeetings; day-by-day

, assistance

Small; 26-person force;
professional staff help;
all coastituency groups
involved, includipg non-
RENP people

Focused; narrow; re—
lated to in-school edu-
cation )

Major; built-in; obvigus‘
from onset; clear
_time-table; funding

'r*contingent

v
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__ RIE in August 1972, was a

68

/,

Between January 1972 and the spring of 1975, a cycle

‘e
-

of proposal submissions, jeview, re-writing, and re-submissions

was carried out. 1t was cleardthat unkil RENP.was fully
planned and specified, funds (other than basic maintenance of
administr;tive and program staff dollars) would be withheld.
The cycle went as follows: ° five-person Task Force, headed
by Elizabeth A. Zbramowitz, produced a plan with the title
Response to Educational Needs Project. It was submitted to

pproved 'in pringiple but fﬁnding
njiplg bue fin

-

awaiteé further planning.

to the 1968 events in which USOE funded programs after a single

submissiong The NIZ critigue of the Abramowitz document re-
guested greater 9per§t§ona; detail. _

In ?esruary 1973, Acting RENP Director Jul%gn West
offered the Operationél Plan/Interim Report to NIE; the pri-
mary goal of the document was improved instructfon with only
secondaig emphasis on community involvement. It includeq

staff development and resource centers. Perhaps thé presence

:%lxéf the, Anacostia community board made continued discussion of

v

community participation less vital, though the tension between

pedagogical and community involvement goals persisted in RENP
. 4

throughout its history. Again, NIE responded with a request

for more adequate program strategies, greater need for re-

=

search and evaluation, and the suggestion that consultants and

NIE staff be used in felwritiné the proposal. Unlike the ACSP

approach, RENP was expected to build in evaluation, not an un-

eipected request given NIE's research and developmént or;enta-

AN
- : 74

This response should be contrasted

-

at




: 7tidh. .
The next project director, Calvin Lockridge, in Juﬁé .
1973 submitted a Pre-Im;lementation Plan to NIE; he was .
-~ fired in a battle with the ACSB and some administrative re-
structuring occurred. A larger RENP Task Force was convened,
* with representativés from the community, teachers' and ad-

ministrators' union, school board, RENP staff, NIE, reading -

specialists, and RENP consultants apbointed. HNote that this

—_ r
Nap—

planning group is fat more comprehensive, involving par%ies
like teachers and-adminisgqators'who were eicluaéé fiPm ‘the
1968 effo;ﬁf Also, efforts were made to solicit the opinion
5f other principals apé teachers not on the Tasé Forc; at
luncheons, on guestionnaires, and at meetinés. In February
1974, a "Proposal for a Cooperative School--Community Program
to Foster iméroved hcademic Achievementrgmong the Child;en

of AnacosYia" was given to KIE (note the title contains both

the community and achievement orientation). The response for

the National Institute staff was: "After almost two years of
very intensive work and (relative to other projects) massive

technical assistance, a proposal was received in February 1974

3% )

‘that gives promise of being fundable. o

Rather than to require still anather re-write, NIE

moved to a different approach: the Institute presented 62

specific grant terms and conditions,- creating a kind of adver-
o

< sary situation wherein negotiating could occur. The federal

=

agency had come a long way from the earlier approval process.

Ratherﬁ;han'granting requests, as earlier USOE had done, NIE

: A 75
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insisted'oa“an interactivg relationship, formali

b}

’

-

zing the
mutual adaptation that followed. 1In the ‘spring of 1974, then,

. \
tpe grant was awarded, authorizing RENP to use°some $2.million

USOE "carry-over" balance plus an additional $2.25 million in

new 1974° (Fiscal Year) NIE dollars. The components of RENP

tions produced

were now reading, mathematics, parent involvement, management,

- T

and evaluation, a mtch truncated list from the 28 recommenda-
= .

by the Summer Task ForBles of 1968.
all mission of RENP,
¥ "improving the

reading ané mathematics

a

=

chievement to the
level of non-inner-city children” jin grades Kindergarten
through 12.

~

The funding was awarded with . -twe strictures not im-
N iy

"

. . ?‘P‘.;—;‘.- .0

posed on earlier grant awards. FirsesNIE 1mgpsed a form
-

of "contingent funding,

-

reguiring that grant conditions be
met and on evidence that reasonable levels of implementation

be achieved before funds were released; even the language
is contractual.

Before submitting its final funding pro-

posal, REYP had an in-house formative evaluation done; later,

a summative evaluation was to be completed by the District of

Columbia échool system (one change NIE made was to request

W

outg}de evaluations).  The attempts- to ascertain the’'extent

and quality of implementation and to pin continued support of

.

these results was a very different approach from earlier forms

of accountability where, at times,” the Federal project offi-
wWas

cers seem quite unconcerned about the project.

v

’

m

Second, the projectAgiven time re;traipts by NIE. The

76
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The over-
»
as perceived by NIE, was Specified as
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' ‘ . ’ . ( -~ v\
agency had originally expected the p%éjéct to be underway in

a single year, 1974; anather year of summative evaluétion was

L . .

to follow (1975). RENP, requested two years of implementation, ’

-

. statlng}that the program would be executed by June -1975, and

the evaluation year would bBe contemporaneous with the second

. . . -

year. A fall-back year,«1976J?7 was then suggested by re-

P~

. ' . Vviewers. Interestlngly, ‘the- ACSP’ had never known out’ an- - |
s /»  ending date' the Dr03ect had instead lived on a "han\{-to-mouth™ .

year-by- year ba51 _ The spec1f1c1ty of how the money|would be

-
Y

‘ releasec and for what duratvon provided time parameteks for ’

the progect s staff and DCPS ;:flc:LaTS':\l . S el
- .
Implementgtion proceeded with the hiring of 24 communi-

‘ty organizers and 5 senior community orgamizers te supervise

-(Ma§ 1974) ; arnew Project director, Valarle Green,nasse]mﬂzd
.’ T A . - '
¥

following the r851gﬁatlon ‘0f Peter Lewis (see Table l) During

— [N

the summer of 1974, Green worked to~tdevelop and galn approval /] -ji

for reading/mathematics prograﬁs, establlsh positions for .
. . . . . ' ' L
Trainers of Teachers for the Iinservice components, and séttlng
. .
- o . - LY
up centers and labs for é%e\readlng and mathematics programs.
. [
t - - - e — L]

Administrative "heads for reading and hmath components were

3

hired during the academic year 1975 and attempts were made
to equalize the reading and math emphases (reading had taken

precedence). Green was dismissed; conflict with staff and

£

L]
slowness of implementation were reasons given._ The Acting
\l . ¥ -~ . ~ " “

Director was then former head of Reading Component, Evelyn -

-

' T2ylor; she is then replaced by Larry Riddick, a second Act-

* : -

ing dDirecfor, for six weeks, allowing time _for a national search.

- -" ———
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~ In fall 1975, NIE conducted an interrim evaluation of .

RENP; weaknesses weré spelled out’'as follo Sz ééoblems with | -

leadership turnover and quality of instrﬁéfyon, quéiifiba-

ﬁtions and abilities of'aides, poor definition of roles of

— -

, aides in schools, nonimplementation of mathematics component.

-~

Also, there was turmoil in th, publac schools. Superlntendent

. Sizemore was hav1ng problems; the school system was not re-

spond#g to a request by the General Accounting Office Audit

.. ) . .
on RENP use of -funds; and ﬁpﬁds.were not being spent because.

of delays in implementation. But ﬁ;ﬁ/ﬁas somewhat restrained
rd = - . |
since the RENP funds were glven as a grant, not a contract ]

(the evaluatlon procedures were later ,used to give some Fedér-
al direction). \ P . ’ :

Also, in the £fall of 197:,*DCPS began negotlatlng‘for

a grant ext en51on...§a§e§;pa requests from external review-

ers, a contingent extensidn was granted: If RENP achieved l

implementation by May_Y976, then they would recelve yet

another year of NIE funds; if,not; the’money would be with-

drawn in July 1976, eﬁdin&lPh%se 2 of RENP. At that time, E;i%A

total funding from NIE was to be about $7 million allocated '

14 :
between September '1972 and June 1977. ¢ "

”

3

So whether through direct denial of grant funds,

through measurlng out funds as work is done, or throuah the ) P
€ . /
control of the evaluation, NIE took a strong part in seeing

-

that implementation took place.. (See the Task 4 chapter ' M
) f )

b

whlch discusses NIE commitment to research and evaluatlon )
- s .
Even the last year and a half, between mid-1975 when DCPS”,"
- - . e

I "l B .

- - "v‘ ’?8\ ‘/Lq—-,//




_was negotiating a continuance of RENP-and the final effort

to implemeﬁt and disseminate‘the results elsewhere ir the

. system, the _hational agency engaqed in an efforf to supply

&

help through out51de evaluators He. g-, Gibboney Assoc1ates§

e ¥ -

- —

-

and funding for results, Q?t‘iEomlseS. : . ’ ’

In January 1976, bDan Jackson was hired as Project Di-

rector, a man with extens%ve business experience and an o;t-' :
sider to the DCPS. He began filling,in th gaps- in implemen-
Jﬁi?\\tation: For “example, Jackson reorgaﬁfzed and "evened out” E ‘
. .Ehe reseurces be&tweén mathematics‘anq_reading programs fulhost
schools; he olaéed' the éo;mnunity Orgamizers in each, school \
directly accountable to the teacner tralners (Program Facili-
~ tators), experlenced, tenured s@aff memebers who operate the j‘
Labs and Centérs in each building. Other key personnel were,
chaﬁged.35 Jackson also’negotiated with ﬁiE over the condi- 1
tions of the grans. For ekample, wheh NIE refused to pro-
vide summer training moneg for salaries of RENP staff caus- n

ing the likely rurloughlng of oersonnel, Jackson went oubllc,

attacking NIE in the Wasnlngton Post.

According to lnfornatlon from two sources, by 1975~
4, lg?é school.year,, REXP was fully implem&nted. The Gibboney
_Associates formative evdaltuation anﬂ on-site visits by‘NIE

- . ‘ . >» -

project observers both tecorded extensive té.moderate aoti- :

. . ' : ' N >
vities associated with 1m§1ementat10n. ' In the Fiha¥ Formative .

Evaluation Report,'outside‘evaluators found that the math labs
Y ¢ rd

and readlng centers in 10 Anacostia area schools‘were func- . .




-

_the schools. . / :

¢

. H

- , 1 4
each school (10) had a Unit Task Force of 'RENP staff, princi-

<
pal,'and related teachers which produced a Plan for using and

Qonitoring RENP techniques in the building; that in many

" cases the local school\?oards at each school were elected

and functioning; that the Parent/Community Involvement com-

ponent, staffed By the cofmunity organizers, was in place,
recognized by releyant local actors, and was functiéhiﬁg}‘and’
- -

that relations between RENP schools and their communities

-

was good. Similagly, observations made by NIE étaﬁf;during

1976 recorded that Math and Reading programs were furctioning

in 14 area schools (see Tab¥e '4); these evaluators also spoke

.

with RENP staff, principals, representatives of the Washing-

ton Teachers'

classrooms teachers.
o

Union, community aides angd organizers, and
The data show a high degree of implemen-

. § . - 3 i 3
tation, as new staff, routines, and materials were extant in

Thus, oJ%r a ten-year period, though ACSP Kad been

only minimalily implemented,sa project called RENP had been

-

>
2

designed, approved, staffed, and implemented. The project

includeé,(l)‘a management gomponent comprised vf Dan Jaokson,
L 3

’ -

D1rector, comoonent Dlrectors for Reading and Mathematlcs and

’
Parent/Communlty Involvementh (2) Mathematlcs-and Readlng In-.

servloe Educatlon program through Labs and Centers -in the
.- . o "
schools (3) a Communlty Involvement Component'lncludlng-'

Local School Boards and a school-pased Unit Task Force, and .

- * Id

(4)- a reglonwlde e}ected school. board _the Reg}on I Board,

¢

In 1977 with the dLmlnutlon of Federal fundmng, however,

~ " * .-
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TABLE 4 )
Py
RENP Schools....Staff/Student Involvement by Grade & —
. . INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONERT
SCHOOLS ‘ READING COMPONENT " #ATHEMATICS COMPONENT
-7 TARGET NUMBER OF NUMBER OF TARGET NUMBER OF NUMBER OF .
GRADES TEACHERS STUDENTS GRADES TEACHERS "STUDENTS
Ballou Sr. High** - 10 12 887 10 12 f8s71 -
- ‘ . R ; i
Bart Jr. High** "8,9 12 ' 414 8,9 15 756
N "‘ . - P i .
ELEMENTARY - ‘ . ‘ .
Bixney** B . 12 . 287 12 . 295 U . -
, Congress Heig’;’fts”* . 4,5,6 [ 9 - 253 4,5,6 ) 9 1 - -m253~ 1
- C e - ; ) - "
Draper . . _ 4,5,6 ) 9 232 . -7 .
'. . . Cf ~
Priendship** ? K-6 12 - - 284 K-6 . e12 322 -
. ‘- . ‘ - ) ‘ N e 7 ) -
Garfield - 1 4,5,6 10 277 )
. ‘ . = ~ . — -
Green . N 4,5,6 14 '348
. : b i
Hendley ! 4,5,6 .1 293 . ' ‘ p \ i
Leckia T T K-6 12 330
‘Malcolm X , N -1 1. 4,5, 1 284 * .
savoy , : : =1l 4,5,6 - 14 414 ’
. ¥
Simone°** | 4,5,6 © 11 273 4,5,6 - i - 273 .
we ] ) - ‘ . ' !
-16th & Butler K-6 13 342 o \\
- $0TAL S © 111 \l 3,542 ‘Vq w2 1,142
e_°*hools with the same target population in Reading and Mathematics. - ) ‘ B ’
EMCﬁools with the RENP Reading and Mathematics programs, as reported in Firal Report of RENP (Aug 1977) 82

Total Nymber of Teachers = 233 ....... Total Number of Students = 7,684 )
e — £
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“the Pro;ect faced 1ts final problem, the integration of RENP
] "activities into the on- going functlon of the Dlstrlct of B
o, - X y . . ; ’
} O Columbla school system. .

] . B L e
_ - .

. - - - ’ ’ ’ ) -:‘ e
N *r . ‘ 3
C . PHASE 3 , . ' o
. - ‘ . - . ] . . 4 - ’
: - . . . . ' o *
- The Institutionalization of*Change - o -
A , ] - N A *

. - . |13

. - What occurs Qhen'Eederal dollars are withdrawn? Are
. \ _ . K '

there lasting effects of the project that inform our under-

-y » - o

’ “
e standlng of change agentry,;n urban school systemd%’ Does *

~
P

. the external 1nterven€10n1st approach’éonstltute -an effectlve

f . ”\ mode of bnlnglng about change in large-scale systems’ Are

-+ there lessons from the RENP experlence that are useful in “*
- . - , :

. other s1tuatlons° These questlons and others,ere treated

. ! S ‘e »

L -in this section. - v .. . .o .o
S e, R
: . k3 s . . wr . ‘9_
e . . The Effects of Long-Term Implemeptation * -
. v L) - - oo - . { .“" . = .
& - . e T N . :
. 4
s L8

Befote analizing Ghe institutionélization of chénge -

=

- N
v

rejuv1natlon, re-pIa%%iﬁgﬂ'and final im-
v . ® . L ] e o
- ) plementatlonr-ln other words;-the effects of the prior experi=.

-

in DCPS, we peed\y to dlscuss the lmpact of almostﬁten,years of
"rugglerﬁfa1lur§

¢ - -

) < ente .of the ACSP *and 'RENP on the final phase. There are f:we-‘J
. o O N o= ) N 71 T e -
o .is. P . - PR ,,v ,‘., . - o
Cu + 1. The hardening 6f'commitment-' Had planning ‘and im-
.6 g; :
. .. P entatlon gone gur¢kly ‘and smoothlx.(whlch they dld notﬁ
.sg_ g the brler sectlgn demonstrates), the attentzon pald to .
g-. ‘l".' " ~' " l.

PRI |

the Anacostla experlment mlght have been minimal ("Oh, yes,

.
‘%"

\




.

s 1

..mented di evaluate 1t, of the com?unlty to lobby and preserve

" . ) . .<‘ ’ i i @'

. isn't Rﬂé?’that progr@m. for" poor kids? Whatever happened to

it?"). 1Instead, the extended pef}ed of’negotiations'g?tCed P

key actors in the %nperintendent'sjgffice, on Capitol Hffi: T

in the - DHEW, gand in the é:ommﬁnity‘tg deal with implémenta-
. « .

tion--and nqx, 1n§t1tut10n§}1zatlon--over time. It is not™

pe

tn\t\change agents should necessarlly seek to extend the im-
plementatlon process; the chances of gxifnctlon’ére greatly
increased by repeated failure. _But, an’ unintended outcone

of the lengthy history of RENP was the hafdéhlng aof commlt—

-7

ment of DCPS to nreserve the pro;ect, of NSE to %ft it 1mple—

\‘v N

it and thk jdbs it entails, and o¥ some keyulanakers in Con-

- / .

gress to pre ebti fof its cont1nuance. < °

*y . ra /_).
2. The” building of,eystém'invesément: In terms of.our

L

change ownstnuct, the'lengfn} and tﬁrbgleqt process of plan-
P ‘ :

ning and implementatiop raised .the investmentiﬁfts for all

parties concerned. The Federal government sunk millions of
3 . A w *
dollars into the project, not to mention they reputation of such .

egencies as NIE. 'Key 1%erkls in Congress had invest®"in

i~
RENR's continuance because ‘'of a general commitment to the \\> o

s - o ;o *

- . . . . . g - i ~
eduéation of poor and black children and' their desit¥ to . .
. . 3 ® .
. . . .,

— : e ~ s ’, . .

counter the conservative agq restrictive “inclinations &f -the . .

Al \d i

Nixon Admipistration. DCPS was under'ﬁonsiderable pressnre to”

L]

equallze the &1str1bub10n of réqources among the Dlstrlct'

schools, RENP furngleg fhnds 1nto the scHools for podrer-chlld—

i ?- g -
ren in the~§nacost1a-commun1ty -Furthermore, a large numbe!
u‘ LI . v .

B § -
H -, )
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= ~ . . 'g“ <t N ) -
" of DCPS employees were padid under the RENP gEant.' Pressurs
o .

-

to maintain this commitmeht raised the-invesfmént level for

: .- X
& _3khe system.

- “ Adbert Hirschman in his book‘on organlzatlonal behavior .
' Y B - :
.- puts it still another way: O?ganf%%tlonal members have a

e

¥ -

'// _ ‘high incentive to use thelk v01ce,‘to express themselves pub- v
y . ) llcly, when exit from,the %ystem 15 not p0551b1e. That is,/in

. I - 4 . ; § =

~ Hirschman's word, "The individual ﬁeels’that leaving a cer-

H
* H

tain group,” in this case RENP, "darries a high price with
it /Ehe price of £inding a new joE7, even though no specific

) sanctlon 1% 1maosed n32 Thus,, for‘l staff, the investment in

-

s .

R RENP was obv1ous- emplo;ment\ For communlty staff members,

} - support of RENP was doubly 1mperative, for jobs as aides and

e e e e B — e * n— - = e T e T I

community organizers were very dlfflcult to find. Barrlng

0

. "exit," the parficipants were highly loyal to the program,

’

having a high investment in it. Por non-employed community -
A N A ,

: ' ' laypeople, the option to exit th%%Anacostia schools was mini- _
’ . - A . - .

mal; they either supported (through votes 4nd protests) the
. ©) a

continuation of the project jeven.afﬁer Federal funds were re-
s« moved) or faced the fuigger downgrading of their children's *

schools. -

1]
-

o A 5 -
T 3. Eliminating the "fear of the unknown": It is be- Ln

-

.

- lieved that systems refuse o alter their hehavior, to chanye,

’ out of fear of the unknown: that a new routine or approach

’

. will be woprse than the existingd%ne and therefq;p it is in

[ . ¢
the interest of participants .to hold doggedly to their current

*




T, " y b‘ ' ' . -
practices. ,In more personal t;zps, individual members at )

various levels in an organization wish to maintain their ex-

- -

,'isting behavior because they find it satisfying and effecéive -

ot A

. .. for their assignea task. 1In orgénizatfiEal terms, the social &
ﬂfz.'v» , . ' ./

+ vy unit reinforces on-going activities through the’ sameness (or

. -
X

. change) in the environment. Hence,” organizations must do

Y

more than "tell" their members to change: the environment--

* job description, reward system, other interdependent jobs--
N itself must change. Organizational participants learn to

. - .

read the- signals from their immeédiate environsent; subtle

changes in job. title, ezﬁeététion and location are likely to

upset the individual (and also the environment in which he¢she

works) .
-~ . . *

But, in -‘the decade of RENP, there was ample time to

‘dispel'concern ove§~the outcome of theé project. Local teach-

ers came to know,rig not to trust, .the project. The aides

e .
became familiar faces around the school; the Aeacher train-

.
-

_ers, who were themselve$ veteran teachers in the syStem, be-

came kngwn quantities; and the community boards, the most

. [y
w

- ) ! ’ » >
consistent force among thé RENP/ACSP components, had become’

] © . P

a given in regionél decision-méking (at least in Region If.

Thus, one unintended but useful out¢ome of the extended im-.

k_" plemgptation period was therfamiliarity that was Ebspciated . .
- - ‘ .

with the project, easing somewhat the process of institution-

% . . ’ 7 -
alization. . .
5 .

: ~ :
.- 4. Finding an acceptable and-effective staff head:

Most projects have only a short time 'to locate a gdod director;,
_ | . s .
ERIC " *= - g6 '. Yoo
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' the succéss and failure thus deperds on making the riéht choice
early on. In the case off?iﬁR;>Fine diré&tors and a host of
subordinates came and went. THhe decade of, planning and imple- -
menting al;pweé a numbeg of l%;ders to txy the job and leave. -

. N . -~
Finally, Dan Jackson was recruited and appeared to have the
. -
right combinagon of operational efficiency and rapport with
~ !

the community to survive and tofget the job done. Hence,*a

long period of operation allowed a trial and error search for

- e . . ) .
a good set of leaders. It also permitted the ¥ystem ta experi-
-

- . - . . - - . - =4 .
ment with "insiders™ and "outsiders.">3 {See Richard 0. Carl-

son o EX. Succession.) -

-
-

<

L

5. Xdjusting the egper%ment to the organizational setting:

# .

The incorporation of RENP into the regular processes of the Dis-
\,
trict of Columbia school system depended on the aligning of

-goals, structures, roles, and routines such that the innova-

-

tion could be q?sorbed. This fine tuning could not be done

.quickly; rather the mutuzl adaptation process required that the

two parties get into ph&Be with one another. The experiment had

=

-

// to build its own constituency, test its own approaches, and re-
fine.its activities. The host system had to come to appreci-

ate, and even need, the new program, find a slot in the organi-

zation fog,i; (and its staff), and adjust itself (the sys )

to accommodate the new program. ”?his_aligning'téok timé; RENP/
‘AQ§P'had néarly a decade thQecome a familiar, important, and

appreciated part of the syspeﬁ's repertoire. s

-
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a- Institutionalization Explained and Made Operational
I

As was mentioned éarlier, the change process in organi- ==

.

zations involves a planning, implementing, and incorporating

phase, each having its own purposes, problems, and activities.
?f?

While the initial stage required that basic rules be estab- .
lished and plan§ to be made and the second phase rested on /

initiating the actual organizational behavior over time, the

.

- final stage haa’%g its purpose the méshing of new programs /
with the organizational setting in a sompéwhat permanent £fashion.

The temporary; experimentdl gquality of the program:was dis-

-

-7 placed by acceptancé hd a legitimate function in the system.

A s -~ . .
One test of the enddrance of a new project is whether, when

[ v rnan ——
~

outside rrops are knocked out, the pro§gram stands on its own

3 : . .
bottom. Are there sufficient internal resources and interest

.
4 .

to sustain it, in some form or another, or does the system

dismiss, the effort and return to former behavior? If the -

new .program is scuttled, thén one might assert that-its im-
r - - & "

pact is limited to only those staff and children who were in-*
’ volved with it. 1If the program is integrated into the system,

.

- however, in some diétinguishable,and meaningful way (not just

using the name,. fbr example), then the penefits of the project.
' " become available to members and cliégts over a much longer.
. : * . N . . "
time period.' . As students O6f change, we are df course inter-
) H .

a#ested in maximizing the impact of programs deemed useful, y

-

~

and we thus béire the steps that might lead to'germanéncy;
. _

\)4‘ ’ ‘-" ’ ) L . R .\a'z;'
ERIC - L o
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S T
. In .the analysis 6f the 1976-1977 period of RENP, we

see steps being taken that could be interpreted as incotrpor-

’

ation. The fall of 1977 was the onset of the period best

' cha’racteriz'ed by the name of the report that‘guideg it: the.

"Utilization and Dissemination Model." .It is premature to

state with too much certainty what will happen. At the time
of this writing, hpweve;, the new schpo; year was gix weeks
started and it kad become apparent what the naturé of the in-~ |,
stitutionalized RENP ;;é rt would be. Already, the NIE had

. provided Sbout $147,000 to pay for the transition, thus eas-

ing the Federal governmeht out and entdouragiang still further

comgitment from the school

0
!
0]
or{
g

Already, as we shall

. e

. ;é,_d}sgus§J‘REﬁP nad moved into "rent free” guarters in the .

* wwFriendship Center, its.director, Dan Jacksomn, had been
placed into a line felationship under the Deputy Sup;rinten-
dent for the Instructional Serviceg, and'his staff had been
identified. Already, qértain activities in Region I had
been established which were akin to RENP, under Jackson's

T to, * guiéahce. 'And, under the "¥tilization and Dissemination Plan;"

| é system for involving 16 other Region I schools, staff, and
: ,'~prOgraés~Were déviged aq@ underway; these efforts wgre sup-

.

N : pgrtea financially by "in-kind" resources from the Ligtfict

/ - of Columbra public schools, botalllng some $1.6 mllllon.

~ 5 ) Finally, bhe guldlng pr1nc1ole emoloyed by most sys-‘

-

tems confront by demands for -permanent change’is as fol;?ws:

’ . utilize new elements which "cost" the system the least 'in
: $g> ~ scarecgresources, since new programs (without new funds) require
Q R . .7 ) ' L

g . - -~ ]
—FRIC PO , : L -
i = . . 8§89 . :
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the organization to divert money, staff, energy from existing
’ . -

programs. Another way to put this: systems will divert re- .o
sources where there 1is greatest certainty of results, the
greatest political trade-offs for .doing so, and the least ~
cost. Certain elements of RERP fit this equation and are

" being institutidnalized into the DCPS; others are being te-

N

jected by the system. It is the comparing of "accepted” and
"rejected” components of RENP that provide1a clue as fo the

inner logic of program institutionalization. at is it apout

b
= 3 " ) -' 13 ~\ L3 ,'- -
certain staff positions, let's ta<e Jthe Community Aides and

Communlty Orgahlzers, that ‘make it dlfflcult though poss1ble ';

g

for the school system to absorb them, wheans the jobs of

Program Facilitators and Project Director are continued in

some form?

» N » - - » 3 X
There are four criteria for institutieonalization that
7

are apparer:t in the analysis of these case data:

- <
1. The meshing of goals and approgch: During the 10-

year history of RENP/ACSP, the purposes were refined and
narrowed to a peint where the project (RENP) and the organ-

ization (DCPS) have reached some congruence of mfssionn With- /Z
L ' .
out that meeting of minds, so to Speak the systjp would »

easily have closed down the program when the external incen- .

tives were -removed. \\\

. C e '

° . . .

*

2. The meshing of vrganizatibnal structures: The in-

-

-

¥

ternal operatlon 6f an organlzatlon demands thae 1ts component

g <
parts, to a great extent, work toé%ther.. It is the very nature

-

v . s’

—_

. ‘ A
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. &

- of the "orgenic" quality of organization. Thus, RENP had to

find a niche, be afix somewhere in the school system or perish.

»

-

The locatindg of RENP in the organizatiodnal structure in turn .

‘required that RENP be in consonance with the purposes of the

»
system without- either duplicating existing programs or -
L 3

threatening them. RENP found a home in. the offire of the

=

Deputy Superintendent of IQstructioﬁal Services and the office /,

of the Region I superintendent..

®»
3. Lhe mesnlnc of roles and jOD €atego:1es- Permanent

status in aneorganlzaelon reguires Lhat “the staff fit 1nto the.

occupational %trpceure of that system. "Temporary” or "pro-

-~

_ visional” certification (school personnel are often required

- e m——— P S T -

,to be licensed certified, or in some way given oLL1c1al s~and
. 7 .

~ -
o*

ing} must give way to full- tlne status if the new program is

’

-

. to be 1nst1tut10nal1zed 54 Otherﬁls the employee is subject_

1
to dismissal easily and en30ys 1ittl® job secu%ity/protectiqp.

’

In school systems where tehu;e and union afffiliation largely

determine the gstability of jobs, the importance of the cons-

_gruence between project job descriptions/titleSIEnd‘those of {.

s

the regular school system cannot be underestimeggd; ‘The Pro~}“

gram Facilitator (teachef trainers) were all tenured and were

. b
gparanteedfemployment;'Fhe aides were not, though they were

members of AFSCME. Dan aaefson, like many managers and non-

"tenured newcomers to the DCPS, had little seturi beyond

the clauses_;n his congract.

- -

s -
. < . y
| | ) )
- 4 *

—
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" 4. The meshing of RENP-DCPS program, materials, and

~
-
- . P

facilities: Finally, the dnstitutionalization of gpange in-
- = - L 4
volves the acceptance and integration of the actual program . :

-

v )
(its particular routines, use of materigis,rfacilities, if

. any) with the SLmllar functlons of the system. Yet the

unigque guality of the 1nnovat10nr once 1ncorporated must

AL\\

’ . . o - . - . .
continue to exist, if nothlng more than in_ the phllosophy and
consciousness, of the participants. Changes in program involve

alterations in.the professional behavior of staff: ‘e.g., how

they diagnose and treat.chi;dren/én teaching them to read ox

- 3
3 -~

cipher; how leaders in the school system make vital Eécisiéns‘ _ =

} N . . . . : 4
SN such as selecting a Regional Superintendent; or how they use

% . .
Al ‘ - et} -
- centers and labs for instruction. . .

4

A Brief History s t -
\ﬁ;—.—‘ ) . . .

. - - .
~ The final phase of the’ change process, in the case of

‘k\RuhP was distinguished by 1 naqy of the same organizational : ;
behav*ors as earlier étages. the ;ermé and conéitionsvwere- - .

negotlateo among NIE and RENP-DCPS, both sides attemoted to
v

-

, naxlmlze their gwn goa’s, and flnally, both accommodated in ~ot
. & . 7 .
- lod { € -
some ways to the other: Ce =
4 . T > /
¢ - " - DCPS Superintendent Vincent -E. Reed asked Dr. James =/
. T [ . M -* - ;

Guines, Deputy Superintendent for Instructional Ser'vices, to

- . . .
L . head the school system's €ffort: he sub ted to NIE a blue- .

print for utilizing and dlssemlnatlngt(RIE suggested the ,

N g ¢
- ;>§;?* terms) RENP during the 1977-19 8 school z/;;'- The purpose L

- - . -

'
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. . .
-
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-

tended to other'schoolsQand Othenq"audiences" outs;@e the Dls—

.

.0f school system commitment of finances and persdﬁnel to the
. . . —— . et
contfnuatiqn of the project; to establish priorities among

the var}ous "candidates” (i.e., componernts like math labs

-

and rgaéding centers) ; and to lay out the steps ("milestones”)

.

in institutionalizing the program. Drafts of.the plan were
. - . ‘.

.
[

:'submitted, reviewed by internal and external {(toc NIE) reeders

. and the comments passed along to ?r; Guimes and Mr.~Jackson.
. - ) r ¢ .

et . v ‘. -

One reviewer, in c:itiquing ‘an early draft, found, that: .

'

Overall, the technical Drobosal laéks clarlty and

cohesiveness and does not address chirtical gques- * ° .
~ tions such as: What is to be accomplished? fHow is’

it to be accomplished? hhat methods éke to be

utilized? What outcomes are ekpected? And who is.

the target audience?35 " ) Vo .

1

. - ot
.t ' r

A meeting was held (December 10, 1976) with DGPS, NIE-and
outside reviewers attending. The result of the "negotiations”

seemed consistent with our dptions of organizationai behavior.
Dr. Guines reiterated that' the school system could not be | <
4,
obllgated to take on addltlonal f1nanc1al burdens by the

- -

‘qutlnuatlon of RENP; rather "it was p01nted_out that some

Ju——

of the possible optjons did not necessarily reguire major

fiscal requiremen{:s."56 He did state, .however, thatAthe Dis-"

. . . - . [

trict and RENP were committéd to the use and circulation of-

° the lessons of the Pproject, as NIE suggested. The give and

-

¢ take -and dlfoSlQ€ showed the school syste/,g;temptlng to
Ay v

continue the program whlle committing the least npmber of new

- -~

— < . -«

s = = = e

Q . ¢

-
. . ... . -t

: of the document was to detail 'how the projegt mfght best be ex-

4 - .
trict of Columbie "DCPS was asked‘by NIE to eXplaln the level a

L4
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staff and neh costs; thls approach seems hlghly ratlcnal con- . .
M L v ¢ ".
. . saderlng the financial condltzon of ehe Dlsprlct, lts rnterest o

. . Ty ;_-"4,
+in continuing RENP, and its de51re to galn the funds de51g-

nated for the flnai phaSe. Yet, the Flnal Proposal dld . R

. - S§ promise to contlnue much RENP 1n conjunctlon w1th regular s

L}

currlcuiar and etaff devélopment programs oj the District of "?’.,"'

- - Columbla schools. Lhat is, the RENP » approach to staff de-

hd 0

velopmenp (usrng 1n-senool teacheﬂ/tralners) was to be graft— -

. .
- - - [

.,
P,

- «ed on tp'qhe_majer cﬁrricu1ar deveiopment whlch had already K

- been aporove tne school goard and the superantepdent--the

“ 'Competency Based Gurglculum ) T e 14 schools where RENP Cen- ) ' -

+ * ters and Labs wefre alreacy functlonlng were to be "left in : . :
> <

‘tact and teachers who have been involved in the RENP exoerl—

L4 -
C . .ence will scheaule their classes" in such a manner that max1-

f
mum utlllzatlon of the Reading Cenfer and Math Lab w1ll be ‘ Vo

. 4 > - B
g.m37" Other staff (not formerly in RENP) could use the :

. . -resources for similar %u_rposes. Furthermore, the Plan ex-

. . & i .
e B . — % .
plains, the Program Facilitators were to be assigned to the " .

. . assure

L

o 16 reﬁaini?g schools.in-Region I, thus disseminaging RENP
. to all the buildings in Ahaeostia. Additional Eraining would

- 'also be avallable at a Staff Develppient Center housed at tyé o .

., Frlendshlp Educational Center where the 'Project Director, . - v
e . ‘ o . ’
Dan-Jackson, would ha&e his offigces. ¢ ‘ .

) The broader dissemination ‘function would be carried

‘out by a Public InforMation Officer at Friendship who would e

.t inform other, DCPS staff about RENP and would "coordinate in- * ..

‘ stitutes, workshops, and Conferences for local apd national : .-
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wl . ° N . LT - '.,_ © . ’
e *school boards, superlntendents, assLstan¢_super¥ntendents, .
‘ ’ ’ "; < 1 & A :
regloﬁal superlnteﬁdents, parents, su erVLSory pefsonnei,.
. .

and prospectgve teachers.

" o
. .

. and dlssemlnatlon‘proposal called for the $100 000 Federal

’

.» n58’ The b dget for the use

£unds "to go for-the Instruotlonal Component {for readlng_

and. math dlrectors and admlnlstratlon) Educational Materi- ..
ax »
) als ($9 398.25) .would come from the Dlstrlct s budget the
i . .
_ﬁ' remaining staff, including the Pro3ect Director, 5 lnstruc-

-

tion team nembers, 22 Fac:lltators, 41 Resource Teachers,-

and a- secretary (totgilzng about $1 6 mllllon) wou1d be i

’

Sl 'plcked;up by *he DCPS in- kznd
- On January 10, 1977, the Plan was approved It is .

the lmplementlng of ‘this prooosal as well as othexy outcomes, X
. . ¢ < ; .

that ,forms the data base for thls section. We shaLd*examine

-

.
,
PR s
i

" -

. “the fogr RENP cOmponents (commun;ty school boards, 1nserv1ce

~— ‘ educhtlon, community alde and organlzatlon, and RLNP-adm;pl-

. o :fttation in terms of their goals, structure, roles, and i
’ " ggmogram {i.e, routines,»materlals, and facilities). The purr~
. : ool -

pose iss to ascertalp what has: changed in the 'school SY&EQ?‘ o
Y

. that can be attrlbuued to! the presgnce’bfgiih : -¢hanges in ~

) behav1or as well as outlooks o} tlcrpan@s, That.ls~ T }»:~;
‘ : I ’ - '

-
-

1. What-new and perﬁanent mode of commUnlty expre551on

are available'pow that were not before the ex1stence of RENP?’

' . DU . . Co o
T E 2 What new organxqatlonal arrangeménts exzst and re-"
: S f
. _maln 1n %he schooi sYstem that were not found before?

~
.

. /. 3.“What new procedures, rules governlng member,behavior; i
Y, " . -
" ,ad/i;

»

acilLtles/matetlals will 11kely endure befause of RENP° y)<f‘
-~ i" .

’ -
* i -

.
. . . .
- T Y .
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~ Institytionalization of Commuhity Involvement
z i - = : : . : . =
) ; -4 < . ’ ; ' -.' i i * ’ . °

*ﬂ . i The Anacostla progect ng certalnly not' unique in 1ts - .
purpose oi\extendlng commuglty inv/}vement--lf .not control--
over schpol ‘affairs to laypeople, ?art;cularly_pod; and black

- 'j, folk. The léébs vere cha;actqﬁized by efforiz on.thgrpart '

A .of'communities to gain'a.voicé.in school affairs,‘qet by

aéminisﬁx?tive reorgénization to bring school deciﬁionfgakers

closer to the "communities” they served. The former, arrange-

ment was called "commupiﬁ§ control”; the latter, "school de- .
centxalizatien.” Together, these reforms were seen as means
to overcome the distance between the governed and the govern-

- ~

’

. . I3 z 13 ! L) -~ .

ing. "In‘part, . the quest.for urban decentralization and

greater community participation in decision-making,“‘pEsz;cal
- ‘ . i -

.'scientists Géqrée LaNoue and Erucegsmith explain,
o, ' -,
refIect the awakening poljtical cons¢iousness of
*U/p1g~c1ty black and SpanlshJSoeaklng citizens. The N
ap

peal of the idea also stemmed in gart from cul-
tural trends stressing the importande of individual
. autonomy and self-expréssion. 3

- . <
v - *

' -
1//’f_—\;;£ionwide supporttfér community involvemg

5
.Y ~de¢éntrallzat10n came %rom cgpservatlves
LY ’ H -

forms as Jeffersonlaq and anti-socialistic

- ]

n‘ . i‘rqdité3s and’liberalé who yearned to [free
tﬁe boﬁds oflbureadpnacy; and fromG;:;%ucta s themselves as

S they tr?ed to cultlvate a vocal constltuency in the lay com; :
‘ [ ¢

: munlty‘: Even Republlcans, LaNoue aﬁ& Smlth\r ort, faydféﬁ . o,

g decentrallzatlon and- comm ty-control as ﬁ?ys of‘Qreggihé,a
- ’ " y e T
up the~ng6cratid strangdehold on the cities.® LS .
- . er 4 i’\. . ' . - ’ . ‘e . . . v
* . X -t ] R
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. Washlngton, D.C., in many respects, was not dlfferent P g -
the 1mpulse to decentrallze and bring the communlty into tﬁe )

dec151on-mak1ng was strong, perhaps stronger in some ways
. .. '

,_than many other cities, for the District had not grev1ou€ly
\ . -

‘enjoyed even the r1ght to vote for school l¢aders in the 20th ;

century. Mot’untll the passage of P.L. 90-292 did the elec- »

-
tion of. school boards become & reallty--and the year was s
1868! So when Présldent Johnson announced im the same year

7 l 4 - . -

that a n@del school x‘oject (as the Anacostla program was F -

. flrst referred to a8) would contain elem@pts of communlty in- ¢
- “ -

‘volvément, ‘it was bqth an extremely important devg!opment and’ g
. . - -t : .. .
S a, very ngyel one, having implications for ease pof 1mp1eme€;9- "
‘P . ' ’ . . ) ‘
tiomw of-the Anacostia commuhity involvement component and

" the likelihood that the reforms inherent-jn the elected com~ . \
~N - « ’ * L
~/munity bofrds would persevere. . .
. ) N ’ L3
. Our analys1s 1nd1cates that the Reglon I bokrd had be-

‘e P - -

come by 1977 ‘an actlve and permanent part of the governance

of the District of Columbla schpoIs in Anacostia. That i¥s,
*oit had been institutidnalized intg the reguiar workings of
the>system, was taking,a role in dec151on—mak1ng in Region I o
: (not 51mp1y RENP) and was guaranteed, ip all ;1ke11hood, ﬁo .-

contlnne. What'power'dlééend does the'?oara Haye? On paper,™ .i
/ the Regioen I’ commupity échool Board-wouIB'only make recom- . .

»
-

A mendations to the?*certral DCPS Board of Educatipn on matters

~
.

N ,of'personnel'and poli¢y. But in practice, by all accounts,

it héﬁ endérmous influence. For example, in the fall of. 1977,
. . the job of Re?ion I superintendent, deputy regional super- . .
' 4 ] ] ) . - * - .
'\) . \ . o" . [ N . ) ‘ .
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. . _ é . ] . - , -
o 1ntendent, and two a551stants were filled by‘fandldates )
screened 1nterv1e&§d and "hired™ by the communlty board.
- . * R
- . Rubln Plerceg orlnc1pal of Ballou High School in Anacostla,

B was selected as Reglonal Superint&ndent by' the Boar&.( His

. assoc1ates, likewise, were the choices of the Board, In in-

tervViews, we learned that to date no such decisions of the
Board had been_overturped by the D.C. 'Board. : .
- - ~ . MY . -

[ S T . LY
At least seven reasons explain the success of the tomt

munity involvement compqnent of RENP, leading to the perma-

. - .~ Jnent establishment ©f the Community Board. The$e factors

~

. not only detail the Board's development, they also give a
. slice of the history of the project, thoeugh. today, certainly,
A - .

. the Board is not simply identified with RENP but with Region
I (the Anacostia oommunity) gerierally. First, there were 10
. p 2

- \ - .

years of tradition behind the Board and its rele. From the
. ‘-, . .
- onset, as we mentioned-in parts omne and .two af .this chapter,

. the "commuhity/participation” aspec@'was stressed. To recapi-
. e + .
~vtulate, the goal of community education and the importance .
% . i ’ [
of, communi ty participation were mentioried in 1968 by Presi-

3

dent Johnson and were planned with the help of decentraliza-

2 /'. ‘ ) .

) tion experts and advocates like Mario Fantini (from the Ford -.

v . , .
Foundation .and supportef of the Ocean Hill-Brownsville Com-

munity control experiment in New York City). Dﬁridg the-’
‘ .

~

-

q? . . shmmer of 1968, community representatives were a vitaid part
. of the plannlng workshops, the_task forces, and the Plannsng

. : Counc11. In Qecember 1969, e1ectlons‘were‘5e1d for the Ana-

“
- - N ',‘—

. costiq Commﬁnity School Board, ‘though several days of balloting-

. .- - L N C T
\ oA . . . .

Q ) ) gé; ' . .
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were. necessary, to "get out the vote." The unfamiliarity of

the hundreds oﬁ(éandidates,'the newness of voting.forfoffi-

‘cials‘in the Dlstrlct, and tge cumbersomeness of the regls-

\ -
tratlon/votlngaorocess were possible causes of the poor turn-
i
with the creation of Region I,

out. ' And in 1973,

- ty participation component was renamed the Reg®on I Community

P

the representative

¥ 4
Sdhool‘Board.

>~

See Table-5 for a list of

bodies involved:

. po . .,»
TABLE 5, °~ ™ W
. -
) . " s
Suecession of Community Representative

4

Bodies in Anacostid, 1968-1977

| 3 - . '
TITLE DATE i

" 1 i

. \\\\* §
i1, zask Forces (community workshops; July 1968 1
" invited) . !
?. Community Steering Committee July 1968 '

3. ‘Anacostia Ad Hoc Community Planning August 1968

the communi-~'

Council

-

{elected)

-

5.- Region I Community

g

P4

4. Anacostia Community School Board
‘ (elected) ’

o,

chool Board

Sept. l973-§resent‘

*

L4

December 1969

—

v

. A second -regson for the implementation/institutional-

lad
LY

-

rd
ization of the represéntative boards was its broad base of

L 4

v
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support in the’ District Of Columbia.’ Unlike New York City's

commhnity‘participafiop effort whicl was marred bi confliect

1 <

i . Lyt ~ . . »
and a retallatoqg teachers' strike, the Anacostia experiment

- . . N ~ ‘ .
was upheld bg/the Washington Teachers' Union, whose presi~

L

"dent, William Simon; recalls that his union was, involved on
£ . ‘

-

the planning comméttees,,gave-general support and consc¢ious-

ly tried to brevent a comirontation 1i

» . * * .

1

.

A

the moderate tone of the Anacostia community leaders, the ab-

/

nd agitation,”and so forth;allowed

.x~ sence of organized anger a
,the teachers to he partners and not adv ersafles in the pro-
RS ‘ ' ~ ,
cess. .The superintendent's office, during this period, was
Ed . - * - .
sedty = . N ' . - - - . ) o
£illed by -a succession of leaders who backed the idea of
L : . . . # *
. N

bringing par

=

)
y

t5 and community layfolk into £Re decision-
. b4 - .

- v
. -

making . though most stopped sﬁorg.of'giving QBacostia resi--
[ 4 ’ ”.
~ > . T s - Y . .
dents "control” over their schools. For example, as early
- £
as 1969, Superintendent Hugh J. Scott stated: .

. " I . ‘. ,’?
- ”he*e shqqu be more commun1q§ 1nvolvement in tbg 4
schools, but not control. g?n support havg&g 3

" local boards\across the c1ty //y R /j o

- -
. . . 3

. * “ \‘ -

But by the time of the: enacostla board, 1t3 election and func-

tions, the District had w1tne$sed at least-t%o other exoerl—
. ; . L .
ments with communlty 1nonvemen --the Mcdel School D{ﬁision
in the nelghporhood\aFOund the Cardozo ngh~Schéol (1964)

T el >

and the Adans-horgan'Conmunlty'Counc1l\s Schooi Comﬂittee 'v

. H

(1967). 62 And whep Supergntendent-Barbara a;%Emore? formerly

.
A3 - - { i
. . K

. '1" ’A‘ ) ‘ '.-" i 'l
b C e oo, .

F \ - !;_

xe in Kew York. Perhaps

/

b4

4

.0f Chicago, orgénizatiﬁnaily decentf&lized the:sch#ol district,

——y
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"~ %he notion of the community as a,legitimaté participant in

~, schodl affairs had taken hold. Particularly during the plan-
, ~ .

ning éf RﬁNP, 1972, a special effort wgs;made'té include all

groups with a vested interest ip school operations in Ana-

cﬁgkia: the parents, students, teachers and administrators

.

Ttheir.ségarate

-, . . - '
officials (from

NIE) ., . .

-
. E

unions), central office, and Federal pgoject

?hird, decentralization in Znacostia was greatly sim-

plified by the racial demofizaphy of
makeup of the school Zistrict. By t%e

7

- . Y B ot
Table 6, large numbers of whites had

N~

*in

the city and the pupil

late l9f0§, as shown _

moved to the suburbs,

the percentage of blacks in the District’'had .reached 71 per-

cent,

. in public-schools.
¥

A

TABLE 6

¥

——

LRl 4

and black children constituted aboyt 95% of the pupilss

- -

Shifts in Rackal Composition of The District of Columbia,

'/ Metro Region and Public Schools, 1950-1970

>

-
-

1950 1960 . 1970
"‘,erashingt;n, D.C.. (all ;esidenis) 80;%}28 '7&3,956 *® 756,510,
'Metroéol?sen Washington ; 661,911 1,237,941" é 2,16@2613_
: Total ’ 1,&7},089' "2,001,897 | 2,861,123
Washington; D.hl é - : :
% Black fa’city i 135% 54’“z ' 7iz .
% Black in schools 523 - 79.5% 95.4%

~




{ . ﬂsimilazly,,tﬁe school board, first elected in .I968, was slack, -

Fl

{‘- * as wés‘the majori:x of staff an# adminisé?ators. Hepce, all-

« +. the major coqgtiguen&ies--paregis, pupils’, staff, and board-- .
i . . N ' : ’
’ " were largely black, avoiding the.white-black debacle that

- .

) ! I . . - { .- . S
. L plqguec decentralization efforts in school :systems like Rew \\“\

York City*s. Thus, Washington, D.C. managed, quite self-
. * . ) ‘
consciously, to avoid~the nasty 5ew‘YorkJCity confrontation,

0dqscribeq;by LaNoue and sSmith as follows: -
York state/ legislative person put it, '
between the 1968 and 1969 session
between disagreement and real - -

s polarized féelings befween oo,
one oI the strongest liberal co-
alitions in the cduntry wal shattered. The UFT
o (United Federation of .Teachers) ended its criti-

AR JE . cism 0of the 'archaic, ‘ineMective' school bureau-
A cracy an< gave up its abstract commitment to de-
. centralization o form an alliance with-the CSA . -l 7

oo (Council of Superuisors and Adminjstrators) and -
. " the Central Trades Labor gouncil. Bruised from :

the demonstration district debacle and facing re- BN

"election, Mayor Lindsay declined further leader- ‘

! . " ship of the gecentralization forces. The gchool -

board, with its new pro-decgntralization members,
. * was barely dble to agree long enough to produce

. “the plar reguired by state law.63 ) .

)
* (L

. o * " rancor!' as

<
1S
” - . * - *

¢y ’

4
— " "It's not that black community people and b£éck bureaucrats
. . (. ~ B )
- " do not fjight; rather, the racial issue was removed as an im- -

» P y

portant irritant in the Gnteractions among school people, *‘com-

.
-

- N . “munity people, and ‘the ity leadership. | .

oo ] A fourth, reasan ¢ontributing t6 the institutionaliza-

" - ' . - } H
4 { tion of community involvemgnt/decentralization-of power high-
. et . ~

. »

. s lights a majér’difﬁerence between the Anacostia community and

many others:’}thelpresencé of a stable middle-class bldck group

-

- iniAnacoétiajwhgzhad not abandoned the local publie schools.
. .. ' - .

, .
L]
+ ! - v *
. . . ;. . ,
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These middle-income citizens, voeal,

> -

-~ &

-

actlve, and poSse551ng

-

‘the skills (or gulckly learnlng them) of managlng local school

affairs, made an.enormous dli;erence ln the power of thb board

.

and its ablllty to influegce logal policy.

’

Pafticularly-ﬁuring,:.

-

the Dhase when nnacostla Dro;ect dvrectors were’ comlng and

going with great raolalty and the Federal agenc1es (ﬁfinly

the Office of Education) were ignoring ACPS,

the co faunity
[ 4

boa:d was called on to q&ve guidance‘%o the brogram. The

nalrperson of tne board was esnec1a111 meortant-and by and

large these oeoole we

clagss® (Resed ch by David

v

b

‘\t

-,

re educated, professional, and middle -

Minar on suburban schools indicates

)

s

: = W
that the talent of professjonals on school boatrds is ar impor<+ -

. 64
tant resource to these communitiese)

N

-

s
cne

years (1968-19777,

~Table & lists the chair-

comnunity board (Region I board) .over the nine
4 ‘Reg ,

their occupgtions,,aﬁd in someicases, otgerﬁ
comments about them. N
- — TABLE 7 - - A
. :
, Names' and Characteristiceg of Chalronple o; ' N
. the anacostia School.Boards 1968-1977 *‘ . ;
, YEARS OF . {, S
NAME - "SERVICE OGCUPATION 1 OTHER-DATA" i
i . - . R _ ; X g
Rev. James, Coates . 1968-1969 iMinister | Later elected to B. C.,
- Anacostia Communi-  ~ ‘; . ' Scheol Board & City IRE
ty Planging Couacil ' i Council.— lst elected |
} ’ - I A
’ 1 v R Q
Emmett @;bum . 1969- 1971 Retired 1T A e R
Albert Pearsall ;1971-197&‘; ,Gov't employee; Pied in offic'e e
b od board of M.L. | = = . .
. i ; King Center A
Eugene KinliC. 1974-Pres. " |DHEW--U.S. Office| Still in oifice .
f of Education . - A
EH . 'v— ) . t N k-
/ . “ . i .o“.
. P v
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Thie regular.members of the board, as well
Furthermore, some 05 these people

. S
. \
/ .
often were from .
r

-

AY

middle-class backgrounds.
were encouraged to oarticivaté in comnunltv board activi-
ef:ask--by the chance

. ’

ties--tb devote the t1mA and ef:ort to th

to run for other DUDIIC of flces, u51ng the exoerlence and ex-
- o

The Rev. James Coates

posure of public service.to advantag

was, perhaps, the prire example Meetings of the anacostia
were held in his church’; ‘he, served as Community

School Board chairperson; he was also elected +o the D.C. Board

1 -

Planning Group wex

hairper

and he now serves on the D.C. Cltj(COUﬂCll

s e <. . c ) —

£1f+h, contributing factor to board
eveloped between the school

and the community

PR 4
7

Zducation;

of
another,

: Yet a
»
was the partnership that

success
i *he Anacostia community
L 4
function of  the cofmunity

1eadershi§ serving
Since a primary
the activities of the

N

-~
lay/leadership.
the supervision-o

-
boards was (and isg)
Region's administrators (particularly the RENP Project Direc-
£ff), it

.

nd the Region I sudperintendent and staff)

taff and
was essential that theygianning,-impleméntlnq, and incorporat-.
They were, for the mgst part.
]

ing actions be done jointly

[N A . oea : .
In fact, the rbiatlonshlp betwee:’yhe elected board members
and the hired administrators in RENP mirrored the_ interac-

school board and general superintendent.
V4

tions in ‘the DCPS:
Thus, the RENP experiment did not involve a new or rafical

approach. to citizen part{cipation in the governance of a pub-
Rather, the Communltg School Board apprbach re-

lic service.-
pllcated the schooléoard superintendent model which is the
Perhaps, ﬁhe.sta-

accepted practice throughout the natqbn.

T 104
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d

" to be. Initially, the promise§ $25 million, later $10 million,
o

-
-
.

»

’

) ~
]

.

bility of the school board in Anacostla lies in its conform-
- ing.to the recognlzed oro;e551onal elected offlblal model

(Adm;t;edly, the Region I Board does not h@ve "final ‘'say;the *

I'd - P

D.C. Board of Edﬁcatién.bas that. But in practice, the com- "

munity-elected croup is rarely overturned and thus Epnctlons
as its own board of educatlon s) '
A \ 7 "o

Sixth, the Planning Gouncil, Anacostia Community, School

-

Board, and now the Regiom I 5oagﬁ'had access to relatively. -

. ' . ]

large sumg of. Federal dollars throughout ii?lﬂ-year history.
S » .

In a poor community and in a school bureaucnacy as well, the

- - H . R - *
contrdl over budget meant jg;er, legltlmaeg,,and a reason

ne enabled the project: to com-

and finally, $1 millioh for ye

‘mand the attention of members of the.community, to bring them
; > T .
to sdmmer workshops a% $15 per day, and tod;y{ist their Yoyal-
-

ty. Some of these folks were in turn hired as Community Read-

x
N

- {
ing Aides and Community Organizers. Hence, the funds Ototal- ~

f,llng almost, $7 million) allowed the new board to "buy off" some

Dotentlal d1551cents and to give focus to activities: _how

Il

<
to allocale the money. Through the writing, submitting, and

rewriting process, the boards\learned the techniques of grant-

getting and the oroblems of balanc1ng the,myrlad demands of

their own constltuency. rundlng efforts were a klnc of work-
- .

shoé in urban school governance 3gd finance. Even when the
. ~ . » .

funds themselves were @iminished;gy 1977, the Reéiqn.I board

4
ot . . H
was in control of hiring angd firing key administrators and
overseeing the operation of local schools; hence, the budget A
‘ < ) N ’ ' : \

Lo C. 105 - ! ' -
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- . - - -

per g@ was gfeatiy reducéd but the authority over jobs with

PR - - ~

L] - M .‘r
large salarieg remained, making a commitment to continued

participatioﬁ as board.members attractive adh interesting.

. 'Y .

Finally, seventh,~the"permanént incorporation of the*
4 = L <

. . 4 . e -~ . " .
Region I board into DCPS governance was actomplished easily

because the ipnovation did not cost the school system any

» k] » .

money. In times when District funds were short, the proposal .
o=
to continue the rolé of a community board was attractive be- -
'\’ - i3 ' )
cause of its price tag.

S

)
<n sum, the continuation of the cqmumunity schpol board
L 3

«~

as a'pegmanent component of the District or Columbia school

. — .

system was made®*possible by its lomg existence, in-various ' .

forms, as an arena for community sentiment and decision-making;

- »

by its broad community and professional support, unlike its

counterparts in other cities; by its black conStituency in

/ O
a nearly all-black school system; by the presence of a com-

. . 3 . -
mitted middle class, who were willing to invest time and energy

into self-governance for the Anacostia compunityy by the work-
.ing relationship betweén school and Federal égency profession-
als and the community membe}s;_by'the-funds‘and'powqr the

> -

board had almest from the onset Of the project; and by the

~

-
]

absence of real dollar costs to the system for the continya-
* .

-

“tion of the comhunity boards--and éiso, incidentally byt

similarly, the  lotal school boé;ds‘in ;ach of the 30 Anacostia

72 " -

séhogfs (see Table 8 for location and concerns of local boardsY.
We do not wish to give the impression, however; that

-the ébmmﬁnity boards had total control or that there were not

P ]

-
0
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LOCAL

SCHOOL BOARD

NO.
MEMBERS

Summary of Sestqéber

Local School Board Meetings”

BOARD
PRESEN?

/" no.

NON-BOARD

ERS PRESLNT

EY

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

Ffiendship.

Garfield

¢
Moten
Savoy *

N

Birney

Congress
Heights
Douglass
Draper,
Malcolm X

Hart

4

A

14

K

v, . ’
Safety, Helping Hand Program

Goa¥s .for Coming Year;
Fund Raising Prejects

tion ,

4

. RENP ; Electlon, Parent Part1c1paj

. &

Ralncoats f%r Students, Play-

'ground Election

PA System;

Plans

*
»

Secuiiiy

T

.

Guardi Schoé&

School Budget; Terrell Schooi;

‘Title I

dents from Simon

Elgc;ioh;

RENP

*Organizational Meeting

[ ]

Budget Hearind *

* Election;

School Conqegns'

nd RENP; Special Stu-

. ¥ q . ' to - . -
*Nlnth Qsarterly Report on the Progress and Activities of the Response to

Edu
2

ducational Needs Progect, October 31,

1976.

r
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forces at work in.the systeqﬁthat oountered their authorlty. !

}here were. The road from Ad Hoc Planning Council to Region

.
. b

I ‘Board was a, long one, as the sectidns or planning and.iim-

-
.

, . plementing have shown. The board effort.was '‘certainly made
. i .. , ) . A -
more difficult by the near total lack of precision in, the

“original President Johnson plan fior the District'§ schools. c

e e . ’ -
s . o, . L)
g It was apparen't that no one had .a clear view of how;it WQU1Q¢
L 1 ‘.go. Would the community ™ take over" the s ould

- there be SO much 1nexper1ence that the co
. P

. bite EOtal apathy? No one knew. ?resident Jopnson, evidentL -

y would exhi-

- .

. , ‘ ™
. -. 1ly, had a habit of-creaming off good ideas from _the Federal

' departments, pushing them,.and thrOW1ng them back “to the

agencies for 1mp1ementat10n.' ACSP was’ treated in much thls

' ' way; and so was the community imvolvement purpose. Once the 1’
’ ]

program was launched; the envrrd%%ent was so unstable that

. no one was sure.how much .authority the communlty board actual-

. -

ly had; whether the Federal government .would supply the funds;

., ' and whether the actions of thexAnacostia board staff, and

- - ”

e = e . : .
o, T pr0gram Wwere satisfactory.  The fear df 1051ag~the pr03ect
- while it ga1v1n12ed SUpport in some cases,.also comp11cated .

the problem of communatyrgovernance. In effect * the same

SR

- confusion_that affected the early historx'of thé iproject had}

L -:'_ ' ite impact on the board as well. gt ’

" Alspy one should not - OVerestlmatg%the poilcy -making B
. . fpower Gf'any 51ngle body in the complex 3chool settxng. true, n S
the ReglonaI board,had tremendodg\jngfuence on the replacement \

’ of top Regional personnel, as we have discussed. 'But on major - .

L S
. .: . » y ‘o
L . : 109 : .
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polgcy 1ssdes, the rules of decision- maklng requlred the
‘ - g . < — - - "
' assent of the D C. school board the Congress when @a§§? -
: - ’- . y
. - L SN

fundlng was involved the courts, and the professional staff
N ]

. to dellvef the services., Rapid changes in the schools,

furthermore,.deflnltely affected the g/ee’relgn of a communl-. N\

. L4

ty board \ For example, the prerogatives of* any local §overn-

ing board in the Distriet of Colhmbla were constralned by

several important court dec1s10ns: In Bolllng VAR Sharp

. (1954), the.companion‘decision to Brown vs. Board of Education

£1955) ‘for thé Districf.under the -15th--not the 14th Amend- ,
mentf-the U.S. Supreme Court found the two Wdivisions" in T

the schools (Division 1 for whlte staff and students, D1v1-

r

»

-sion 2 for blacks) created a hlghly segregated system and

ordered the immediate merglng of the divisions and the de-
‘ »

segregation‘of the‘ public’schools. - Such a city-wide man- Y
date: from the courts, wﬂth additional pressure from Presldent
Eisenhewer, iled to'school desegregation, but also to track-
ing within sch%ols, thus'alloﬁghé integrated schools to

serve the needs o€ ‘the varlous academlc levels’ in the build-

LY
, o
,

>\,
In 1967 c1v’11 rights leader Jullus 8 Hobson s.nltlated

ing; or so the argument went.

a class gﬁtlon suit agalns% the schools and partlcularly Super-

1nh$ndent‘Carl F. Hansen,‘Judge J. Skelly Wright of "the U S.

[ -~

Court of Appbals ruled-ﬁ:hat the track sxstem was di

occurred He ordered that-the tracklng system be abollshed

’and that free bus transporta;%on be qage available to chlldren

L, aen

T N .

.'_'1'1,0, | o
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wishing to transfer from crowded (black) schools to-less

c!owded (white) ones. The perhaps unintended result of bdth

hd - v‘ ' ' T
. the Bolling vs. Shérp and, more dramaticglly, the Hobsen vs.

———
£ S - ¢ - N . .

Hansen decisions was to concentfatg power in the central

~ ,office and school board as_officials worked to cémply with the
‘ Y

5% limit (i.e.,-no D.C. public school can vary,.more than 5%

>

. \ 'V,; .
above or below theé per-building median on per-pup#l expendi-
ture). TLaloue and Smith point .odt, for example, - that the re-
assignment of 120 teachers in Ma§ 1972 to furtper compliance

. r .
* was an act ‘'of a strong,. centralized--not decentralized--3school
. - * *”)
- system. Hobson himself, according to LaNoue and Smith, was
. . ‘
said to believe:

. . the quest for equality might put an end to
o talk of community contrel, for only a strong cen-
tral administtration can dev1se and implement a~q6§k-

. able-program for allocating school resources equal-

.

. ly across the District. . . . In theory, egualiza-

8- . tion cou)ld be Combined with local control (or widen-'
ed commumity participation). But.in practlce, fis- -
cal contxpl and policy control have usually not been

— easily separable. .
—_— . - \/ ’ .

o -

CT < Still anéther limitation on the aﬁthority*pf the Ana-

« costia community board--and any loca} board--was the "civil

service" tradltlon so central to the publlc employ in the
District of Columbia. Sa while the cdﬁmunlty boards had ST

Lc clout with the top admlplétrators in the Reglon, the 1nflu-_

ence on regukfr ;edbhers and other staff was severely limited
. . ~ “€
- -. . by inpenetrability ofi the civil service ranks.

. . - *

L ]
But despite the long history of con§E§ion,>the’external-

: ' . “Hocial and poiitical forces, and Yhe general problems of .

. .

L B o _ldll.

[N




“of- eiections is permanently estaBTiaigH _for erlac1ng ‘members

1031 scho\i~ooaras, -though their existence and activities -

. to Educational Needs Project, 1967 to 1977. -

- L »—J [ % = «
‘1 ~ s s x..\ : _"/‘e
“ j-' v oo - e’ ® ) ‘. ,104 -
L 4 ¢ ” !:
. . s *
f’:’\ : ’ ¢ -
, LI maklng organlzational changes, the Region I’ school board ‘is e
L .

Very. mucﬂ’a reallty ih Anacostla." Its goals--community in~ ]
_ﬁ P . 'l
volvemeﬁt. n scpool dec151on-nak1ng--have suff1c1ently Jlbed

3 o2

w1th those\gi'fhe school system that the board is now a legi- ST
S

l

A

| .-y

t1mate part eﬁ the governlng process. A regular mechanlsm . .
. :

4
oncthe*ﬂ\“;on 1 Board} perpetuity. is assured The system lookg S

bd

to thej}bard for advice on personnel‘_program, huilding up-

keep and other*needs. The Regiqp I superintenﬁent,’currently . t_

Rubin PlerCE, es his job to theeéoard; he attends their meet-
. - 4
ings, just®as

ent Reed attends meetings of the D.C. Boaxd; -

tooy - ate in some real way dependent on the .
&

principals"jobs

w

.are somewhat less“consfant. (It takes longer &0 establigh, 30 x

smaller boards centered around the 30 Anacostia area sc;;ols l
Ebag’one Region'l beard, or so it seems.) Hence, we conclude;
the institution:}ization of community involvement in’ the .
gegion I boards is g result of the funding, actiwities, and .

attention that the Anacostia community received through the

: . . . .
existence of t&e Anacostia Community Schobl Project-Response
.t ~ - NS

. . » -
> N .
.

Tnstitutionalization of Inservice Training
£ ,: ) X . o . ¥ .‘ v
. A brief history: At the point of  full imélementation

b

1n 1976 the 1nserv1c§kstaff development component involved

‘14 schoois 61 h;gh school, ‘1 juniqr high s¢hool, and 12 ele-
. < “

mentary1 “122 teacher tralnees ig:mathematlcs, 111 teacher

. "\““——a\__ N : N
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tralnees in readlng, worklng 1ndlrectly through th¥se staff

v ¢

e "y N P

A members W1th some ‘4, 142 students 1n-mathemat1cs and about 71

L =

."} . ' °,-

- 3 351 puplls in readlng {though d1rect lnstructlonfof young-=

sters was noﬁ a prlmary goal oF\RENP) Our.purpose here is™-

} ’1 v
not to detall the actual program nor to evaluate the ‘out-

comes'bu7 rather to con51der these activities as part of

the overall change process (other %ectlons of tﬁe final eval-

.

uation dlSCUSS he impact, of RENP.on student learnlng and self-

. "
.

concepts) . It .is suf 1c1ent ;a men@zon that the REQP pedago-
;%ca; method.in‘math involved:. (1) individual4dzed instruc-
Eion’and student pronlem-solvlnd,e(ZJ a diagnostic and pre-
spriptive tecnniqugr (3) the a%plication of mathematics to.

:other fields like business, consumer skills, career planning, '

?nd social studies, and (4) the covering of such bas®c con-

1}

'cepts as whole number, rat;onal numbers, sets,.lﬁnear measure-

“

ment, and elementary mathematlcal reasoning. In reading, the
RENP approach con51sted of (l%—LLstenlng, speaklng, and wrltlng

*skills 1morovement**(2? uselof 1nstruct10nal materials, test~

/r;akipg skill building, 'and classroom management, j})effective

'— planning, diagnésis, and individualized instruction, *and (4)

%

word recognition, coﬁﬁrehension, and developmental. reading.

Al

BN

But, -as’ d;scussed in earlier sectlons, the 1nserv10e

tralnlng compo nent was not fully 1mplemented until the.
elghth yearaof the project. Flrst .the program trained the
‘ lay readlng assistant (1968S69), placed them in classrooms,

¢ and only later used them to relieve the classroom teachers
o » -

,to attend training sessions in the math abs and reading” .

. ! . :

113 -
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centers} this development gre out of the r planned progect

- '-/ in 1973-75 when the Natlonal Instltute,of .E ucatlon 1nher1ted ’ -0

’ '  the program.from the U.S. Office of Bducaéloﬁ anc retlfled o 'f T
oo . lt-RbNP. Hence, RENP gua RENP 1nvolved 16 staff developers s ,:J:
3* (at flrst called Trainers of Teachers,jiatérJProgram FaC1ll- ? ??'

e . a Y
. <

tators), 60 1nstruct10nal aldes, and l!' (‘,omrnugx\:lty lOrganlzers. -

In order to analyze -the process of inal 1nst§tut10nalf

. »

1zat10n<3# the 1nserv1ce cemoonent, tnen, we shall eyamlne N
’ »
- -

, four aspects of the’ program: the transition of “Staff func- -
» " -——‘—-—

- tions from federalily supported RENP roies to reg lar lzne-lgem

supported’ staff in the'DCPS; the incorporatfion df RENP tech- - -
c < v .
niques into the repertgireﬁof the gschool system the place- .
- - . B ’
ment of inservice educational facilities in permanent guarters
[ ‘ . -, ' LI 3

in Anacostia schools;;and the integration of RENP staff de-

‘o

4

-

velopment materials into standard use ih the system. It is

the permanent use of staff, techniques, facilities and materi-

-

' als that forms' the heart Jf Sur analysis of change in the

‘'school system resulting from the advent of 'the Response to - .
C L)
. v “\
Educational Needs Project (thbugh the Eé:iiper se' igl not
he

used--"staff development” is the name on ars when phoning
7 -~

the headquarters of the project). ' . !

.
-~

y ) The Incorporation of—Inservice Staff
e ' ',. . - =

*9

* RENP involved primarilty three groups of personnel: in-

- - service educators, aides and organizers from the community,

v’ S

 d
and. the management staff (the last grodb will be discussed
o .
- in the next- section under project management).

. . ’
‘. kS
- W . ’

ERIC . 0. TH S -
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First, the "Utilization and DisSsemination Plan" states,

' that ". . . béginning iﬁ'Septembér 1977, the D<C. échool Sys-

.

-
v

)

tem will utilize the training and expertise that has been

acquired b&;ghqﬁpresent Program Facilitators by assigning
- i =

‘them to the sixteen (16) remaining schools in Region I which

have not‘teéeived the RENP treatment, thus,”’regionalizing -the

RENP concept in Regién 1. . .66

in actﬁality, however, the

Progr&thBéﬁ@fﬁgtors have been placed in’‘available-classrooms

throughout the sys}em and their .function of inservice educa-
%

4 - . . .
tors has been, for the most part, taken over by two groups

- <

not previously affiliated with RENP: the Resolrce Teachers

and Peer Teachers. . Thé former, numbering 60 in the fall of -
* . -

1977, are feachers who-usually worked at-large in schools
with students: helping them with special problems. Undef‘the‘
rqeonstitu;ed and‘incorporat;d RENP, these staff are now
asked to work with o;her teaphérs,aho;ding‘Tﬁgétvice sessions

e
P

in the indiéidpal buildings. The Peer Teaching Prééram,

operating out of the Region I office, provide$an opportunity

- -

for RE¥P-like inservice support to be available to Region- v

4 . . -
teadfers when they come to the Friendship Center, for inservice

help. And in some as yet undetermined situations, building

principals are allewing former Program Facititators--who have

returned to classroom teaching (at salaries below those re-
L) ‘ R

ceiv%p while those personnel were Program Facilitafors with

RENR) --to function during free periods as,K inservice f?eadersL

‘ !
[

though no data ‘are available to confirm thi’ arrangement'

[ - M

! It is intéresting that the role of inservice leaders

]

has not often gone to Program Facilitators but primarily to

- . 13

- - 115
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Al - I

othér.schobl dfstribt'staff who themselves have a loosely de-

' , ’ - LN

\
ﬁlned role 1n.the school system. Obviously,
‘ 1Ty ’.a

the school system of us1ng onboard-staff is minimal, re-

the'costs to

) lleVle the DCPS budget (now that Federal funds. are gone) of

'carrY1ngtsome 26 Program Faczlltators at salarles hlgher than

v

rggular classtoom teachers repelve: Also, the press for staff
. P | .

S . . . s
st to'd RENP-like inservice development was sufficient to -gn-

\' I .

1ist in the Region I bulldlngs the use of the Resource Teach;

N

S é&rs, a §roup of staff with some "slack" in thelr s¢hedules

ths form of .

H

and a rather logsely derlned 3ob descrlotron.

mutual adaptatlon,‘whereln the p effort receLves\lnserv1ce

staffing and the school system cugf a position (Program faci-
1 . o : " .
of course,
. . N\ i
is year (additional time and data are re-
. ' ) ‘ .
guired to answer the gquery). o - ’ o

lltator) whicpis costly—~seems\quite ingenious if,
it works weljgth‘

In addition, staff at the Friendship Educatiehal Center,

N ' s - T -
a new elementary school in Anacostia, conduct inservice work-

shopé fcgf;eachers from all over: Region I. These staffr in-

clude, as mentioned above, the Peer Teachers who are pald
1

_from regular DCPS budget categories and who work ont of the

-~

Region I super;htendent s office, and the cenbral staff" of

LAY
.

rd
former RENP td be discussed later (they include Dan Jackson,

Project Director; Mary. Johnson, Director of the Math Compon-

-

ent; and Helen Turner, Director of the Reading €omponent).
Durlng free periods, teachers leave their assigned schools

and come t5 the Frlendshlp Educatlonal Center for a few hours,

) .

of inservice activities--a,modification of the‘RENP approach

< z

A
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of ig;school.staff development. We shallvdiséués the mechanics //
~ v hd . ‘?-‘ 7 B

- .
X3

of the inservice Brogram ;hortly. o ; :
e ; At .

Second, the fate of the.C;;ﬁgngéy Magp_and‘Reading \ :
Aides aq@_lay Community Organizefélijﬁa m;ntiqn of the communi-’
tY’aiéés and O;ganizers'%éé mgde~%2;€ﬁe "Utilizatiort and Dis-

semination Plan.. Insthe spring ©f 1977, tHe. District of

Columbia schools issued a Reduction’'in Ferce (RIF) for em-

. - -

ployees of ﬁENP only, an order yﬁich was challenged fegally .

-

. i
through the appealsiprocess: Usually, when a Reduction of
Force was requested, it pertained to a whole cateéory of em- ,Z
ployees acrogs the school system. Meapwhile, the Region I

Board attemptéd to find jobs for the Program Facilitators

and Aiaes. _Also, Local 20 of -the American ?ederation of - . .

1}

State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), AFL-CIO,

who represented the Aides and Community Organizers, considered

K 4 . .
a law suit to stop the firing of these RENP staff members. By
. i rh.

September 1977, somehew, the'schoo; system absorbed all Hut .

five of these employees in aides jobs elsewhere in the Dis~

.

trict sthools, as Title I (Elementary and Secondary Education

Act) classroom aides, for example. The five not employed

voluntarily withdrew their names. Thus, while thisﬂcoméon-

. N . . ‘
ent of RENP--the paraprofessional staff--was not insti;ﬁtion-

A

»

\Q - . £ ‘4
trained community people, some with nine years seniority,'
- - e

have now found work.in the school system, an unintended out- .,
- . - . “ .

P

. - ( )
come of the RENP experiment but a worthwhile one nonetheless.,

.- . - .

assistant wqre sFifI' .

The jobséf community liaison and classroom

s ]
. . . A .

=3
~3
'
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being performed but under different.aegis, as will be dis-’

cussgd under the new BENPkfechniqués. (The Program Facilita-
- AN

_ tors, because they .had tenure before' taking jobs with RENP,

-

were returnbd'éb'their q}assrooms, at a reduced salary sincg
they were not, ldnger supervisors.) - ’ -
B * ?ﬁ}rd, Ehe managément stafg of thé project was §3ven

a primary qugﬁioﬁ ini;he utilizétion plan. It stated:

.

A Diréctor, working under the supervision of the
Associate Superintendent df.lnstruction, will have

day-to-day supervision of’ this effort with the as- .
sistance of a Dlrector o Reading and a Director ,
of Math 67 | - -

But because thgse”btaff member§, Dan Jackgon, Mary Johnson, ¢

and Helen Turner, were fundéd by a Federal ant of about !
< .
$140 000 from NIE, it ig too eérly to telY where in the sys-

tem they will be incorporated. Their function, besides that

LY

of supervising the in-school efforts £ the Resource Teachers,

As to run weekly workshops for ‘teachers who come to the Friend-

ship Educational Center, is to handle the general disééminatibn
' ! .

of the program, and to publicizer it to school principals; en-

couraging -them to send.-staff down to the Center for help gnd

. to organize the in-=school component of the project.

/ -

The Institutionalization of RENP Te'chniques

Initially, the Anacostia project had no particular ap-

proach or even,a stated seﬁ;of goals--oéher than the most
. 4 .
general desire to improve education in ‘Washington, D.C.

schools, to make the system a "modei~school system,” & "geacon"

P

to other urban systems, a "ldboratery” (all /these terms were -

-

S e
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- used by Presidentg nson and others). Later, during the

/;; redeflnlng that acdompanied Phase 1 and Phase 2 (1974-76),
PR

“the purpose becgme that of:” ". . . 1mproy1ng thefreadlng

- .and mathematlcs‘hchlevement levels of studehtsjﬂthrough a
’( . concéttrated staff development program for teachers .- 7
‘ yvhich emphaslzes the dlagnost1c/prescr1pt1$e/1nd1v1dua1ized;
' approach to teacher staff development éﬁd student instruc-

tion."58 s ’ L =

N

.

Thus, in the implementation staée, 1976-77, the_ RENP

#* approach was quite clearly "academic™ in nature, or.at least

.- could be termed WCOgnitive“--providing teachers with the

kills tq,helo the chlldren learn the basics:_ reading and

> mathematics. 6 1In part, SPIS shift fiom many goals (including .
s

~ getting algng .Detter with teachers, getting marketable skills,
N . 4 A .

improvin tmeir relations with possiple emplnggsf to specific
;;E écad%mic ones was a sign of the times. Aii across the

. nation, femilies (particularly poor and minoégty ones). were
demanding that thke school move "back togbasics” and the Ana-

Vd
costia community was no different. Also, the RENP approach

~ . s hd

to teacher tra1n1ng was sam;lar ‘to nat10na1 trends in staff

‘education: ‘that is, the process stressed that the means,

should reflect the goals or ends. How does a teacher figure

out what the ends are? He/she "diagnoses" (first) the child's
problem Then, a set of activities are utilized to
correct ‘the weakness and.re%estlng/dlagnoslng are done.

" . ’ This paradigm; based on a rational; means-ends construct,

- ' »

can be traced to the theories &6f B. F. Skinner and other neo://

/-?’119 — . |
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behayiorists. Often using the linearity and interconnectedness

“(not” to mention® the terminolody), of computer programming,

-—

.» writers like Robert- Glaser explain:

E

.to be used with the students. .Thus, the inservice program

“~ L
i Once the content and the component repertoires in- - . Y
volved in terminal objectives and subobjectives are _
. described, -and once the entering behavior of the . )
-’ student is also described, a preci#% instructional o .
process can be implemented. s ' . . ’§%§Z
. - }."&

‘fhékprocess of instruction-is thus sequential. It links the

v P

-~ intervening steps to. the proposed outcomes; and the sought .

. = '
after outcomes are behavioMl--observable and measureable--in

4

.

-~

‘nature. . ’ .

.
~ 1y

The "curriculum” of the RENP indervice program for the

v ’ '
teachers was the diagnostic/prescriptive/individualized method

consisted priﬁarily of introducing and practicing tbhe tech-

. . o . s . )
nigues of reading/math ins*truction, tecnnléues premised on

Iy

. . “
the neo-behaviorist framework, though greatly simplified: &As

but one example, consider the following criterion for implemen-

o

tation of the plan}ébf teacher training (all quoted from the

Formative Evaluation): ¢ ) . .t

By February i, a detailed plan for training teachers to
mesh children's.skill development aqg functional applica- .
tions will have been prepared.- .

The plan shall be implemented; Trainers of Teachers shall
be' training teachers: ¢

-

- to diagnose individual student's skills

* -

-* to gro&p students of similar needs fof instruction , -~

- to plan instruction for groups and individuals based oo
upon diagnosis -~
x

¥ . -~ \

)

-




- to teach skills within an applied déxelopj
mental context in the regular reading 70
/math/’ perlod and in the contert preas.

4 . -

- -

T

Or, in the langhage of -the Seventh Quarterly'Report of RENP

R
jail quoted) ; ‘

1. All teachers, 1rrespect1ve'of their areas of specialie

zation, are expected to possess the following capablll-
ties: .

L

a. Teachers will be able to dlagnose reading, 9hd
- mathematics problems /based on the Prescrlptlve

d Math, and Prescriptive Reading Test and other
me@surg/.

F) - - - .
b. Teachers will be able to design basic individual
prescriptions for diagnosed problems.

available to deal with identified problems.

d.- Téachers will be able to spot prcblems and Aeal
with them at the. kmwe&t p0551ble level

e. Teachers will beiﬁﬂe to deal with heterogeneous

groupaggs in their learning center in the class-
room. '
2 ’I

’
or
-

pThe underlying rationale of the diagnestic/prescriptive/indi-
- - .«
vidualized approgch,.again, is (1) that instruction must be
linkeq to needs and desired outcomes--the ends-means relation-'

ship; (2) that treatments must be sequenced (see item d above:

"deal with them,"” the problem, "at the lowest possible level”

%

hiEore going on to higher and more difficilt material) ; and

(3} that instruction must be individually tailored to the

*

learner--much as the computer assistéd instruction is capable

of branching to meet the speC1al problems of chlldren.
In 1977, when the Staff development approach of RENP

was meshed with the school system-wide 1nstruot10nal approach

¢ -

k2 - 121 . Y

« -

’

¢. Teacherswill have a knowledge of the service %
P

-
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called the Competency Based Curriculum (CBC), the fit was an
. . ‘ -
easy one. Why?  Bécause RENP methods and CBC approaches, are

both based on the sgme rationale: the'nko-behaviorists'con; '
tention that leaqa}ng Ls—structured around a gifns ~-end para- S

dlgg In the "Utilizatjon and- Dissemination Plan””ngpted
Y

« HansuasE
b;“RENP the sehool systém, and NIE, ‘the language’ is ama21ng-’

Bk 72 .
ly 51m11ar, and wexquote -
- .o P

-

The 50110w1ng skllls have been identified as béing neces~

. sary. in order to effecktively implement the ‘Competency .
Based Currlculum, and to assist teachers in dealing with
students' reading and mathehatics, needs.’

- Diagnostic/prescriptive/individuaTizeQrinstrhction_
. o -\Model: didgndsis; prescription, application)
- _Testing-taking skills . T -,

hd ’

-

- Utilization Of instructional materials

E4

- Establishin? learning centers and learning situations

; - Correlating instructional materials, activities,
- games, etc., to therobjectlves of the Criteria Re- .
- ference Tests (PMT '&rid PRT)

- Re~wr1t1ng instructional objectlves into behdbloral
objectlves :

- Writing and categorizing behavaoral‘dhjectives with;
in the three domains (affective, €ognitive, and
psycho-motor--Bloom's Taxonomy of Objectives)

~

- Establishing behavioral objettiwves relative to their
competencies under the five, sk111 classification .

} categories: JEREN -

(1) analytical "skills, (2) consumer/producer

skills, (3) communication skills, (4) social-

and political skills, (5) self-actualization

skills. ’ % '

: * 4 . - -

Thus,’ zt seems clear that the 1nst1tut10nallzat10n of the Ana-
&4 .
costia project was greatly fac111tated by the natufe of its

-

’
-
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program. It did, 1n other words, fit nicely into the DCPS

. i “approach ﬂb teachlng chlldren, the CBC, and thus to the in-
A 0 ¢ . : ..
" service tra1n1ng of staff Had the approach béen vagstly ~

' different the progect might have found incorporation téqbe

-~

.y .- more qlfflcult. ' .

LA : Emerging, furthermore, over a ten-year period, was

s N

. . an arrangement involving full-time and.in-school teacher edu-
cation. 1In each target schoql,;a reading center and&/or math-

ematics laboratory was established,, staffed by Program Faci-

. litator and aides who relieved teachers for work in the labs

. and centers. The commitment in RENP was. to an on-site staff

? : ang gelp which was constantly avallable for teacher, develop- i
ment. 1In September 1977, however, a major change in program
.gonfiguratién was made: at the Friendshig,Educational Center, .
an oni-going teacher workshop was established wherein teachefs

2 left their assignEd building, reported to Friendship, and par-

* -

'ticiﬁated in sessions headed by the reading and math component

. e ¢
g;rectors.

The techniques works as follows: building principals

- L4

.-~ are notified each month of the workshops available at Friend-
ship. Dan Jackson explained that he and his administratize

staff met with all Region I principals.in groups and indi--

© . vidually, selllng the pr1nc1pals on the staff development

, Opportunities that are open to thelr staff under release time."” w13

3

~* Principals then schedule their staff so that a teacher could
v - e

¢S v -

put together his/her free periﬁg?and a contiguous ﬁeriod wheh

¢

a special (art, muxlc, phys;cal educaglon) teacher takes -the S
[ -, T
. « s . A6 e S - . . b

¢ ' -0

s ‘ .4 - 123 - : ‘
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“teacher's’class. With two classes back-to-back, the teacher
* TN - -

“ __Teports to the Friendship Educational Center, where with

<, ol . . .
about 10 to 12 other teachers, they participate in a workshop

S . .
—~ e . ~ . - - . - .
X mainly concerned with the indiviguali

- .
zation of instruction 3

-t and the Competency Based Education approach which is now a

> . 'Y * .
. major part of the DCPS staff development ‘curriculum. -« ¢
5 'w,,,;,.,,m L\ .t . o~ . . ' )
+.». There is much to be sa}d in analyzing the new RENP
~ S TR

staff ‘development approach utilizing in 1977 both the in-school

-4

training of t&achers by Peer Teachers and Resourgg Teacher's

. and in the off Sité use ofrFriendship Center. First, further -

. research is necessary, comparing the results of each setting
- - -

. on teacﬂer re-education and studeht achievement. Which site

~
-

. is better, given the cost of operating a siﬁgle, centralized -
~ ' program versus 30 such smaller programs in-the 30 Anagostia

region schools? Mhat trade-offs are there in quality between

- - ~ L ¢ .
the Resource- and Peer Teachers who operate withouf much direct

supervigion from tke Jackson administrators yet who are-cldsei

-

and convenient to the teachers, and the Friendship staff who N

are well-coordinated and have much more experience in in-

. service education for staff? Is the abandonmente¢of a primary

-

., .emphasis on on-site full-time inservice education a major loss
- d
e 2

- 12
1

Obviously, a few weeks into the new arrangement is too

. in the &ssence of the RENP approach? -

early to tell whether the mixed approach ,(of on-site and off-
site education) is superior to last year's on-site arrangement

alone in the 14 schools. The location of inservice programs *

-

" in'Zhe home schodls has had certain advantages--though 4t is .
N - .

oy R X
. "uc
L4 -

)

.
gt eEs A ’
24 - .

.
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difficult to quantify them ‘for purposes of comparison. _Such
B . i o
training jis always there and convenient:- It can allow teachers

to seek immediate @gssistance from the teacher trainer when :
. - .

*

o bl

questions arise; just im terms of time in training and con-

sfétengx of it, there is.no easy substitnte. for on-site -staff

development. ‘But the cost of méintaining Proéram Facilita-

+ B <

tors in 39 schools (or more if all of the school sySteh is in-,

clud953 is very high, way beybpd what the' DCPS can afford,

, P

1]

pecially without massive i?fusicns of money from am outsi
. \ * - . . .

agency. Second, there is some.benefit for tgachers to "getting

[J1]

. 4
ay" from familiar surroundings to learn something new. There

-

. , Co e T . r
15 a yreat incentive to use the few precious hours weekly at, -

Friendship to wQrk on improving skills. in the teaching of .

»,
"

thematics and feading. And.sihce these .teachers, have been

7 -

-

sent to'Friendship with the blessing .of thé&ir principla, there
) : : .

is—added visibiliéy and expectations £o work’on .teaching
. - Ve . * .

skills.

’

The training staff--i.e., Ms. Turner and Ms. Johnsonr-

have a good opportunity to practice and perfect their -presen-

‘tation and teaching skills while working in discrete time.
A ¢

Ed \ s -
blocks with teachers, in a neutral setting away fromAthe\ .
. o y '
interruptions ahd distractions of in-school life. Thus far,,

-,

Dan Jackson reports that over 100 teachers have come to

Ay

. R . .
Friendship; the idea of sending teachers there for addition-

s

. - 4 .
. al work has caught on;ﬁénd he is most hopeful that the inter-

k!

Kl

1 4

est will be maintained. " o : -

- Also, it should bevremembered that while the Frieﬁdsﬁip
) . . * . . - M

1 . . - ’

-

-

Rl
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e

v component is operatrng, the in- school component is also finc-
.
. J’tlonlhg, alj;w1ng 1deas to be presented and demonstrated at

Frlendshlp o} pract;ced on-site. The re1nforc1ng gualities

: of the two—sxte approach has potentlal only further oBserva-

« tion and study w1ll indicate if this dual method is worklng.

. e
. -~

Next year,.of courge when the $140, 000 of Federal support i§

H

spent, the‘/rlendshlp segment must be assumed by the school

. - .
- " ; - - - ~
- » - -

-

district or.beAclogedadown.~

T " A.-further word about on-site and off-site .approaches:.
. " * o €
it is unlikely that there is a significant difference between
LI s . N *
_the two., Rather, the critical variable is availability,

1

guiality, and of course, use. Wirether the training situation
- by *
is located" down the hall or down the street seems less cr1t1ca1

”
a 2,

. . . ¢
than what happens in the se551on itself. Our survey of liter-

c .
v . . -

. ature done for, Task O shows little clear evidence in the liter-

ature- %that in-school versus university-based‘§ersus out-of=-

" school locatlons for staff development are superior. Perhaps,

{ o

research on™gtudent acn’evement done by Gibboney Associates

. L Aawill reveal ‘some differences. .
y vt f. )

£

" Short of’Elear data on student progress, it séems like-

4 r %

#: time spent in staff

or the new RENP. Since

g Y. ly that teacher involvement and unjt
development are good prp¥imate goal
.. ' RENP Yif paétlall?L\ntegrated 1nto the school system through

use of - Feer and Resource Teachers and off-site workshops at

¥ - 'r ~
<

Frlendshlp u/}ng Dlrectors of Reading and Math it seems’

- .- - .,

\

~

worthwhgbe‘to continue supportlng the two-pronged anproach. o

It certalniy seems superior to the tradltlonal teacher work-

ship’ wﬁich then comes two or three times a year whep students

Lod ) ‘»4. #
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T . are dismi%sed; staff report to large-scale. sessions, and then
- business as usual. The attraction of the new RENP method is _

as follons} % o

. ‘D > e-‘ .

T L. : 1. Teachers desiring qdditiohal work on .regding, and

. 'mathematics'(diagﬁoSing, presq;ibing, and tregting students
H

~ -

with problems) have, a pléce to go, people wfZth whom to work,

“a method (the Competency Based Curriculum), and tools. They

- e
.

enly have to fpéck with their principal, arrange their time

: . - - ~ . . €, .
/ ' such that their frhbke period and a relief period with a music,

r

-

over to Friendship. -
. 2. Teachkrs have in-house people. (Peer and Resource

Teachers) to observe and help them, based on what the teachers

- Ll - — N

learned at the Center or on their own. .

v . 3. Principals now have a resource for heiping "weak,"”

-

.-’  "new," or otherwise "limited" teachers, both as part of .requ-
- lar staff evaluation or simply as & means of assistance. Re-

~ ferring a teacher’ to Friendship is a relatively non-threaten-—

. L4 »

ing way of improving teacher performance, bringing to bear

L a“ team'‘of specialists who are, not part of the culture ‘of the

< = - ~

school. Whether"performance in the sessions at Friendship

is monitored and reported back to the 'kacher's building

/ supervisors is as yet unclear. We would-“make a plea that

Fue ® . .

serious cdnsideration be given to making results of the work-
«f - .

shops discldsure-free--thus, allowing the teagﬁer toggork on

e N . ’
. ‘ improvigg performance witﬂbut fear of job loss or denial of -

- . .

A tenure. ' ' -l —

‘ i“ *
" -

> 3

{J;Biﬁ; e | - ) Y 227 ‘ ///“\ . .
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pﬁyq%gal education, or art teacher are’ juxtaposed, ard go ——
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“The Instltutlonallzatlon “of Inservice Fac111t1es .
and Materials -

* (=~
<

. In the:past,-ﬁost school systems have devoted only
N L Y -
minimal "space” and "materials” to the iIhprovement of staff

- ©

performance: a "peaagogical"ror professional library with -

- - - < -
books and manuals, a teachers' workroom, and that was about

o o . ) :

it.. The Federal government has recognized this.oversight and
has worked to correct the problem; e.g., the Teacher Center
"Program under Public Law 94-482 (October, 12, 1976) which, in

the words of ‘the Act, ... &
. ’ may develop and produce curriculad designed to meet

the edugational needs of the persons in the communi-

! ty, arga, or state beind§ served, including the use

. /i of educational research findings or new or improved ~
. e ! me thods practices, and techniques in the develop—

. ment of such curricula; and provide training to im- ‘
’ 1 prove the skills of teachers to-enabde such teachers
to meéet better the special educational needs of.per-

séh? such teachers serve . . .’4 .

~ . . —
~ The Response to Educational Needs Project, though pre-dating

&

. = . .
tpe act, provided a "place"” and a "process” for the improvement

Al

of teacher performance. Ia each of the "target schools,” rooms °*

~ were set aside as a Math Laboratory .and/or Reading Center, and
’ - * . . I g B N
(k at Ballou High School a computer facili;ﬂ was included in the
. Math Lab. These rooms functioned as the special‘ and identi- t

. fiable places wh%re RENP activities occurred. In keeping
- - /" - - H -~
with the many goals of the project, the rooms served many

functidns: first, théy were the places \to which staff re-

* 3,
‘\

H [§ R .
e ported for inservice~education. The room$ were equipped with

-
. ] -

1e§rning.materials for staff use, much of which was geared to

< o ,

. « - -
.

T A - B

« . - L
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. 1abs and centers we visitéﬁ,had each test componeﬁfccoded;

13

’ - .
A

. . 5K, ,
. 128%

<

p e . -
diagnostic, prescription, and treatment of student reading/

A1
math probfems.‘ That is,,using the Prescriptive Math Test (PMT)
- . V4 . M ¥ .
- and Prescriptive Reading Test (PRT), the teacher, trainers

showed, staff how- to translate a studént's weaknesses on the

tests to practical exercises to corr the problems. The

likewise each remediation activity was similarly coded so
that a teacher trainee could relate the test.item to the

. .': ' .
appropriate teaching exercise and post test. Second, the -

centers‘aqd labs.were available to students. In the words

of the RENP Final Report {August 1977),

On a rEgular basis, reading and mathematics stu-

dents attending the centers and laboratories were
- administered individualized entry and exit skills
test, utilizing papexr and pencil, manipulatives,
and games. Moreover, the Project was able to deter-
mine the extent to which these students had maspered
skills missed on the PRT/PMT based upon the skills
reinforced in the center and laboratories as re-
flected on the student's learning. plan, and upoh the -
teacher's assessment of the student's appllcatgpn of
skills.learned as reflected by classroom tests,
oral presentations,. and the student's gblllty to ‘
move to the next level of.difficulty. .

. £ .

-

. .
Having s%udents and teachers working together in the labs and.

centérs not only created a reali¥tic s®tting for inservice

Education, it also meant that these rooms serviced a number

L.
‘of students dlrectly--as well as teachers from readlng, md’th,
1§35tory, sc1eﬁbé//;ndustr1al arts, and vocational tralnlng.
/Third, the centers/labs were the admlnlstratlve sites in the

‘schools fer RENP;. they were the "offices” fer the project.

- 4 > . A .
Only in some cases, according to the Formativé Evalua;;on,

- >
SRRt R ‘
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were the rooms adequate in size, lighting, and location for .
the task. In a number of other situations, the settings

were deemed by th'e Gibboney Associates visiting teams to be ~
inadequdte: ° . ’ ’ -

-

with Title I and an evenlng school siness class. o
Of the other four., one is in an ditorium with R
per51stent noise and no security for materlals,

one is in a former storage room where conditions

are cramped af} fewer than-an idea}l number ot stu- /AL
dents are served; one is in a teachers' lounge

where noise is a minor inhibiting factor:; and-one

is a small rogm occasionally used by counselors

“and teachers. - *

. . . one of these /centers7 sha::;yéhe classroom = - .

Tge'formative evaluation team concluded that the teacher
trainers had made the best use possible of the surroundings, -

only five-were found both secure and separate and thus ade-

/

quate. We did not investigate whether additional classrooms -
were added to the number of good ones, fpr the few we visited

were large and well-suited to the needs of the, program.

In the summer of 1957, when the RIF was ordered and

r

the negotiations began for the acceptance of a utilization

and dissemination élan, the labs and centers in the 14 or so
schools were closed and the diagnosis, prescription, and :

treatment materials were assembled and.movea to Friendship. ¢
) - . A

The reason given was secur;ty: that the district could not

Y

guarantee - the safety of the materials. ) ' e
In September 1877 fthe plan for the ngw program was . Lt
toxu}ge all 30 principals in Region I to set aSLde a room .

for math and one for reading, 40 be used as labs and centers, -

and the stored materials including tests, workbooks, -exercises,

- s
R ~

5,130"_ ' o T




“ boxed materials, manipulative materials, games, and so on

would be distiibuged as schools, requested them, until the

-

materials were all gone. Then other instructional paras?en—
s - ] . . . »

alia would be made or' assembled from existing stores in' the
system. Recent interviews with the Project Director indicatg

-

that the process of establishing resource rooms. for math and- o

P

>reading has just begun!: Principaié are busy and the request

‘from the project office is considered of lower priority than
- many other daily jobs. Without-the full-time presence of "the

-

B Program Facihlitator, the functioning of the inservice program@

rl

™ depends on the project's central staff-in the on-site visits.

[

»
Once, however, a room for each skill area is established,. the
N [ I ,

likelihood of maintaining it are high. First, teacﬁgrs may

N

become used-to having a-place to go, to have materials avaide-

: \ i . , )
» ble, and to have access to help on a regular basis from the

— ¥ . -
Resource Teachers, working with the project directors on-site.

Second, the initial cest in funds and. energy to set up a room

EEN - N

- are small; many schools undoubtedly have space for a math
and reading resource center--as well as one for science, |
V) 2 . .
musig, art, and social studieg. With the rather clear de- . .
Vi . 3 . ) M
- cline in pupil population, even in rore crowded areas like o .
. P ’ 7
e Anacostia with new construction being completed, the chance

g

. of having an extra room or two increases. Third, RENP tried -

* =, - -

A to work®with omly a crossmsection of staff from various dis- .

ciplineéQ.—A number of informants wished that the labs and | _

y . cehters would be open to the entife'school;”in,t27fsegonda;yw;*’

-~ . 4 «

. schools, these rooms should and often were opera ed by the ~

. ~
-z -
- N i
I - . - .

T S -
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English and Math departments though the materigls and the

, dlagnostlc, prescriptive, and treatment approach was ba51c-

ally geared for ‘much younger children. 1In partitular the

skills hierarchy in math, for example, was only arranged-
C . - < X -

for the basic oﬁ%rations of arithmetic--not algebra, geo-

- - IS

metry, or calculus though the testing apd teaching materlals
might be iiPred for the upper grades. aAlso, the Program,
. Pacilitators and aldes were often trained for elementary .

* . -~

teaching and mrght not fit into the new secondary p;ogram. .

At any rate, the 1nst1tut10nallzat10n of’the labs,
P .
* centers, and materlals can be accomplished w1th little d%ffl-

. cu;ty, once the personrel and management are in place. For
the one thing public schobl§ have today is space, perhaps
walong with the library, thf schools Qf the Anacostia community
will also have a place to help staff 1mpro¥e their teaching 2
of reading and math--as wel% as a place where students(can/
? /repo;t for additional work in basic subjectsff . 2 )

’ The Institutionalization of the Project Administration
/ — T

’ : P
/7 // From the onset of the Anacostia project, the program has ’
. /

had some difficulty with internal management. The Project D%q

-

rectors came and went; the supporting administrative slots
weré created and changed, often before staff, could be hired ‘

’to £ill them. The jobs were often ill-defined and lines of ac-
= : G L4 r' -
countability were unclear. Furthermore, the structure of th
- . - } 4

Project itself made internal directions difficult: (1) ther
R .. A

#

were multiple sites, as many as two centers/labs in 14 schools;

(2) the Director wag accountable to.a number of inside and

e - o e O L

&

N
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outside agencie%.(including-the Region I board, the Region I

&

superlntendent, and key people in the fundzng agency, NIE) -~

/
{3) the Director had no- clear and dlrect line 1nto the cehy

4 .

tral hierarchy of the DCPS; and on-site linéd® of authority \i

Py

wete unclear for a while, with Community Organizers account-
» ‘ -~

able to no one‘on-s{te,“the role of the principal of the
>y (

school remaining unclear, and the high andﬂjuﬂior‘high (at
Ballou and Hart, respectively{;qepértmené chairpeople (Math
and English, though all discipiines contributed trainees by
lottery %9 RENP) remaining imbortanf\but outside the RENP'

<

framework.

. ¢ . . -

¢

It is no wonder, then, that during the negotiations
and replanning;in Phase 1, Phase 2, and Eﬁ; "uﬁilization and
dissemination” pha;e, the Federal agency involéed4éhd DCPS
agﬁinistrators spent a large amount of~timg specifying the
nature of the "managgmeﬁt system” for the Project. To a
large extent, as we shall show, the institutionalization of
change in. the school system results from the meshlng ;% the *
structure of the staff development progect with the structuré
of the school system. . h .

On February 13, 1976, the National Institﬁtg of Edu-

' S
cation spetifiied the grants and conditions for tHe fiscal yégr .

1976, numbering 62 in all. Eleven of these spgcified manage-

>
¥

( .
. ment requirements, including (1) "an interna semi-annual

eva?iation éystgm of all personhel at every level,” (2) fund-
ing for 1§Valuating implementation and pfog:am guality,” (3)

the instillation of a Management Infoiyation System- for

i 1 1:33'._ ’ . ! :
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R
financial, accounting, schedullng, progress monitoring, etc.,

.

N
mr/,#&f the hiring of key staff under NIE and DCPS review qulck-

-

ly, +(5) the use of technlcalya551stance in setting up the

management system,‘(G) the coordination of RENP with other

-
¢

federally funded programs like nght to Read Tltle n, (n

the keeping of monthly accounts of all expensesy (8J’the
L]

guaranteeing-of access to the project by outside evaluators

.in doing the Formatdvevand Summative Evaluation, (9) ‘the

RS

ments and milestone*activities by RENP and the school district,

¢

_guaranteeing of the right to review prior of evaluation ‘instru-

(10) the setting of -terms and conditions of ddte overrides; and~

* -

(11) the eetting of dates of completion Of;E?éks under Phase 1. -

‘It is evident (from our research that efforts were nade
during 1976-1997 and in\the following‘schoéi year to tighten
the control over the,project: to: create procedures for oper-
ating the program, to make subordlnates accountable to admin-.

1strators above them, and to establish report g times and

.—...,——_

‘means. _ This was true not only for the work of RENP staff

- -

(the lnternal worklngs of the pro;ect) but also in the re-

latlonshlp between the project and the school systeﬁ or

-

example, in each RENP school, the Program Facilitat (1276)

7. ) - - - -~ - / ’
was given primary responsibility for the operatiofi of the

- 7
. a
. . 7

on-site training, with aides and Community Organizers report-
ing directly\to him/her. 1In turn, these PF's reported to
their tomponent heads, whether math or reading. These super-

L 4

v1sors, in turn, reported -to the eentral head the Project

v o~
.

-~

Director” wij/was respon51ble to the Region I board and the

= e 134
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@ -

e
« Regional Superintendent. The RENP head did not officially
& : °
.- ¢
§ep6rt.or bave a formal relationship with anyone "downtown,"

cother than. through the Regional Superintendent.A

When thé rebrggnization came in the summer of 1977, a-
clear effort was made_ to afix .the program to the overall . i -

-

structure of the sschool system: in particular, as shown in .,
. -

‘Figure 1, the direptos‘was placed onythe.organization chart

k4

under the staff development head in the éyétem, the Deputy

- Superintendent for Instructional Services (Dr. Jim Guines),

* .
giving the program a label, a slot, am identity that large

>
’

systems reguire to recognize and deal with a new program. .

Functionally, however, Dan Jackson works most regularly ,under

en Pierce, Region I Superintemrdent, “and the Region I board,

region and the dreas of control under RENP are smaller. Funds
!

F . from NIE .are all committed_and the hiring of community people

has ended. .

-

, Thus, as Mr. Dan Jackson urged,:the board should not ‘
see itself as a RENP board but a Region I governing body. 1In

earlier phases, the Anacbstia board haé‘a million @ollars or

more:yearly to oversee, -large fiumbers of local staff, and

) . often-a~Void to f£211. 1In the 1977 situation, however, _the
» . ‘ . - M -

“projecf is operating under the central offiFe,\the school
- 1 -
- . building principals,xapqiigﬁmgch more closely' managed. This

) - is not to say that.thé Region I board ignores the staff de- . [‘f
N ) _'/ * , -~ - .
velopment projett. Rathér it handles this concern along with

[ - .,
-~

&~ -

d *
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FIGURE 1 . >

The New and 014 Structuring.of the Anacostia Project:

Redations among- the Centra?, Regional

o , _ and Building Offices = *

01d strucfure (1975-76),

Central Office‘Level:

.

Supt. Reed's Office}—{DCPS Board

Ai Region’I Level:
: : <
RENP®
Project Region I] |Region 1
' Director Supt. Board
. Component,
’ Heads

v

Buildzng Levelr ’

Program "~ . Ptdincipals
Facilitatorsl ___| (Unit Task
. Addes” ~- Force) - .

“ ‘Resource ¢

-

. ““New Structure (1977-Pres.)

‘ . ~

»

i .
:Central Office Level:

.

£

Supt. Reed's Office}—JDCPS Board

- Deputy Supt.
Dr. Guines

AY

., Region I Level:
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: Project
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| . Center
Staff -

he -
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(Unit Task
| Force, Local
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Teachérs et al.| -
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A

* % . -
many others. . ) : . ‘

14

So while RENP in the earller phfse, 1975-77, was a

kind of shadow organization, with its own sepa;ated admlnl-

strative offices, its own separate board (ACSB), and no direct
ty%-ln .to the downtown offices of Superlntendent Vincent Reed

k\now 1s‘}1nked up with the established power structure.

-~

under;Gulnes under Pierce, under the Region I _board, and

Slnce the pr1nc1pals are called on to schedule 1n~sehool and

-

~out-of- school workshops at ‘the Fr1endsh1p Ecucatlonal Center,

’they are given a major respons1b111ty in the operatlon of .the

Y

~

-

inservice prcgram; What has happened in the process of

mutual adaptation of RENP and DCPS structures is the recog-
[ .

-

»

nit;on of the lines of authority, mainly from downtown to the

Region, from the Regioh to the princibal, and then to teachers.

"The proﬁect is now accommodated, to some entent, into the

structure at each level.

1. Downtown: The project links into the staff develop-

-

ment office of- the system. To what extent Dr. Guines brings

®

increases.

Mr. Jackson into the flow of iﬁ%ormation, decision-making,

and planning-is not yenfclear. Cé%tainly, as the Region I .

prOJect is seen as dellverlng the Compe€tency Based Currlculum

.

to the schools, the need to coordinate the efforts of Ms. Joan

Brown, director of staff deyelopment in Guines's office, with

the activities of the program in Region I under 2;. Jackson

| ' 137 - 5
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2. Region I: The project, because of its long history

-

and assoéiation.with the ccmﬁunity board (which in turn

selected the Region Superintendent), is directly accountable
-, & . : 7
to the Regional Board and the superintendent. In a sense, }

the\board sees the projec? as its own and understands its

workinge. Thus, Dan Jackson is accountable on an administra-

- ‘i . N . 3
. tive basis, day to day, to Regional Superintendent Pigrce and

in policy issues, as is Pierce, Eo,the board. The nature of

- i this relationship and its perpetuity is as yet unknown. ‘- When

-+

gone, the\project may lose it

»
die for want of a head. If th

inistration and thus likely

chgpl system absorbs the

0

s ' positions,tas we suggeét it Goes, ‘Men the final instituion-

~ *

< Mg

alization of the management of the REN?%experiment will be

complete. ’ . C
. 3. Region I schools: At the building*level, the Pro- LowT
. ) ® .
ject comes directly under the ‘principal, as do atl activi- .

ties on the premises. The scheduling of "release time" so

, that teachers can report to the Priendship Educational Canter .
C xy ) ~ - ~, -

. for worfshops and the setting up of labs for math instruction

T ' -~

-~

.and'centers for reading improvement, their staffing (with
Resource and Peer Teachers) and their.availability for visiting
“a woéﬁ%hdés with Jaekson's centrai stfff—all rest with the---
. efforts of the principal. Our assumption is that once 4he

centers/labs are, esta lished and a routine for release time

L)

r t and visitations are established the’ responsibilitiés of the’

. building principals will be minimal--though it is too early

-
- ¥
»

— . (RN - A S
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~

’- - to te‘ll: » ’ it . -

. As %hi§~discussion shows, there are-many duestions- _

‘ ) rlBl C

L

—_— e ' (4 -
. _that remain to be answered in the final institutionalization -

-

of the inservice program:

< - 1. Release-time Program ,

73%, o . ~ »
g

-

How often and with what regularity will Region I teach-

- -

ers. regeive inservice development? To some extent, re-educa=
- f&—f =

£ion of professionals requires some connected,,constant, and

. reinforcing learning. Should staff drop in for an occasion-
s al couple hours, let's say once or twice per year, the /\
. chances of stimulating real change ia teaching behavior may

ER 4 - . . 3
be small. If, however, teachers receive some on-going atten-

- tion at Friendship, backed@ up with in-school help by Resource

. Teachers in the labs a&nd center, the possibilities of sus¥fain-
ing changes in the teaching of reading and mathematics are

increased. Additional research is needed.

;o _
How can the Project be sure that/;ll teachers get ser-

viced? The coordination problem, involving the scheduling

© of Spetialist Teachers (in music, art, physical education) to

i relieve'régular classrggm. teachers, the matching éf teacher

- with apprqQpriate workshops,Aéna the strain of a small number

of inservice trainers attempting to work with the Region's

many teachérs are all major problems for the centralized

LY

. . .

h‘hpproach'to inservice education. The advantage, however, is

the presence in Region I of a full-time, committed office

i -

which not only presents an approach, the Competency Baseg

S v
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.
Cur;@@ﬁium, but a mgans. for delivery of the message, the

Friendship Center workshops.
. = a + »

e 4

L

g ZmlIn-School Program. ) e

? e Ty 1]

Is

How can one central‘staff under Jackson stimulate.the’

> -

creation of center, labs, and in-school staffing in 30 Region
- M " -

—~ -

I schools? As.wWeé discussed in the introduction to this chap-

.- ‘. . . . 13 . - ’ L ) -
ter, organizations tgld to continue in established routines
and change only under®some pressure and the realization of

failure under current coénditions. Jackson and taff

face the prgbie&iof selling the project in 30 schSols and

-

th gervicing thosg schools with workshops. The need for
. &

’
a
I )

more;sté%f at Friendship is obvious, thoughthe costs are
also evident. :
. 4 .

How can' staff in the s$chools be held accountable to y ]

distant suééévisoc? If the ?uilgsng prfncipgi takes primary -

responsibility for the #taffing of the labs and centers, see-

ing that‘$éaff can and do use them (Qt_ge£haps delegating

the job ES high/junior high departmeﬁg chairpeople or read-
o ) 3

ing/math éoordinatdgs in the elementary schools), the Jackson

S’

staff will be relheved of trying to be in 30 places at once.

4 .
The Unit Task*Forces (comprised g§ the principal, parents,

students, and project staff like the Resource and Peer Teach-

ers) might agsume responsibility for opening,equipping, and
RS Y

~operating the centers/labs. At any raté, the problem of

accountability in so many locations is %ver-present.

. -
Lt ’

- ~ .
- @ a
.

4 . - -
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. -The strong ipcentive principals have to usipg'the6

- v

'

_project, both on- and off-site,‘rests with the real absence
' of—éfternativeF. There is little on-going, avéilable stgff

ol development. ‘Using the project relieves the problem for

e 3

"principals, as they evaluate and attempt to improve theif:g
staff. Hence, what began as an experiment, over ten years,

becomes an established resource to the schools, though much

research on the effects on the new project arrangement needs
b
¢ doing before we can know the ouicomes of the on-site/off-site

\ combined approach.

' .
III. ADVICE TO THE CHANGE AGENT: AN ANALYTICAL SUMMARY

T,

L

What has the analysis of the developmént of the Re-

<

sponse to Educational Needs Project taught us "about the pro-

2;~'cess of change: its difficulties, its techniques, ;nd‘its
future? 2 few things seem clear: first, no single change
%trétegy is ap?ro;riate; a flexible and adapgive one is
- called for. Sééond, as the setting for change is altered,
the strat;gy of change agents must adjust. Third, thé change
v agent, whether a particulat individual or a group of indi-
viduals.working in a foundation, state or federal agency, -

¥

//”gg_é\&eader within a given organization, must over time
?

9-.‘

+provide a stable and constant relationship with those being

Ly

asked to innovate. .. ~

But how does a change agent determine the %ight stra-

tegy? What practical advice is forthcoming from a case such

- < -

-
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o as RENP? Milbrey W. McLaughlin provides a good starting point,

- ‘o

' ‘as we have showiziy'thié’study: -the inngyation accommodates

.

.- -~

itself to the rofes, nepds, and structure of the host system.
Also,.the system,chéngeé to adapt itself, td the new program. .
. " . And the outs;de.aééncy'}aggncies) devélop in the precision of
. f: demands placed o%thé eipefimentgl(program as ‘contingent on
continuéd Federal funding and hélp. )
. Bn for the practltloner, the McLaughlin 1di/‘}s only
. a first dtep.” It requ*res further refinement be;ore advice
can be given with relevqpce and clarity. Hende, we .maintain .
that 'at least two addiéiénal variable;'must be understood bg—

fore the notion of "mutual adaptation" begomes usable. 1In

partfcular; (1) what legdership style is appropriate under

what circumstances?> Ahd (2) what levels of the host organiza-

tion should be involved as the decision-making process unfolds?

< “1l. Adaptive Change Leadership
. .- - — " /f1_

We knov that the-techntques of leadfng a change process

must be case and time specfific, that is, adaptlve to the con-

—-

ditions in the ganization under ‘consifieration. Korman, in

@ .
l his discussion the Ohio State study of Initiating Struc-
. ’- ture and Consideration, explains:

)

What is needed . . . in future concurrent (and pre-
dictive) studies is not just recognltlon of this
factor of "situational determinants" but, rather,
a systematic conceptualization of situatipnal vari-
ance as it might relate to leadership behavior.

[ 4

>

But how does one conceptualize the variation in change situa-

/

’_Eﬂiﬁ;‘ . . 1412




- From dependence to independence: One way of under-

. standing the dimension of organizational readiness and

4

ability to change is to think:about the 1ndependence of the I

'*h

_system. \Could it change w1thout outside help’ If.an idea

\ for ehange ware 1ntroduced or suggested, would the organi-’

zation be receptive and capable of implementing the ‘innova-

tion without much help? 1If so, then the organizatiofi is re-

4 -
n78

latively "mature and’ able to act independently. If not, ¢

/// then the system is dependent upon initial assistance and

enticement. 1In the case of the Anacostia project, the«Dis-

.

trict of Columbia schools were seen--with some good reason--

Iy
&

to be "immature" and dependent in 1967. It was President
Johnson's (and other's) belief that without the infusion of
large sums of money and ;echnical‘hel the schools woald

- not impiove{ pT‘F

But this dependent relationshib--both £inancially and

technically-Lcannot continue forever. At some point, DCPS
d

- must E?ke over the responsibility for the operation of the
= - -~
experiment or it will not be a long-term change. Hepce; one .

way of conceptualizing the "situational variation" is along

-

.

( a conetinuum from "dependent” tog.ndegendent," Hersey and
Blancha¥rd pQF_this idea in termpg~of an "immaturity" to
"maturity” dimension. They conceive of these conditions in

terms of the’W1111ngness and ability of people to. change:;

plus, Chris Argyris contends that as people’ mature over

-

. . - =

-

Q ‘ il ] 143

LY




v 9

particular ‘patterns of activities for those receiving the

time they move from a pa551ve state to & state of increasing

act1v1§z, from dépendency on others to relative 1ndegend-“

11
ence . 79 ! : .

It appears both from the RENP data and from theoretical

considerations offered by Hefsey and Bléhchard, leaders for

. ( 4 :
change’ﬁfn provide two major types of help: Technical/Sub-

stantive which Hersey-Blanchard call Task Behavior,-aﬁ@ ’

— -~

Interactional/Supportive, i.e., Relationship Behavior.so- The

former may be defined'as those éctivities which specify .
direction. They tend to focus on technigues, deployment

of resources, and organizgtional goals. The latter, 1a£ion-
ship Behévio;, is concefned with the socio-emotional support
that a person may need, particularly when they are under the
strain of implementing a new program. The one type of

help is instrumental--having as its goal tpe completion of

the job, new comﬁetencies, new outcomes; the other _type is*
more concerned Qith the feel?bgs, the psychological life, and
the affective domain of the par%icipants. ’ ﬂithout "feeling

good” or "positive" apout oneself and the role one is playing

in an experiment, the argumenf goes, the participants will

not perform well. It is possible to place both these EeF

[ 4

haviors on a continuum, from High Tzzf to Low Task orienta-

tion--from H1gh Interrelat10na1 to W. It is also possiblé

—

for change agents to employ both types of beh4§1or s1mu1tan-

-

eously, raising the-opportunity to‘bu11d a four-cell con-

struct (see Figure 2). . o
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“The notion is thas as the organization Being.changed

Ve 7 -,
. "matures," that 1s,'becomes more activated to: hglp itself and
yd

be 1ndependent, it requ1res dlfferlng-comblnatlons of Techni-
cal and Inter-social support from the change’ leadexshlp. At

first,the change agent should‘b%rpreciseh task-oriéﬁted,
- . - ID

' and difect—-spelling out what the innovation can and could
—_ - R ’
be, what particular funding, consultative help are available.

and perhaps centrally, wha£ the goals of the_change ate to
be. Without this clarity and directness--this Task Behavior--
the organlzatlonal leadershlo cannot grasp what the outside

, change agent wants or whether the system can honestly get

W

/ into the process. (It's better 'to find out early than late
‘ that the experiment is unacceptable.)
- N ‘ R )
¢ EFFECTIVE STYLES ’ . -
E -
) !
Z| High Task and I gh Relationship and
‘“T High Relationshi ; participa- .
-
~ " 3 " =
Z 1192 IQ 3 ting
£ 5
0O !
. D
o>
5 £ High Tas Low Task an Leadership
99 . ~ |——style
. E .Low Relationship Low Relationsh\ 43///
- ~lo1 telling” Q 4 "delegatihqg"
Yy -~ o -
o \ﬁé
A 8=
(High)¢é————TASK BEHAVIOR (Lorw) N4
) ]
- E/S
_ Dependence .- _ - ST Independence 9s
- - ;. - ] -
]
(Immatdrity) (Maturity) ne
FIGURE 2--A Situational Paradigm- for Change Agent Style and
Organizational Maturity* .
. *This ‘construct is an adaptation of the "Sltuatlonai Leader- )
Q sship ?heory. of Hersey and Blanchard.
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It isf;eo~eerly to worry about socio-emotional support, since

.
hd v

. B0 relationship has yet been built and there is no agreement

to attempt a change (hence,*to admit the changeagent) in

the first place. ‘' Thus as shown in Quadrant 1 ZQ 1), the
Task behavior is high and the Relatlonal low. ‘

<

Second, once’the commltment to engage'ln the change
pfocess is forthcom:.ng,81 the leaders of the effort both in-
side the system and from the intervening agency, work on the
innovating: glanning and iﬁp%ementing—it. Here both dimen-
sions are "high"--Task and.Relationship Behaviors are appro-

priate. The change agent is, thus, both highly directive--

giving all the advice and a&sistance possible--and sensitive

-~ 4 i . -
to the needs of the actors and the needs of the cu%}ure in
A ~;’ H

which Ehé\qrganization deciSion-makers work. To press oﬂiy

the Task Behavior is to appear dictatorial and insensitive
and to increase the likelihgod of resistance and the chance

of failure. The strong-arm approach was tried, for example,

*

By the U.S. 8orfice of x=‘d1.1cat;:'.on in the compliance case in

Chléégo, when the c1ty schools were found o be ra01ally

segregated and the officials--without telling U.S. Commis-
sié%er Frank Keppel--threatened to withdraw millions of

doITars of Federal aid from Richard-John Daley's city. A
.\

call to the White House, to President Johnson, who owed his

.

election td Daley, slowed the intervention and stop the
"innovatiop™” and led, it is believed, to the resignation of

Comm1551oner Kepoel No effort to understand the political

L)

culture of the city was ir evidence Gntil it was too late.

-
K4

-

-5

-



. Third, as the organization becomes technidaliyicompe; o
tent and'a?;e to«handle t;e new innovation, the need?fgr Ce
high Task Behavior diminishes; the sy;tem is more fhature“
and the directive role of the change agents can be witﬁﬁrawn,
théugh some‘psychologigql support is impértant to give the l
new pfogram leaders feedback and.the assurance that they are
doing the jog well. Hersey aqd’Blanchard call the High Re- s
iational/Low Behavior "style 3," and dgscribe that partici- '

pants

-

. . . now share in decision-making through two-way
-._communication and much_facilitati behavior f£rom
" the leader since the /participantsg/ have. the abili-

, ty and knowledge to do the task.87

v, -

-

Hence, the interaction betwéen change agents and those involvgé
remains high but the nature of the relationship chanéés"frgm
one of substéntive direction ;nd help to more one of a part-
.ner,:a cooperatdr in the process. S - B,
¢« Finally, gquadrant 4 (Fiéure 23 shows Low on both In-
tera%tion and Task, as the change agent ﬁelps the local lead- _
ers to’"run their own show" through "delegation.™ Help is~’ ’,
available as needed; involzemené in the change éctivities is
minimal--say quarterly or monthiy for ;éporting ;n progress.
Should a problem arise; however, the 2pange agents would be
available to hélp; but, regulaf Task and Relationship Beha- - R
Q%ors are low, in preparétioﬁ for complet; withdrawal. |
The characteristics of the change agent-organizational
leader(s) interaction at each stage ‘are as follows: (1l)When

N

the Task Behavior is hiéh and the Relationship is low, Hersey -

147 | : | )
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if’, - and Blanchard call this style "telling"; (2) When both Task-
S : and 'Relational activities are high, they call it "selling",
(3) Then when Relationship is high and the Task has'decliae@,
the term "participating” is used; (4) finally, "delegating" .

is- applied to the‘low involvement of the change staff in the

.
Ve
7

operation of the implemented program. //

. /
2. Adaptation "Down the Line"

. .
s - -
- -
= -

- A second weakness of the McLaughlin approach is that

it fails to spec1fy where in the organizatidon the accommoda-
tion is taklng place. Slnce, by deflnltlon, "organization"
5 means levels of responsibility, ranglng from "top" décision-~
makers, through "middle" level supervisors, down to "primary"

service deliverers; we must assume that "mutual adaptation”

ipvolves adjustment down the line. -Thus, as the planning

- T and implementatioh of change occurs, staff change their be-

havior throughout the system; otherwise, one might maintain
that true adaptation has not occurred. -
-~ . \ . .
zhe change agents, then,-are all those people who

- shdre in the creation of a new organizational routine. The
n Y

process may begin with "outsiders,” people ‘from a Federal
, agency, the Congress, the White House, who initiate the idea.
They in turn entice members ef‘the host organization (the
school system, in this case) to try new techniques of inservice
'education, school governance, student instruction, for example.

-

The supervisors of these activities a@szi these new approaches,
4 ,\/‘ -

. : . \\ -
* - - IS .

T




2]

L : 141
<

T ‘ % . . £ -
- directing and guiding the teachers .under them to use.new

methods. Alsc, new staff may be hired to help:_ And the ac-

commodation trlckles down {or laterally) in the organ:l.za-a
tlon, “as each tier 1mplemeats 1ts part of the new program.
, Peter Lorange and Richard Vanc11 1n\tge1r discussion

I of strategic corpbrate piaﬁning and change believe\that\§59

<

‘process ‘actually goes 'on in cycles and at varyirng levele

within the system.83 First, as shown in Figure 3, the' top

decision-makers state their educational objectives in light

of the new program idea; they then request a plan, much as

Superintendent Manning in 1968 requested that the community

(3

planning task forces evolve a set of programs for Anacostia.
The locus of activity, as shown in Figure 3, shifts down a

level as intermediate leaders define the goals of their
A Vs , ® RS
school programs gnd fix ‘a price tag to achieve the goals;
| T > .

.in-BENP,planniné} the task, forces and Ad Hoc Planning Council

generate propos!ls.for early ehildhood, aduwlt, and school-age
programs at a cost of $25 million. /’ '

The process then returns to the upper rankg for ap-

, i
"proval and refinement; then the broad goals becofe specific

-

objectives and strategies. Again, so the cycle goes, the

L

locus moves back down to the middle ranks and fiﬁally into

the schools themselves wheére, . in the case of REN?,-new staff

: " are identified and programs are outlined. It becomes clear,
looking at the VanciI:Lorange model, that often in the early
dayg of the Anacostia project, the cycles were not completed:

That is, the top, middleT/aﬁd lower ranks were not always in
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"Strategic, Plannlng in Diversified Companies,"
February, 1975), pp. 26-27.
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Adapted from a model of planniny of Richard F. Vancil and Peter Lorange;
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, contact and the flow of information and accountability was -

-

. not maintained. Thus, the Vancil-Lorange process presents
. . ‘an-idealized schema to which the Anacostia .effort can be com-
" ’pared. S 4 )

: - *
In the next section, we take the development of Ana- "

' costia Community School Project/Response to Educational Needs™

=

. < :)Project and summarize its deﬁelopment in terms of the modefs’// _ -

just presented. .
o ‘750. , *

- .
The "SituationaL\ghangegzgent“ Model and RENP. Development -

L4

-

If we apply the adopted Hersey-Blanchard paradigm to the
ten-year history of ‘RENP, . vwe flnd some interesting results and
N 7

some basis for making practical sugge,s’ns ,

A. The Plaﬁnlng/Adoothg Perlod The model as adapted

\for change agent act;ons suggests tnax the U.S. ‘Office of

» . -

nducatlon should 1ntervene in the D.C. public school system
in a certain mannei° that if'shouid begin by "telling” the

system what it wants, what goals it holdd -dear, what technlcal

J

help_lt can\offer, and what funds are available. These data

- "would allow the leaders in the system, in the community, and
. . \ <

in the Anacostia schools. themselves to determine what they ' -
S . i .
need and to what extent they will begin behaving as the change

[ agents suggest. _ Thus, Task Orientation is high and Interac-
> :

tional is low. . x

* -

In particular, there should, be specificity of goals,
S~ ' -

limits of funding and persbnal resourg¢es, and constant, . {, .

g . stable relationship such that the plan&ing and adoption of . .

' . 152 ' v . ' ’ . . s’
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the program can occur. This planning involves four areas of

v

Zoncern, each separate yet interrelated wi¥h the other:

.

1. Prograﬁ Planning: The chaﬁée agents sﬁould help

-7

. the local leadership to determine what kind of program it

wants, either by introducing a new idea or technology and

having the locals.respond or by working alongside the Xocals

_’to help them decide.r Again specificity is vital. What will -

. be the goals of the program? Its scope? Who will it reach? )

‘ '
identification of new jobs, the writing 25 job descriptions

How will one know that an innovation is successful (evaluative
criterié)? How long will it take to set it up and get it go- 7-
ing? What new materials and facilities will be‘héeded? All
these quesﬁioh; and others must Hé answered before the Task

[ 3

Behavior can end. A

- 2. Personnel Planning: Based on the definition and

func?ion of the program, the staff must be con%idered. If
possible, these staff should'be placed in standard slots in

the syétem or new, épproved, and if possible certified/licensed
and tenur;ble‘positions must be createé. Where should these

] — N
pefsonnel be hired from? the commuhity, the district, outside
the Xistrict? What precise function will they fulfill? TWill
there e time limits set and understood on length of employ-

ment or will they be considered- permanent? Task Behavior. on

the part of the changg agents c¢an do much to facilitate the

and the phasing of hiring (and if necessary, the removal of

staff, once the jobs afg done). '

’,

S DU

M L)
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3. Bovernance élanniy: Since some new prograr’ns like™
Anacostia have as a basic goal the "sharing"” of political con-
X trol over';hg innovation itself, the: delimitation of loci;of

decision-making and scope of authority is central éo the plan-
’ .hing of change. Wha£ governing procedure is to be established?

. What "channels" do decisions go through? Who has first, inter-

mediate, and final authority? - Is there a mechanism for~demo-

o .

! cratic control? What redress or appeal procedures are built
in? These, and other guestions concerning the governing of
the new program, are important considerations in the planping

)

process.

4. Financial Planning: Introducing a new program re-

guires the allocatipn of funds; if the dollars are extern-

- ~

ally supplied aaéﬁqre earmarxed for the purpose of t@e'progrém,

R

éhe need to manaée and account for the money is vital. Thus,
’ not only must the funding'be dispersed in a way supportive
of the ends of the Qrbgram; it must also be accounted %or
and monitored. Obviously, one of the primafy jobs of the-
decision-makers in the creation of a new program is’ the
bydgeting of‘}uﬁds to make;the.goalé of the program poséible.
‘But,;hbw much shouyld belgpent oﬁ: staff--permaﬂenﬁ versus 7
¢ témpbrari? How much should‘be used for "systeﬁ.ovefheaé?

and hwo mugh shogld.be used tg,yire new. staff? What part

of the overall 'fungg should be set aside for evaluation/

: . . p
dissemination? Whatl if Federal funds (or, other outside funds
if an exterhal change agent is involved) are‘delayed or cut

.0££? Is there sufficient cemmitment--plus other funding - .

. C \
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sources-~that can be’ tapped? .

In all four of these planning areds--programming, per-

sonnel, governance, and budgeting--the outside change ageﬁt

can contribute valuable knowledge either directly or through, ~

consultants. The gcal of\iyis first stage, again, is to pro-

- - - ’

vide basic data for an'inteiligent,,informeg decision on the
part of system leadership to attempt a change.r‘ﬁigh Task
’ *

Behavior seems central, while the need for initial socio-

- -~ PR

emotional support can wait till the system has evaluated the

facts and figures tﬁoroughly. .-

: With the Anacostia experiment, a number of factors

\'\

limited tfie ability:of decisionmakers  to gather sufficient

information to make an informed decision on what to change.

- s - . - - -~ . s b
The syﬁﬁem was not presented with an innovation per se; rather

it received the "spirit" of ch;nge, including ideas on com—
munity involvement,fhelp for the pre-schooler, the meshing
of school and the business community, and other parts of a ..
é%mpendium on recent school improvements. It was not that .

. the change agents withheld information. HNo, the «change
= ‘ o
agents after the initial period of scribbler and expert ac-

tivity, believed that the district should plan its own model
b 4

» program; the DCPS inggurn brought in the constituencies, con-

sultants, and started a‘prqcess of change. " Once Summer Work-
shops (1967) were set in motion, a barrage of recommendations

came forth at a cost of some $25 million. Thus, while the

system needed more Task Behavior from the change agents in

- . .

- " the U.S. Office of;Education, they received instead an open-

RIC . -y 18y :
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ended planningﬁsystem ("catered" workshops by General Learn-

ing Corporation) and few limitations. What could the U.s.

Office handle and what would the Congress fund? How precise

can ‘goals be when the funds for the project were pot evep yet -
@]

Al

allocated? Sinée ne program was generated, other than a
notion of community participation and community aides in
classrooms, it was hard to set personnel standards and de-

scriptions. Most importantly, it was hard to see how the pro-

gram goals and those of the Distrcit came together. Without

i
congruence, would the system support the project im the long.

’

run? -

Id
/

It appears that despite.the confusion of earliest

Anacostia efforts, the program was given some shape and se-

- > 2 - =

cured funﬁlng over a ten- year perloa- The school system
needed the funds, the top decision-makers, in ‘the board

and the superlntendent's office were in no position to re-

2T e - -

fuse them, espedtally sthicemuch of the money would go to

hire nonprofessional members of the selected 51te of the :

program and would sat isfy in part thé ‘desire of Iocal _poor

folks to be part of school decision-making and programs.

.
-

M I

. B. The Imolementlng Period: Dur{\? initial implementa-

- 4 .

tion, the need for all, klnds of help from change agents is

obvious. All the newness of staff Drocedures, programs, \
. - ' s ) \
funding, organieational structuring and governance places -

~a strain oh the participants; they require both a high level

%

;ﬁ{}%sk and Relationship support. The elements of this he@p
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include, on the Task dimension:

- _—

1. Constant introduction of new ideas, methods, approach-

es, as the participants wrestle with the logistics of new
= —

programs. 1In the qasé of Anacostia project, the U.S. Office
hired outside groups to assist; "they also worked closely with .
the prégram--at least initially. After 1969 however, "it ap—
peared that technical aSSistance was slow in coang, such

that between 1969 and 1975, the program .Seemed to run into
serious troublé, Project-Directors came and went; the ac- -
countability for funding was lax and some $119,000 was not

accounted for; the in-school program had ceased to make pro-

gress; and the overall morale was low.

-~
.

2. Constant need for feedback and interim evaluation.

Part of both Task and IntgrrelatiOnal behavior is the means

to communicate--between those directly involved in opetating

the innovation and those charged with helping it. This channel. -
was only partly open during E?e 5-year hiatus. 1In theiBaS.

office, the role of project liaison with the Anacostia Com-

munity School Project was at times vacant, at other times ap-

parently of little importance. Thus, the link between the/

- .
« . .

"top of--the change agent system and the program did not pr¢- . -

mote the vital process of support and adaétation so impoyt-

ant if the project is to improve. No regular repoyXing ' *

: mechamismé--quarterly and monthly reports--were in evidence.

Thys, the changebégents had no way of regularly asseSSLng
progresé, the participants had no sense that anyone cared‘
) t 7

’15’7_ . ' '
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* and was available £o help. It was not until the administra-
P . . .

tion of Project Director Dan Jackson that the 1l regular and

. the one final reports were gene;EEEE. -

-

On the Relationship dimension, the elements. of help

are: . - (/

3: Constant emotional and social support. With irregu-

. - . .
lar involvement from top officials at USOE and the DCPS, the
project members at times must have felt all alone. , Then,
s
- at the time of refuding, the Federal and schoQl system leader-—

ship would suddenly rediscover the program and make demands.

Yhen funding is linked to performance--without constant Re-

-

lationship Behavior, the interaction becomes a veiled threat,

] //—w» perverting the real purposes of this form of change agent
behavior ("eitggr you shape up now or we'll_cﬁt off your
money,"” is the nature of the interaction).

It was not until Binswanger made the decision to-zut
off funding in October 197% that the project was called to

. & .
task and the process of repassessing and replanning occurred.

=

The Response to Educational Needs Project was then created

within the new agency, the National Institute of Education.

The change agent procedures started .over, with high Task Be-.

~

havior (see Figure 2) as NIE pressured the school:system to

shépe'up and the Congress p:essdredANIE to continue and im-

- -

prove RENg.

= , Specific” Task Behavior led to the delineation of the

. -

new (old) project, including clearer specification of goals
(to stubent reading and math improvement; community involve-..

.
N ]
N

3
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ment, and staff inservice), precise program design, account-
ability procedures--all laid out through mutual adaptation in

the 62 grant terms and condition (éebrqary 1974) . Then, with

the help of the NIE staff, outside consultants, and DCPS, .the
program entered a phase of high Task and high Relationship
Limits in terms of "contingencies”iwere placed on

the program: If you reach certain milestdnes, additional

behavior.

dollars will be forthcoming. The Phasé_l period, including

riuch of 1975, is devoted to intense planning; Phase 2, 1976,

.

was set aside for implementation, with the undsfstanding that

i

if the program was in place, the funding period would go
through school year 1977. This form df Task Behavior set the

» . .o
boundaries of outside involvement and established criteria .

for approval, evaluation, and further action. Based on these

»

structures, the outside change agents céuld then work close-
ly in supporging (Relatiénal thavior) the efforté of,ﬁchool: , - .
personnel. . \

The Relétionship help éhme in 1976-1977 through a ‘s

number of interactions. The NIE project<6§ficer, George n

Sealy,'a black man and former New York City schooel principal, .

" made regular visits -to the school labs and.centers. His pur-.

) B

pose at first was primarily to provide both Task and emotiomal =~
) P S
But as the preject got into fuld swing, . hik visits

-

became more of a Relationshié-building and maintaining nature.

support.

, ’ - . . [ . ¢
Similarly, ia ﬁiq relationship to the Anacostiaicommunity
ria P N -

board (Region 1), Mr. Sealy would attend tﬁe bpard meetings, .—

v

not because he had any,authority.or even that he made ﬁany

*

-y

159.

1

-

f’b

2

v -
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substantive contributions to its deliberations ‘and decision-

mgkiqg, but rather as_a sign to the commun¥ty and the board
tirat the government supported their efforts at self-deter-
mination. And in®the last year, p;}or to the incorporation
of elements of RENP id:g the system, Mr. Sealy's interac-
tionsy-on both Task and Relatioﬁship;-were Yow, the f;urth
phase in the "Siéuational Change Agent” model. There was

lgss need, though interaction was maintéihed: Regufar

Quarterly Reports were published by Mr. Jackson and his
staff--a means of informing the outside world of the progress

of the program ané the chance for systematic feedback on
problems from NIE but the ;ierarchy‘in the school system
£~

[

as well. Finally, in‘}978, all outside involvement will

Cease. The role of change agent will no longer be a formal

one; NIE will no longer bé directly concerned with'inservice
training and community involvement under the Response to

Educational Needs Project. Hence, the cycle of interven-

tion and withdrawal will. have been completed after some ten

years. . al

— . he .
C. The Igcorporation Period: What may endure? The

Region I Board;of Education, cer?ainly. It is a formalizea
part of school'go;étnance in the nation's capital. It has
power to recommend on key staff pbsit}ons in Anacostia; its
vord has.almost final authority, ag the central D.C. Bbard
has never yet turned down a candidate whom the Region I body-..

recommended. Over the state of schools in the community, the

. ' - 160
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. board (and their local school board counterparts) has the

power to discuss, recommend, and perhaps most importantly,
to publicize any difficiencies in plant,.-staff, or program.

Minutes from these meetings indicate an intense interest in

the quality of life, the safety of children, and the function-

~

- ing of the programs. ’ -, ‘
- - /-\ ¢ " -
J////‘l The inservice component is less clear. - It ¥ ou? be- c.
< . i

lief that under Dan Jackson, the training of teachez® in their
: . 13

schools and at, the Friendship Education Center will survive.

-

The school system has.a training épproach, the Competency
Based Curriculum, but it has no delivery system to egual the
work of/Mr. Jackson and his staff. Principals and depart-
ment ‘chairpeople are ‘showing renewed interest in this form
of inservice--a place to send their staff égd a methag for s .
their training. Major scheduling and logistical difficul-

ties have been ové}come, allow teachers at least a few times

per month to visit Friendship and on a more reqular basis . -
to use the Mqth Labs and Reading Centers, in those schools 5

with these facilities in place.

Questions. still remad%:

4

1. Will there be funds next year to pay Dan Jackson and his
f - !\

staff next year?®

. ’ v Based on his performance and competency, we believe so.

But budgets are budgets and the answer cannot be taken

.

for grantedf
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| 2. Will the Math Labs and Reading Centers be established in all

Lo o )
P .schQols in Anacostia and perhaps throughout the city?
- § ! )
. b The problem of coordinating and motivating school

P ) )
principals remains. . Help from central office and con-

stant prodding from Jackson mighf make these facilities

availab%s) Without them, it may be hard‘ to maintain in-
* service education. A place to work is vital.
- . . £

[ . «

- Y S S . .
3., With all teachers receive ‘sufficient training to mpke a -

difference?

RS This is the major qﬁestion. :)ly longitudinal research:
on thg activities and outcomes of teachers in classrooms
will ééll, thodgh a utilization rate should sh;w who,

gawhere, ané how often teachers come in contact with .in-
service staff and what they are exposed
v . . P

Some Rules for Change Agents

Using the notion of "mutual adaptation” and the "Situ-
atiopal Change Agent" approach, we can make a fewiﬁpecific
* suggestions for those so bold as to attemgt to change schqols.
We mention "mutual accommodation" here bgcause we realizé
* that any new idea is going to ge mediated, by local condi-
tions--o; likely:to be rejected outright. We advocate a
.situational approach because the type of intervengion must

3‘-
" be geared to the condition of the participants, varying from
) »

.

highly dependent on outside help (a state called "immaturity"”

but Hersey and Blanchard) to highly independent and able to

«

» .- -

~ - - -

ERICT- 770 s 162 - L
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C%Efy on a change without continued involvement. .
.= » The advice to change agents is presented in a two-column
] - . - - :‘ (’ ) .
‘ = " format for easy reference:
L4 - ‘ - \
. . ) 4
ot ’ " \q' !
. SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE AGENT ACTIONS: a
" . . CATEGORIZED BY STAGES AND BY TYPES'O? BEHAVIOR . .
®
I. PLANNING: Defining the Program
: Task Behavior Relationship Behavior
//r (high) (low) |
; 1. Specify goals of new 1. Provide little but suftici- )
. program--or a% least its ent support to allow the in-
’ general tone“and allow novation to be presented and
local planners to take unéerstood .
. over. e

-4

= » = ’ 3
2. Allow organization to re-~ 2. Maintain a stable relation-
) act and modify it; top ship with planning partici-
level approval is vital. pants.

-

3. sInsist before planning is J3. Be flexible in adapting pro-
. Oover on clarity and speci- gram goals to local needs

ficity. and "culture.”
4. Present extent Of help to k-‘\\\g\\
be available; lay out

funds and expertise.
\EhsDetermine and work with
the likely constituency of
program; the process for
ratification; ané rules -
for its operation.




Q
.
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&®

II. IMPLEMENTING: Activating

2

. 155 .

~

[y

\ -

Task. Behavior
“(high)
. -, r
&

1. Provide for technical
_ assistance in:"™

w . . ) ‘.\\ :

. ¥ --operationalizing pr

EEY

v tives;

»>

--hiring and’ tra1n1ng

gram goals and objec-\'

the Program

ReIéﬁlonship Behavior -
’ (Qigh) ,

% b rt.

-

L 3

1. Interéact regularly with staff
and leaders.

-

-

2. Listen and be empathetlc about
problems

/ -3
3. Reassure leaders.that problems
may not be unlque or insur-

l..Prov1ge some funds and
help, to aid the ip-
corporation of program
into the system.

-t

.*‘{staff . ¥ mountable. ) . -
" --developlng materyéig- 4. Be avai e when need%g.
* 2. Céntrol the funding, so 5. Provide table center for -
that money i avallable «<help and ntrol. *
when needed. : ¥ .
. N
3. Use funding as a way ef -
.»buildifg accountability.
. ( .
, . e -~ " q_f
Task Behavior : Relationship Behavior
(1ow] (high)-
: : i '
* . ¢ -3 . - .~ ; » . S
v 4, End heavy tedéﬁlcal 6. Continue socio-emotional sup-*
help as pro;gg&_ggeds port as mentioned im l to 5
less assistan®e: L above.
\ * : ¢ - v fe
;5 2'f:rouble-shoot--ass,.ess*- ’ .
"+ -dnd react to particu-
lar problems. R =
e '. ‘\Q a ’ -~ : *
. TRk Behav1or - ///—géiqtionship Behavior
. 4 (low) _)' *(lowd

1. Continue seeing staff on a -
regular but infrequent basis.

. - -
) ?

- .
':" { 1&3‘“

-,
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2, Trouble-shoot. . 2 Reassure the school system
. ) - leaders that aspects of the
. ’ innovation are worth continu-
, . . ing and expanding. Py
3. Disseminate "findings" = 3. Act as a' possible mediator be- °
from program to other tween institutidnalized pro-
schools”in the system . - grang and its school system.
and elsewhere. ’ .
4. Support contlnued moni- 4. Support notions of renewal:
toring and evaluation--lf - improving the innovation or
' useful. . possibly introducing newx
. . ideas--thus, startlng the
' change cycl@ again. ’
o ‘
Practical Suggestidas for the Future.of the Project \

.

" ¥What might we as outside researchers suggést_as té the

continuation of the program, as it i; currently institution-

.
alized? 8 .
¥
* ,1. To the District of Columbia Public Schools, we urge
D
that the supervisors of the project be maintained. "Over'a ;en-

~ L, %

year period the process of inservice education, now divided .
~ v',.‘

between off-site trafning at the fgiendship Educational

*

. . . .
Center and the_in-school labs and centers, has been refined

and ¥its nicely‘into the chain of command and needs of the
school system. The superlntendent and. pr1nc1pals of Region I
schools now have a- resouﬂce that ‘they. have never had h‘?bre- A

a place to send staff for the 1Mprovement of performance,
/
-
teacher trainers who can instruct staff 4n the use of the Con-
——” . .,
petency Based Curr;culum, and materlals in and out of school
o‘*‘

that Gre specifically de51gned for this missjon. Without t%?

- 4+
- - - . ¢
- % : R '
. . . . ’




— v B ':‘%57,:f'1' A -
. . ' ¢
sypervigbrs and céordinqtors in Dan}Jack“pn's offi;e} howevef,
4 . the process would flounder for want of airectign. Thus the
DCPS should pick up the $140,000 of Federal funding to maln—
taln the office.

Now that the training model is tried and true, it

should be implemented throughout the schéol systemy Other
. » ' “

regions shoul® share in the expertise of the Amnacostia approach.
/ hl

[+ ' That is, both the "communi ty involvement" approach inherent in

\ + .

‘ the Region I elected school board, and@=the "staff development"

.

approach, as discussed abijﬁc'have great potential for making

the school system more responsive to thé™needs of the "communi-

t 3

ty" and the teachers alike.
2. To tHe Congress, White House, and DHEW, we urge that

similar models be tried ih othér cities. lﬁith the firm guig-

ance éhat RENP recfived between 1975 and 1977 and-with speci-

fic«goals and proposals called for, we believe that thd#ke

now exists sufficient change agent skill to implement the

RENP appro;ch with &uch less confusion and agony. Ig:@ould

be a shame to discard this body of knowledge.

- 3. To both the school_system and the outside change

péentir we urge the continuation of the study of organization-

al change.‘ The research base and conceptual models (which

a551sted us in this study) can and should be applied and . -

e augmented in other settings. Only thed can change agenitxy

. I ¢
< . !
be refined and improved. :

. - B . %

o - : | —END- )
: B & - , l) o ‘

O . L) hd .
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lA number of,5001al sc*entlsts Have noted that often
- the effects of an innovation.are believed minimal--when in
¥ fact the inndVation was never given a chance; that is, the
’ innovation was mever really implemented. _For an interesting
/’- discussion of this probl see W. W. Charters, Jr., and J.
Jones, "On the Risk of Appraising Non-events in Program Evals-.
: uation,"” Educational Researcher, 1973, 2{11). See also, J.
. - Googldd and M. F. Klein, jet al., Behind the Classroom Door
(Werthington, Ohie: Jones, 1970C).

2Other research has shown the sheer difficulty in’
changing schools in the first place. These post morta on
school exnerlmentatvon include Neal'Gross et al., Implement-
ing Organizational Innovations: A Sociological Analysis of
Planned Educational Change (New York: Basic Books, 1971); )
and D. Cohen, "Social Experiments with Schools: What .Has
Been Learned,” in A. Rivl¥n and P. M. Tampane (Eds.), Planned
Variation in Education (in progress). See also P. Dbalin,
Stragegies’ for Innovation in Education, Case Studies of Ed-
ucational Innovation {Vol. 4). (Paris: Organization for Co-
operation and Development, 1973.)

, 3Pre51ae t's Message on the District of Columb1a, 4
Presidential Dofuments 498, 502-03 (1968).

’

4 -
See the lengthy and useful essay on change in school
gurriculum and instruction, Michael Fullan and Alan Pomfret,
"Research on Curriculum and Instructicn Implémentation,”™ Re-
- view of Educational Research (Winter 1977), Vol. 47, No. 1,
= pp. 335-397. . ‘

: °It appears that little research has been done on the
- direct lobbying effort of communities and school systems on
) the source of federal dollars--the Department of Health, - \\
. . Education, and Welfare. Most politiking is evidently done
through national drganizations likesthe National Educational
Association, the American Federation of.Teachers (APL- CIO), .
< and the National School Boards Association.

®Incrementalism is a favorite model of policy analy-
sists. See Charles E. Lindblom, "The Science of 'Muddlihg
Through'," Public Administration Review, VoOl, 19, Spring
1959, pp. 79-88. ' . =
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7Jeffréy L. Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky, Implementa-
tion: How Great Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in
Oakland; or Why It's Amazing that Federal Programs WOIrk at
- . All, This Being a Saga of the Economic Development AAminis- -
tration as Told by Two Sympathetic Observers Who Seek to
Build Morals on a Foundation of Ruined Hopes (Berkeley,
Calif.: University of California Press, 1973), p. xii.

-

For a nice description and rationale for the case aﬁ-
p proach, see Sevryn Bruyn, The Human Perspective on Sociology
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966).

- . 9A. Harry Passow, Tpward Creating a Model Public
School System: A Study of' the Washington, D.C. Public Schools .
{the "Passow Report"), Columbia Teachers College, Kew York,

. September 1967.

-~

loSemi-structured intervigws were used. That is, we
. met with various informants and asked a set of gquestions which

covered basically the same territory: What did they know
about the development of RENP? What problems were incurred?
Why did certain problems occur and how were they handled?
What seems to be happening now and in the future? We did

- not standardize the list of queries for two reasons. First,

each respondent had a different role in the program and a

different perspective on it. We needed to probe more deeply

. than an established set of guestions allowed. Also, set

questionnaires require clearance by the Office of Management

/ and Budget/ which takes a long time. For a discusjgon of the
focused interview, see Robert XK. Merton et al., The Focused
Interview: A Manual of Problems and Procedures (Glencoe, Ill.:
Free Press, 1956).

11 <
- Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss, The Discovery

 ‘0of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research .
. . (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1967), p. 31.
\ = - " . -
12Ibid., p. 31.
2’ ] -¢ =
- 13Ibid., p. -32. .
— . -

4,. . | . s L
! Michael Crozier, The Bureaucratic Phenomenan (Chicago:
- - Uniyersity of Chicago Press) 1964), p. 4. :
lSThe term is used by Milbrey W. McLaughlin, "Implemen-
tatipn-as Mutual Adaptation: Change in Classroom Organiza-

tion," Teachers College Record, 1976, Vol. 77, No. 3, pp. r
339-351.

*
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' . 16Fullan and pomfret, op. cit., p. 38}, presenls a

- - model for the stages in the innovation process, including
Initigl & Adoption, Planning for Implementation, and Imple-
men¥Stiorf. We have added the final stage, Institutionaliza-
tion. T L

. Yann K. pasanell, "A Review," Proceedings of the

National Academy of Education, Vol. 4, 1977, p. 129.

g 81pid., p. 130.

13%ullan and Pomfret conclude in their summary of in- *
novations research +hat ’

W

) L
J
|

A great deal of work remains to be done on con-
g ) ceptualizing the meaning andﬂp;gcesses implemen-
tation, on gathering and analyzing n differ-
ent aspects of the process, on assessing the conse- -~
quences of different strategies, and on deriving -
specific policy recommendations at all levels of
the political- and educational system (op. cig., D.

397 .

N 20 .
Ronald G. Havelock, A Guide to Innovation in Educa-
tion {Ann &rbor, Mich.: Institute for Social Research, 1970).

. 21

- -

Z. Rogers and F. Shoemaker, Communication of Inno-
vations: A Cross Cultural Study (2nd ed.), (New York: The
Free Press, 1971).

4 22Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, "Implementation as Mutual
Adaptation: Change in Classroom Organizhtion,” ®in Walter
Williams and Richard F. Elmore, Social Program Implementation
(New York: Academic Press, 1976), p. 169.

23For a presentation of the process of mutual accommo-
dation, see Paul Berman, Peter W. Greenwood, Milbrey W.
. McLaughlin, and John Pincus, Executive Summary (in Federal Pro=
grams Supporting Educational Change {5 volumes), Santa Monica,
Calif.: The Rand Corporation, 1974-1975), Vol. 5.

24McLaughlin, op. cix., p. 169. ' . o~
- - ll/’/
2 . 4

5See, for example, Mancur Olsen, "Evaluating Perform- S

ance in the Public Sector,” in D. G. Sullivan et al. (Eds.)
How America Is Ruled (New York: John Wiley, forthcoming).

.
P ’

‘_ ” 169




#

* ’ . v

61t -is extremely difficult; evidently, to measure out-
put when one is dealing with the intangibles of “public goods.
What is the ascribed value of an educated child, for example’
Olsen explains: "This paper will argue that governments are
in fact as well as by reputation usually inefficient, and
that this is mainly because they deal with colleckive goods
and externalities"” (p. 359). How could one direct change
without a criterion for "efficiency"?

- «

275, Berman and ¥. McLaughlin, "Implementation of Edu-
cational Innovation," Edueational Forum, 1976, Vol. 40, No. 3,
pp. 347-370. :

-~ -

Social movements confront similar problems as they
seek to mobilize support and initiate actions to gain their
ends. For a discussion of "social movements" as the first
step in social change, see Bruce S. Cooper, Pree School Sur-
vival (Minneapofis: Burgess Press, 1976), partiqularly chap-
ter 2. : . .

29

-

Bruce S. Cooper, "Perspectives on Educational Plan-
Educational Planning, Vol. 3, No. 2 (October,1976),

.’3
\ﬂ

p. 92. For a general discussion of rational planning approach-

es, see E. C. Banflelc, "Planning” in J. Gould and W. L. Kolb
(eds.), A Dictionary of the Social Sciences (Yew York: The
Free Press, 1974); R. Ackoff, & Concept of Corporate Planning
(New York: Wiley-Interscience, 1970), p. 2ff; and R. G. Tug-
well, "A Study of Planning as a Scientific Endeavor,” Fiftieth

Annual Report of the "1cH1gan Academy of Science, Arts, ane
Letters (Ann Arbor, Mich.: University of Michigan Préss,.1948).

302 most popular anéd persuasive proponent of "people
planning” was Saul Alingky. See his Reveille for Radicals
(New York: Vintage, 196%2). -

31
The’ resoonse to Type C approaches to planning, on the

part of federal agencies, 1ncluded‘treatvng the process in

an "adversary"” way and, thus, bargaining with the local of fi-_
c¢ials. The condition alloWed both parties to state their ex-
pectations and needs and to provide a process for resolving
differences. The 62 grant conditions, laid down by NIE in
1975, are good examples of this mentality. Money if forth-
coming when certain contingencies are met. :

2 .
Passow, oOp. Cit.

—e —

-~




-~ " L4

33 ; ‘

‘See Martha+Derthick, City Politics in Washington,
Q;E; {(Cambridge, Mass., and Washington, D.C.: Harvard-MIT
Joint Center for Urban Studies and the Washington Center for
Metropolitan Stwdies, 1963); R. M. Jackson, The Machinkry of
Local Government (London: Macmillan and Co., 1968), pp. 13-
16. Also, singe 1986, citizens of the District have y®ted
for school board under P.L. 90-292, 90th Congress, H.R. 13042,
April 22, 1968. , ‘

-

- 34 . - :
- The Washington'Post, april 27, 1972.
35_ ' . "y
Johnson's Message on the;:District of Columbia, op. -
cit., 1968.
== 8 .
36

) , - . ]
Letter from Harold Howe to Congressman William
KRatcher, Z&pril 1, 1968, .reprinted from the documentary file
of the Apacostia Community Schools Project Appeal to U.S, -
Commissioner of Zducation, Sydney Marland, Jr.

f

-

7 ~ . ‘e e F .
The Autobiography of Malcolm % (New York: Grove Bress,
1966) . . ) .

e et
PapFard

- aeE
For an overview of tHé%eBreéorms, see Bruce S. Cooper,
"Alternative Schools and the Free School ‘Mdvement," in Steve
__Goodman (Ed.), The Kandbook on Contemporary Education (New
York: Bowkar, 1976).

- -

39 . .
The Washington Post, april 27, 1972.

The Washington Post, July 16, 1968. -

<

The washington Post, January 5, 1970, and interviews.
42 ’

The tension exists between the need for precision to
help with making programs operational and the requirement that
programs remain vague in order to attract a wide array of

s supporters.

43
For a .discussion of the importance of precision, as
seen from a corporate viewpoint, see Richard B. Vancil and

Peter Lorange, "Strategic Planning in Diversified Companies,”
Harvard Business "‘Review, January-February 1975, who state:

171 ’




163

. The first cycle of a-formal-planning process
serves a dual 'purpose: (1) to develop a terntative
set of agreements .between corporate managenent and -’
division managers about overall strategy and goals,
and thereby (2) to provide focus for the more de- .
tailed planning in the next cycle (p. 297

.o 44_° . . . '
: © Pullan and Pomfret, op. cit.,.p. 336.
‘ * ’

4 _ b3
) ﬁ?ressman,and Wildavsky, op. cit., p. xiv.
. R hm— I— 7/
. . L .
See Chapter 5, "The.Complexity of Joint Action,” in
Pressman and Wildavsky, ibid., pp..87-124; see also, Richard
F. Elmore, "Design of the Follow Through Experiment,"” in
Alice Y. Rivlin andé P. Timpane (Eds.),%Plinned Variation in’
Education: Should We Try Harder? (Washington, D.C.: The
_Brookings EFnstitution, 1975), pp. 39-40. :

- -~

~ .
i 46

N

47 . . '
The yWashing%on PéSt chronology of RENP évents.
. R {
48 " 7o . * R .
Staff Memorandum on Overall Assessment of Andcostia
Project with Recommwendations for Action, Sepiember 30, 1971,
by Robert B. Binswanter, in Anacostia appeal documents. See
an‘bccodng by other analysts: George R. LaNoue and Bruce
L. R. Smith, Thg Politics of Decentralization {(¥exington,
Mass.: Lexington Books, 1973}, pp.. 103-104.~

—

4 — S
¢ 9The washington Post, October 22, 1971; Washingtdﬁ
Star, October 22, 1971. ’

-

50 . . el ; . S . o
Mariann Jelinek, Inst1tut1qpa1121ng Innovgllop,
(unpublisked digse;tationﬂ Harvard Business School, 1976},
p. 1. ’ (\\ ‘ ' . .

NIE Jdocuments. . ’ g —

.
5

ed Albert O. Hirschman, Exit, Voice, and Loyalty:
Responses o Declines in Firms, Organizations, and States
(Cambridg4, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1970), p. 98.

DZS

- * ¥
Carlson reports that the choice @f "insider" wersus
"outsidet” for a position explains much about the expectatior
of the organizagion: insiders generally signal continuation
of current practices with only minor change; outside leaders
are -often brought in to change things more drastically. RENP

~

’ . s

-~

bt ‘

Y




R . . \ .

164

‘ »

~ tried both, though generally they fell back on insiders when
outsiders came on too strong. See Richard Q. Carlson, Execu-
tive Succession and Organizational Change (Chicago: Midwest
Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1367) .

24s. Joan Brown, head of Staff Development for DCPS, °
contrasted RENP with her domain, the Competency Based Curricu-
lum. She explained that RENP was temporary and separate to
her for many reasons: its was a "project” while CBC was
policy: RENP was a "response” while CBC was a program; the
whole tone of RENP in other words was 1960s and prevented' it
from surviving without incorporation (interview) . .

. 55 -
Inhouse Memorandum, November 30, 1976.
56 o v }' -
Minutes of a meeting with NIE, DCPS, and RENP staff
to clarify the Dissemination/Utilization Plan, December 10,
197s6. , . .

7 : t . ‘ I3 . . *
Dissemination and Utilization Plan, December 120,
1976, p. 4. - )
58_.-..
Ibid., p.g 11.
59\' . N . . -
LaNoue and ‘Smith, op. cit., p. 1. .

60_ . \
Ibid., P2 2.

61 S
Quoted in The Washington Post,~ March 2, 1971.

62 . . ” %q;

. . %ee Lakoue and Smith, op. cit., pp. 95-102; an&-
Larry Cuban, Urban School, Chiefs Under Fire (Chicago: Uni-
versity of €hicago Press, 1976), pp. 38-48. .

A

63LaNoue and Smith, op. cit.,.pp. 179-180«

N,

4 . < . .
> David Minar, "Community -Basis of Corflict in School ,

System Politics,” American Sociological Review, Vol. 31 -
(1966) , pp. 822-35. ’ \ -

'
PR

5 ) cl
LaNoue and Smith", op. cit., Q: 110.

B
<

173 .

3,




"i 165 .
, Utlylzatlon and Dessemination Plan, December 290,
1976, p 6. P
. 5 . ‘ ‘ ’
, s Ibid., p. 12. - 7
é *
. Final Report Reannse to :ducatlonal Needs Progect,
. Aqgust 1977 p. 13.
Y- '69 g
) Robert Claser, "The Design of Instructlon, in The
Changing American School, John I. Goodlad (Ed.), Th Slxty— ’
Fifth Yearbook Of the National Society for the Study of
. . ‘Education, Part.II (Chlcago Unrver51ty of Chicago Press,
1966), p. 226,
.h @ P N - - -
7 ) . .
. : Formative Evaluation, Gibboney Associates, 2977, p. ‘
. 581 ¢ o

T ' | . . \ T

Seventh Quarterly Report, p. 19. -
g .

72 - . . . -
. * Op. cit., pp. 2-39% ‘ .
- o ) . j‘
73 ) , . - '
Petsonal interview,

~
74 ’

P.L. 94-482, Teacher Training Programs, "Teacher

Center,™ seckidn 532.' {a) (2) (B)

L7 75
Final Report, p. 70. ‘ } )
76 - - S : B
% Formative Evalyation, p. 75. .
t . s o
7. . . . , - e
A. K.. Korman, "'Censideration,' 'Initiating Struc-
ture,' and Organizational Criteriaz-A Review," Personnel Psy-
“chology: A Journal of Applied Research Vol. 19, No. 4 (Winter
1966), p. 349f;. . ) .

-
- L
o

P
\

. " 4
78'Paul Hersey and Kenneth H. Bl&nchard, Management oOf
¥ Organizational Behavior: Utilizing Human Resrouces (3rd ed.),
. (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1977), pp. 162-163, ufe the term . N
~ with reference to organizati®Grial members; wegapply .it to the .

prganization. .

A P
- 1) '

=

9See Chris Argyris, Personality and Qrganization (New




York: Harper & Row, 1957); Interpersonal Competence and Organ-
izational Effectiveness (Homewood, 111.: Dorsey Press, 1962);
and Integrating the Individ@al and the Organization- (New York:

-John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964).

8
OHerSey and Blanchard, op. cit., p. 163.

8]:'I-Iavelock discusses the _.importance of "trust" as a
first step in the cﬁépqe process. We maintain that "trust"
develdps Only as the change agent and others work together and
the“decision to work together precedes the opportunity to build
trust. In the Havelock approach, the top leadership has al-
ready come to trust the outside change consultant’ and then the

consultant must bpild trust with those down the line. But the ’

preceding question, how did the agent get admitted te;the sys-
tem in the first place is based on high Task ‘interaction -
(qualification of consultants, recommendations, reputation, ™
and skill). See Ronald Havelock, op. cit.

Hersey and Blané%ard; op, cits, p. 169. .

¢

83 . . . t
See Richard F. Vancil and Peter Lorange, Strategic

Planning Systems (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice~Hall,

1977)., pp. 22-46.

-

L

-—

&




