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ABSTRACT :
\ i

A growing body of literature indicates that disseminatign an# change

efforts based of the use of human ''linking agents'' ate mora_effec%(ve than
- 4 : T )
those that rely on packaged materials alone. However, a great deal needs

[N

to be learned about the materials and strategies that can make linking

agents more effective. In the summenyof 1978, Research-for Better Schools

n . . Ly . , _

(RBS), a regional educatiJLal laboratory funded by ?he National inStitute
L/

of Education, began a program of work designed to develop %Eproaches to

school tmprovement that would increase the effectiveness of lnnklng agents
working with schools‘ﬂw three program areas: baszc skills, qareer prep-

. . ‘
aration, and citizenship education. The corporation (RBS) seeks to devel-

. {
op approaches that facilitate rational analysis of programs in the context

of a cooperative relationship between school and chaﬁge agent. e

A : . )
At the.same time, the corpgration's Field Studies unit initiated a

a

Y .
five~year research project to examine linking agent-driven change process- .
‘f . -

es and~f&entify factors .contributing to thelr success: - This research is~
. [
based on non-parti;ipant observation of eleven school improvemens teams

in thirteen schools that are cooperating with RBS by using its approaéhes:

.
a S

to plan change efforts. This report contains initial analyses of/the

A . :
first year's field work and includes case histories of three teams as
* ' « ’ . £

well as a trpss-site anal¢sjs.

. L] .
Because the school imprevement team plans were not implemented dur-

O : . N W ..

t . .J . . . 3 . ' .
ing the first year of activity, two interim outc¢omes of planning efforts

- [ -
. . .
~ . . .

h
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; : were identifled: 'the_tgqm‘s sense of ownegrship and an assessmgﬁi of how™

well the tgams wgn; througH'the steps laid out in the §BS'anroaches*ji”e.;

4

how, quickly teams prggressed,:hoﬁ well thg;\understood the ideas presented;

3 and how wéll-they weré'éble to use those ideas to address locally signifi-
‘cant prob!gms. These outcomes could have been affected by the approaches

' themselves, the relatlonshlp between RBS and the team, the behavnop of the

#
H

. RBS 1inking agents, or school characteristics. y ' e )
'y . .

- * :

_THe appnoaches entalled adoptnop of what Butler and Palsley (1978)
N erm a process-helping role. That is., the lihking agent helps the school

diagnose its proplems and advocates 3.procedure~for that ‘diagnosiy, but
no attempt is made to sell a particular solution. Unlike better known
tprocess<helping approaches, such as organizational d;velopmeﬁt, these

.

- focus on programmatic rathec‘than'sociai'psychdlogical issues. There were
&

. few drfferences among the approaches in term§ﬂof nterim outcomes. Each

-

apﬁrbgch‘was quite successful |n_one schoo!, and eaCh had some brob]em f"‘a'

— » Lo .

in othersw - .

»’

o . L et "\ LN .t
_The thinking that led‘go én' interest in a cooperative relationship

was-based on.an analysis of intra-organizational relationdhips. However,
e o 4 . : : . .
the RBS linking agent entered into an inter-organizational relationship .
) / A -
which was more analogbus to a market relationship than one between super-

ior and subordlnate. Each party Entewed the fe]afibnshio'with a set of

o - ~
‘

core concerns. If those concerns were not met, the existence of the
- ) . .‘ “ o
~ relationship was in jeopardy. Hence, tensioﬁ between the parties became
4 o . X
" very imgortant. It was an indicator that oge or both parties Was dis-
t s . € \ ‘ 7
.o satisfied and may have withdrawn. There was a strong negative ‘relationship

/ . - ) -
. .
. . - .
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tT e . B - -
I '

- : . L, . . . .
between the existence of. tension’and-achievement of interim outcomes

o/ -

among the teams, However, tension had positive consequenced. When suc-

- - ]

cessfully ﬁgéotvéd,;it'lea to a stronger relationship bafed on fmutual
) ." . ' R . -’ ....\ - [I
o understand {ngf. N Y \\\ﬁi/
- . : j
. . - - ) . . . /
Thé cross-site analysis did hot ‘identify any strong relationships
on / «

I
PN i ° ;4

fberween,lfnkfng agéht,behavior and the interim outcomes. However, the

caSe'histprSes indicated that the-linking agent played an imbortant role

' Pn“ediatiﬁg between a component with its approach and a school. Depehd-
o o . ) ) -

ing on actions thé linker took, the relationship was strefigthened or

.weakened. VYet, in contrast to dther linking agent studies, the RBS 1link=

ers had relatively little flexibility when working with schools. = L

Finally, the ¢ross-site analysis revealed three contextual factors

*

that contributed to.the interim outcomes: central office support, the

<

-
principal's problem-solving motivation, and teachers' problemasolviné
)

ma{iyatign. Probfém-so1ving Totivation referred to the partic}pantﬁ'

¢

perception that- their school ‘needed to fmprove its program in the turricu-

i

K .
lum area relevant to the approach. O0f the three factors, central office
, N o . y . . .
support and the teachers' motivation were most important. In addit¥on, .
, , .

_ the case hlstories %uggested a number of other important context factors,

Ay . e .
Fncluding the schools' standard opé}atlng p&Pcedures, the teams' abiljty
. L4 N ¢ . .

]

~to understand the approaches, and the existence of other change projects.

in the schools. Overall, “aspects of the school context were the most
. : v * pu .
f,//<impbrtant conditions affecting the relative suctess &f the projects in

ot

: . -
: s . : ' .
[the flrsi year. ' _ x o -
v ' .
* f
gl . /
s -
\ . t
. .o r} - N ’
""‘) ’ . -iii- . [
- { ,; ) v L -“
- L. - ' *’{
- \ 8 . e
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CHAPTER |

iNTRODUCT[ON

- ' : . -
e -~

-

= Whét-gre the most effectiVe,wa§s externa}'change agents can help -

A .

schools improve tﬁeir e ucatﬂ;nal.programs? What.characgeristics of

-

schools affect the improvement process? How do schools and external

-

* . .
_.agents wvork together? Do schools vary such that some apprpacheg to

change are more effective in some settings than others? Research JE: Bet-

ter Schools (RBS), a regional educational laboratory funded by the National

Institute of Education, is enéaged In an extensive research and develop-

i
f‘

. ment effort to address these questions. The task of conducting research

~

on‘change'pfocesSes_rgsés with RBS' Field Studies unit.
As a part of this }esearch, Field Studies is studying schools in 11

QIsfrIéts'involved in school meroveéent;activities with RBS. The schools /

are working to create new programs in three curriculum areas: basic

skills, career preparation, or citizen education. This report covers

>

_ 2 _ o

the firstﬁfeatiﬁﬁ activity at the sites, and provides an opportunity to
. _ < . _ 7 :

clafify issues ifdentified during that year. -

This chapter Is ap introduction to the school improvement study.
o ' o

“

1t is divided into five sections: (1) a discussion of the general ques-

tions the research addressed, (2) the,focus of the report, (3) the RBS

approach to

-

school improvement, (4) the research strategy, and (5) an over-

view of the remginder of the report. : .t ’
. Fad .
‘. .
» s’
. * -
- : ,‘ Y
~
‘ )
L ™3 . ‘ ~ *

. -



Research Q;estEGMS' E ' a

A growing body of literature has“&eh&nstﬁéted the difficulties in-
herent in approaches that intend to produce change from a distance. The
Rand'chénge agent §tudy indicates that categorical aig grants are not
reliably effective in promoting change. Districgs often approa;H fund-
ing competitions opportunistical]y; in that the? compete for the money
and then drosmtnnoyative Erqgfams when support }s te%migated (Berman §&
MclLaughlin, 1975). RBS' own'experience indicates that the develop&ent
of curriculum packages is rarely an effective way to promote change.
This conclusion has been borne out’ by the evaluation of the P;oject In-

.

formation Package Program which refuted the assertion that the adoption

. L _
of autonomous packages of materials without direct technmical assistance

leads to mod@fiéétion of instructional *practice (Stearns & Norwood,,lﬂ??).

On thé other hand, dissemination and change efforts based.On the ﬁse'gf
hUman “lznk!ng agents'' do seem to promote effective school |mprovement
(Emrick & Petersonj 1978; Louts & Sieber, 1979) Apparently llnklng

agents are effective because they can help thékschool adapt’ the approach- |

es o? ideas imported from other locations to local condi tions.

These studies suggest that local change benefits -from Interaction'

-

among school staff, an external linking.agent’, and approaches or ideas

'bfcught in from outside the school. However, these'ﬁindings raise a

number of .questions about how these factors combine to fagllltate schook.”

P )

improvement. RBS.is :nterested |n ldentify!ng characterﬁstncs of linker-

based change processes that ‘facjlitate school Improvement. Im particukar,-

. -
-

+

[ .
e oon A
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It is éxamxntng éwo oQ?rgfingst:cs Tﬁrch have‘received.consfderable

attentuon in the c?ﬁggexliterature ufational.pJanning and coooeretjve

o . Y
- relationsh:ps*betu ft ‘pal ag%nts and schools. Since there Is con-

r

derable debafe geut§gp, e eharaeterﬁ%tucs, thrs project is aSklng both

y i
howsuseful/they a?e @hﬂthat factor% oontrtbute to them. . ,
'l'(»f - . °,
The- ?E?ﬂcekof rational prOJeqt development in schools lS the Formu- ‘
{ ,

) lation ‘of technlcally correct or abcurate decisions based o? clear goa!s
. . [ P
‘ -fand adequate fﬁtormatron«(FlrestJﬁe & Herriott, forthcom;ng). Hage and'

z‘ ’

Alken (1970, pp 94~ 95) descrlbe thls aspect of the change process as

_followsqj se . : v‘ . ‘.

e S -
¢ . ¢ ;A ‘.é
. P .

. The b g ihg of the process of organnzat:onal'cggnge occurs
when orggn:zatIOnal decision makers determine that either the
org ization.is not accomplishing its present goals as effec-
tfve“y*or efficiently as possible or when decision makers alter
or amend the goals of thé organization... During the evaluation
stage’ dFElsxon makers must assess the state of health of an or-

: ganizatlon, consider alternative ways of correcting organiza-
tlbnal problems, and then decide on one alternative that hope-
fully will accqomplish the desired ends

jy gre in fact two parts to the rational des:gn process. First, °
- Ve

the school's health is determlned by identifying discreahcies between
goals @nq ﬂerformancé. Second, alternatiaes are)sought that best reduce s
these Jiscrepancies at the least co;t. The First step requires the abil-
{ty to’coilect refevant, accurate data aoout the school wﬁfle the second
requireg command of the\knowledge base releyant. to ggese goals so that

. the d%gt.technically sound altefnaeive cen be selected and modified ap-

propriately.




: .', e Ihe prdduct of rateonal ptanning is assumed to be a technlcally sougg*
f&\ . . ! - ., - ¥
i J plan for Impfoving a school It is- also assumed that, alﬂ‘other cond;t;ons

¢ .l - -

being.equal Qpe better—the quality -of fhe plan) the greater the probabll-
' T |ty that change will 0ccur an& become |nstntut|onallzed
. o L Houever there is some questton about whether or not sﬁhools have the ~

1

-
L

[N
~ M ~ \

S fapacnty to eagage in. ratlonab planntnq COFW!H (1973) po:nts out that

reformers -have regarded- ‘scho#d s (and externql assnstance programs) ‘as much

T s T K Lt
‘ 3 ) | - . . - -
more ‘ratiohat, potent instruments fof the implementation of ‘policy decr~

sions'than~Is-fn fact the case.‘ ¥ef; the assumption of nat%oﬂllfty.seems .
N : 2 . .
to be well-establlshed among poltcy makers. Conssder New Jersey‘h pro- N

» y SN 4

gram far providing*a Thorough "and Efficient Education to ch!ldren (T&E)

o . Schools and districts are required by-thts legrs]atnon to follow.a six--

. -
. ¥ v Al
-

step process which includes goal development, establishing ohjectjves,

needs ldentfficatlon, development and |nstallatnon or programs, evaluation
of program effegtiveness, and budgei review (Department of Educat on, -

State of New Jersey, 1976). The nnterest "in needs assessment eValu . S

N assumptuonqof rationality.
Practitloners do rnot necessar:ly ignore the non- ratlohal parts of .

- schools. Indeed, they often det?te{a great deal of time to the malntel; 1
nance of fnterpersonal reiatfons and negotiation of important matters in

-

»

ways that do not fit with the assumption of rationelity. However, Burns'
| g s
(1961) comments about Husiness seem to apply to schools. Aspects of = % «-~

'organ!zations that do not seem retlonal are usually. dnscussed ''hacks tage''

e . X ‘ 3 [N



Vend'covert[y: The gundsng assumption\seems to be that- :f schools are not *
- ‘totally rdt{enar they are at least readily r'z=.1t‘h::r1z=11|zable.l ; . "
» There a;e two strands of thinksng teat ~ Create-an interéeé in coopef-
.. NN . .
" ative relgtionshlps. First, the h:story of curriculum—development'nndir
'eétes'fhat ft.?g difficult t0'cre;%e change thgughﬁeurkfculuh revisfon.

st
.

[N

The most significant’ "finding" in this area is that currieulum packages
that are externally developed do not find their way "behind classroom
doors“ (Goodlad and Klein; 1974). Commenting on twenty years of sclence-

curriculum development,’welch-(19791 p. 301) concludée that ''"General Pat- '
. “\ _ ' : - ‘ )
ton...described the situation accurately when he wrote, ‘Weapons change

but man who uses them ‘changes not at all...' The curriculum‘devefopment
- " .

projects-develoﬁed-many new.weapons,,but very littie change is noted in

classrooms "' The currenf'assumption seems to be*that teachers Qant to "be -

active developers of. the materlals they use, or at Ieast to have the op-
- .portunity'to adapt those meterials to local conditions. It Is reasoned

" that fhc1udlng them in the glanﬁing and development work will increase

. PN \
the likelihood that the materials will be used.

Second, there is a long history of debate about whether or not staff

resiétance is the primafy barrier to change and the extent to which par-

L4

ticipation can sefye to overcome such initial resistance. Reviews of the

.

DY

‘change 1iterature, both in the fleld of education and more generally, in-

"dfcate:that the beliefs that resistance to change is '‘the problem' and that

particfpatlon is the solutioﬁ.are well-establ ished; however,'they also con-

’ clude that the evidence for ‘these beliefs are fl'imsy at best (Giacqulnta,

-
- v

R 1973 ‘Dunn § Swierczek 1977). Recent Studies in the fleld of edggattona!




Y _ ' - . . : '
A change do, not provide a, definltive answer. .On the one hand, Berman and
. P’y . !
.- Mclaughlin, (1977)rreport that certain forms of partECnpation, especzaliy
T witn respect to decisions about implementation.of an innovation, contribute

.

to later |mplementation and intorporagion On the other, Gross, Giacquinte,\ *

and Bernstein (1971) provide careful documeptation of one’ |nnovative pro-

gram that falled in spate of initial tea;her support for the change

.

These sugqest "that resistance is a response tor the probiems associated

L4

-

with implementation Moreover, Resenblum and LOUiS (1970) present evidence

v . .

from a major national study indicating that centrallzatlon of influence

rather "than influence-sharing through partscupation facilitates effectrve

-

planning’and early impfemenfation.

) . . -

It should be noted that’ partncipatory or c00perat|ve piannlng is not
1
seen as an end in itself. As with the case of ratlonaiity. it is a pre-

-cursor to successfui change. Rationality is expected to ead to a product,.é
the technucai quality of which affects prospects for success--that is, to a
:J ) strong‘plan. Cooperation is expected to produce an att:tudinal state,
ownership of the project or at least the absence of resistance, whfch sets
. the stage for effective impiementation and institutlonal»zation

q-

The above discussion indicates that, at present, the research‘baSe

-

. ‘behind the assumptions that rationaiity and cooperation contribute tg
e successful change is limited. More needs to be known about the consequen-
ces of rational piannidg and cooperative relationships and also about the

-’ 1

factors that contribute to these aspects of change processes. before re-

€

"

R
search can pfovide usefui guidance to practithners. In this and

. Lo . . ,
N .
. . . . o Y .
1 * B ! '
.
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. 4 ‘__

-

‘subséquent fepOrts, Field Studies‘&ill examinew@nterim oueﬁomeé of the

-
- .

_ change process, such as the quality.of plans *for change and the extent of

[} ‘. -

commstment to or ownersh[p of the. pro;ect, characterustics of the change

. -

prccess and factors faellttatnng ¢r inhnb?ting the change proFess.. anure_

1 presents 3 graphlc display of Freld Studnes gundnng conceptualikation.
. ‘ . N ~

[ 4
t .
" -

Figure 1 ‘ V.

< . - : -
. .

GUIDING CONCEPTION OF CHANGE PROCESS,

£

.Process Facilitators ° Procéss Characteristics ‘Interi Outcomes
Linking Behavior | ‘ Rationalfty ‘ _ Rationality
| ' ;Qnaﬁysis of School Quality of ., .
| - &} "Conditions and Possi- Plans .
ble Alternatives ..% '
Y | -

tSchool Cg‘ext . Cooperation ) . | Cooperation J
Participation of ij Staff Sense
School Staff of Ownership

J . . focus of the Report S

-

RBS regardgg its work with the 11 districts as developmental. The

corporation is still‘extending and égffning‘its approaches to planning

for change. Conseqgpently, RBS staff did not enter the schools with fqlry*

developed ideas or materials for school improvement. Instead, they brought

general frameworks, for change which were subject to revision and further

explication. In effect, RBS offered participating schools the opportunity

[ ]
N »

. * R . . ¢ I - ‘
to create,a new school program in return for feedback on the approaches.

Moréover, most schools did not fully develop plans for new programs in’

' “thelr first yeé}, n§r was this expected.

. .. -
. .

.
.
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The nature of the school prOJects requered that' the focus of the
\ N . -

>

research descrlbed j% this report be narrowed in several ways. Fnrst,‘ ’
’ ( »
, O RBS concentrated':ts flrst year of actlvutm on local school [improvement
| . . . «

. .T}' teams rather than the whole school Team members were responsnbﬂe’for
< planning the new. programs,,and thus were*the pnly 1ndlvuduals actually

[ AN

" engaged in the change process. Membership often cut across school and

o dlStFICt boundaries, ranging from students to superlntendents, parents to
-, . ’ B

)

professors. Consequently, the degree to ‘which rat;onaluty and cooperatlon

charatte:rzed the work of the teams, rather than the efforts of an entire

» school, was examined.
. o . M 4
Second, focustng on the’ teams njfrowed the range of school coetext

factors investigated. Although the. research |dentlfled factors whlch
'implnged’upo the teams' work, such;as individuals' motlvhtlons for par-

ticipatingl, school and district support for the project, and structural .
~ barrlers o} partncnpatioq,(e g., time avallablllty), more complex issues

related to the nature of schools as organizations were beyond the scope
- * v : i -~ . '
of the study. ‘o .
£ ) ’ B ' fa » s ! .
" Third, the RBS approaches_to schoal - lmprovement were concerned w:th

: , the planning stage of the change process rather. than subsequent stages
« ’ * - : !

like lmplementation or institutlonallzatlon. Thus, the findings of this
report pertain ‘to developing plans for school change, not -putting such .

elans lnto action. . ' ,

. .
. . R N

b . ,
ﬁ study of: the oroanlzatlonal characteristics nf the schools is avail-
able in a_separate report, Firestone: and Herriott, 1979. Subsequent
research lntegrates organnzatlonal and process variables. ‘
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‘be relevant to how'future work would groceed LV seemed~most apprOprrate

. - . ) :
Finally, because the emphasis on planning by the teams precluded look-:

.

ing at any outcomes of the change procest concérned with implémentation

’ s

or instjtutionalizatioh,wnntertm outcomes weﬁé selecteq which seemed to

I

]

-that - these |nter|m ‘outcomes shouid bi/related to ratlonalsty and coopera-
h' 3 4. - e [} 4 P ) .
tion because, according to the literature, .these two characteristics are

- * t -

beJieved»to lead directly to success in later chaﬁge stages. Rationi.lty

is suppoSed tc affect %hese later stages through the development of a

4

© technitally sound pfan. Because the sites had not come up with a plan by
Lo s ‘ . - !

¢ .
the end of "the first year, the extent tQ*which they followed a set, of
9 : N ’
interrelated tasks was used as one interim outcome. Cooperation is thought

- .
- ®

to-influence "subsequent change stages by.creating positfve‘attitudes to-

.

ward the change. The gxtent to which team members began to develop a .

e N «
.was used as a second interim outcome.

sense of local ownership over the project could be assessed, and .thus
a "“ ® ' . . . -

¢ . ;! ) ‘ -

It should be noted that this is a report on exploratory research.

This papec Ts_inccnded to. identify and sharpen ideas about school improvec

Ps ¢

ment for future research.' It Is a first attempt 'to make sense out of .

field data collected dUang one vyear of'research and to apply those data

-
i

to the assumptncns Identnfned in prevnous sections*of th:s chapter. Even

.

¥ through the language of rigor is adopted by discussing how "factors af-

'3 - €
fec; outcomes,' the purste'is'to suggest possible relationships for

e
-

subsequent examination rather than to present conclusive findings.

»

r
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; S" ‘ F. ’ o . , The RBS Approaches to Change ; < ggﬁ,;.
| L ‘RBS creaceo three compogents within Jts Development Division to deve—'
o =, ‘~ o
. lop approgches to school losrovement in the program. areas of baSlC sk:lls,
j career preparation, and cntlzen‘educat“ﬁn . Thare was so%i ?eneral corpor-
o ' ate guidance to clarnfy the general outlines ofhthese approaches, and the‘
. - .

- - lnterest in'ratlonality and cooperateon came from that source However, Q-

each component was gsven considerabie leeway to accomodate to the state

“of the art in its field .as well as to the expgrience of its staff The

A

blggest dtfference .among the components was in their program areas. Be-
yond that, although their apprgaches varied in detall they shared a num-

ber of' common emphases.

(3
-

¥ )

For instance, all threg approaches required linkinélagents to adopt

'similar roles I'n working with schools. Piele (1976) distinguishes three
such roles:*® ) : , ¥' O
@ The rasource finder who conducts inﬁormation searches to
find answers to a school's questaons”but does not conduct

- analyses of client problems. _ s
_ : -
e The process helper who becomes snvolved ‘In the school's’ )
' problems by helping to collect data apd analyze conditlons
C - . hut who remains neutral with gespect to the substan{ive .

problem or the decls.ion made. ‘
\

e The solution giver who is familiar with one or more alter+ -
natlve’ practices and advocates their use to a school.

The RBS approaches lequired a process’ helping role since the linknng
agent was expected to become, familiar with condntionsﬁqi the school sug-
gest ways to_go about planning a specific program for a school aﬁs pro-

vide some_technical ass:s&fnce in doing the-plannlng. However, decisio?s

-

L, e R lnformation on the specific approaches is contained in Thomas and McGrafl
v £1979) and the components /foposals which are available from RBS.

) Y o L . ) ] [ * -‘}

.. L . . ] . ’ .-
. .' - - . N . . . T . ' , . - R -:
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" about wbat-brogram would be implemented in the school rested with the

local team. _ ,

“The approaches also had a similar content focus. Some change ap-
. A

- A AN ' ,
proaches~-like_T-group§, and psychotherapy--émphasize the developmant of"
. n v - Ve . .

" the inéividual's interperéodél*skills._ Others, like organfzatibnal'deéel-

L]
N .

. opment, focus”“an t@g_devel&bment of the: group's or organﬁzatfon‘s capacity

- P ) - -t - .
to analyﬁ@ or solve problems .{Schmuck et al., 1977). Still others focus
: : . .

oh technical pfoblems~-suéh as the .improvement of instructional q§chdfques,

budgeting przcedures, or management information systems. Each of these

is legitimate for some schools under some conQi}igns. The RBS approaches

o . . N *

. 2 X
focused on improving the technical aspects of instruction. Individual

and group processes were not necessarily .ignored; in some schools con- _
. ' € i . - - - .
siderable attention was pald to leadership development, for instance. .

However, these concerns were‘s%condaky_and'here typicailf addressed as
. . ’ ) N < A - - ~
a means to further 'the technical problem-so]v?ng$prpcess. ~
: y . ’ . ¢
The ;echniéal\hﬁntent of the approaches varied somewhat, but they

-~

al&ayé combined elements from two knowledge bases--(1) theories of mana-

content area in the component's field, This content might include ideas

e : h N ' -
taken from special programs in the areas of citizen education, or career

- .

'&fepanation, or-theggurrent research on how ﬁiméjon-task_and different

A4 [ . “ o
classroom management strategles affect achievement.

»

?

Since the approaches weﬁe'intepaﬁg to be tfansportabfe--i.e.; strate—

.

gies that l[hkiﬁg agents not employed by RBS could use to assist schools--

Ay

.

k]
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the components believed they had to be baéed on a codifiéd set of pro-

P
»

cedures. New linking agents could then be trained to use the procedures
¢
and adapt them to dtffering local conditions. To that end, each compo-
ot

nent developed a set of dteps as an organizing przhciple The steps in-

"~ cluded such actlvitues as clarufynng goals in the relevahs program area,

ldentlfying variables that could be manlpulated to lmprove student learn>
. {
lng, collectnng data on condutlons in the school, analyzing data to ldsé

tify needed changes, reviewing possible altarnat:ves, and copbining alter-
- '}

~ patives into a program approprtate for a school (or in one component for

a classroom). The components differed somewhat in the pumber and spec-

*ificity of steps, their commitment to following the steps in a linear

sequence, and even their formal acceptance of the need for a fixed set of

A
.

steps. Honever,-in practice, each component took ite schaols through a

very(slmilar sequence.

*
*

.

. Commitment to the steps was a'part of the procesg-helping orienta-

.t§6n, but this orlentatlon left responsubillty for making program dec:-

- —

sions with the-school. 'Hence, the components sought to develop coopera-

tivgﬁ or collaborative,.relationships with the schools so school and llnk-
:ng agent could work together to help the schools came to well -based
decistoms. Each component deveTOped fts own definition of a cooperative

- 5 ‘ % .

nrelataonshlp -and why it 'was Important ﬂowever, the componenta seeméd

¢ ' N
to share the belief that each party to the relatnonship-~the schdo] and

the 1¥nking agent--brought different knowledge ang expertase to the situ-

ation,_and that these dfffenenoes should be roflec?ed whaﬁ declisions, werée

- - ..-_ - _12-’.:

N4
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te !nfbrma-
‘ \p

As on€ com-

" ponent's’ PrdposaJ explanned (Basrc Skﬂ*fs, 1978 p. 20)

N,

[
-~ - ’

Co}laboration does not mean that researchers and practitioners °
‘simply’ qhange roles, or that everyone dqﬁs what appeals most

to himfhei, .or even that everyone has ad equal say {in all ma g
ters. It means here a working relationship in whlcp the expe§-
tise of each col]aborator brings to the task is, recognized a
respected by “the other. In such relatlonships leadership is]
expected to shift among the parties acco dang:‘ thé nature o
the need and the appropruateness of each\ Sy s'expertise

[ 4 AR 3
~Thus, ef{ectuve plannnng was to be the result Qf the Jo[ﬁt shari Ofﬁ 5
: . .‘& ‘? ')‘ : 1' ! .\ . A
different knowledge resources ,‘ . o o ‘i\
Af Lo "'
: A
- ’ . y > \ Jo

Research Strategy

™ d \ 1

Field" Studles used a comparative\case study strateg#,to examlne tHe

i
enactment of these approaches in schools. Casejstudy’régearch cémmonfy
\ »
involves-the use of a range of data co1lection technnques often qeferred
‘!‘ ad s '\
to as qualitative or ethnOQraphic methods in order to devglqp §kt9mpq5ite
: . . - < S *

¢ A -ry"\’ - re

. ~

description of a school and its project over time. -These methodé may be
A"‘" ! ¢ ‘

" supplemented with standard quantitatlve techniques like surveys (Sieber,

. .

PR

AN

1973) Case studses are typically partichlarnst&t sincé they:- portna&

events nn one situatlon. They are holistic in that they tk\ﬂto portray '

1N

the_lnterplay of .as many variables as possible that affect or result from™—

I
-

a situation: In- that regard, they may be the ulfimate multivariate study.

-

Case study research is also‘longitudinal. It tells a story that covers

[}
LY

a period'of time.

. - -13- - <

»
5

-
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- This strateaqy had several advantages for Fleld Studiés'¥purpose. First,
. it Is exceedingly useful for éhetgxamination of the cMange process, a criti- -
\ \ . € - [ v . - N
cal prerequisite for this research~ Fullan and Pomfert.point out that: e
There is a singular lack of curiosity about ‘'what happened to “
, an innovation between the time it was desigped and...the time ‘
‘that the consequences became evident.... The whole area of
. implementatjon, what the innovation actualjy consists of in
practice and why it develops as it dogs, was viewed as a "'black
+box'" where innovations entering one side somehow produce the
consequences‘emanéting from thg other. (1977: 336-37)
Their obsérvation holds as well for planning work. Documentation on how
-project objectives and procedures are designed and agreed upon is singu- |
larly lacking. [For some exceptions, see the case studies in Herriott
and Gross (1979).] The longitudinal, gqualitative nature of In-depth re=
o ~ search provgdes a useful way to portray the'évent§ of'g process’ as they
) ‘unfold in time--to describe what takes place in the black box. . -
' - L el . '.'.
, Sﬁcénd, case study methods are useful .for the examination of con-

texts.'ﬁAs djscusse3 above¢ one of the guididg.éssumbtigns of tgis study
'was that school contéxts h;v;-a massive impact om the wbrk—of.linking‘

- agents énaﬁth; uses which ;re made of their appréacﬁes. dne of the.pri-
mary fgtiOnales.for the‘use‘oﬁgin-depth methods is the belief that.scciaj;
eﬁologtca1 segt?ngﬁ:have a significant impact oh the activities and inter;
actions of fndividual;;ﬂthese methods are Inteﬁded %o faclilitate a fine-

: o grained analysis of the Interaction between ;etting énd.action (Wilson,

R . 1977). | : ~ . Vil “‘

| - Third, case study methédﬁ:yelp fdentify the meanings of'settlngs'

and évents fbr fhe various.pargicipants (wj1sbn, 1977) . TheriSSUeS qf

N\

¢
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interest in this study--rationality and cooperation--draw attention to
' “ . ) R
the way that people identify and observe the facts of a situation, whether
b ) “ : ' -

‘thesé be refatively "objective" data stch as test scores or more epheperal

~

-~

observations on interpersonal behavior. Often wﬁat is importéﬁt is not

' ’

the ''reality of events''as seen by the researcher but the ‘definitions of

the. situation' held by .the actors involved; these may vary among the indi-
. ) _’ -

T a

viduals and groues invelved.. . .

Eina{lz, case study methods are useful for developing new concepts
(Guba, 1979; Sieber, 1§73). Although there is a growing bedy of research

on educational change, there remains COnsfderebIe ambigulty with respect

- »

" to the issues under consideration in this project. New®concepts are need-

-~ \

ed, not only to describe what échoqls are like, but also.to hetp under-.

"t ’ ' 3 . * . S

'stand‘ghe processes by which individuals and groups decide whit thelr

-
-

’ dbange projecfs should accomplish and carry out their plans.

Frequently, case study research is limite&;%§ the study of one spec~
ific settlng (Guba, 1979 w:lson, 1979) Fielg_§tudies ‘approach was !n-
tentionally comparative for a number of reasons. ?{rst, the phenomenon of
Interest lent ffself to comparison If only pecause RBS was developing three
_ approaches in different program areas anf was'working with a number of
ecﬁools. Seeond, Field Studies sought to identify lessons from this work
that would be esefu1$&o both ;he‘corporatien and the larger R&D community.
While there are severe limits to the ability to generalize from one situa-
tion to another in social science, some techniques are more effectlve than

.others (Guba, 1978) Kennedy (1978) has begun the development of guide-

lines fpr genera]tzing from single case studies, but she points out that

~15-

. N . _ .

_ ) . : .
, . ] . . .

e . . .. . “
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lessons drawn from several cases are much more fxrmly base Comparisons

help uncover basic relatiOnships that might not otherwnse be detected

(Welck, 1976). A relationship between two variables or a pattern of
activity may be so taken for granted in one setting that it is not .even
‘ . " v B -
noticed by a trained observer. Only when the observer moves to another .,
 J ' '

situation where théipattern In question is absent does its importance

become clear.

p—

As early as the first meetings in which component staff neéotiated-
a relatibneﬁip wftH eehools, Field Studies obsétvers were present in order
to docudLnt those initia] contacts and to de;cribe their.specific role rn..

* the che:ge process. Observers Qouid q;ie;ly, but openly, keep a'ruenihg

\

record of activities in meetings. As.colleagues in the same organization,

the observers were able to discuss events in schools with RBS component
- 7 B ) [y . : - . .
.staff and obtain some information on thelr perceptions. However, the de-

. cision to document events at nearly every school with which a component

N . I

worke&'prec]dded extensive fleld work and rapport building at each site.

Hence, observers cont d to be strangers who ‘had 1ittle access to local

»
- . 2

sentiments and perceptions of the change process, especially those of

) ' & X }
teachers and other "lower participants.' In addition to observational

¢ -

< data and informal interviewing, the documents and materials prepared b9

<

component staff and school participants were collected for analysis.

In this report the qualitative data are used in two ways: (1) to
]

construct case histories of school Improvement teams' activities in three

-

ar

“

“The Field Studies research:plan for 1979-8t calls’ for more intensive
field work in'schoo}s to overcome this problem.

)

A X -16-
»
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. schools and (2) to~ develop measures for a.number of varuab]es whose rela- T .

P

-~ -

tvonships are exam%gég froﬁ?a mere qqpntstatlve perpectlve ‘Fpeglf:c' X

dnscuss&pns of thevm‘}hodologicai anq anélytithechnlques employed
\

“each case”are,contérned,ln the respectiye-sectrons of the report.--

. .
» .
T e - - .- . . - . . .
LN - . . - R - i . .
é -, ,-“’ N » o . _ . :
- - LN . ) - . N ~ o . .
- - ) . . . - . R . AN . [
- . . . - . .
i B . e . .
M .

- e ' : TOrgaﬁization of the”Rébort

-

- . The remainder of thns Teport is lended nto three chapters. - Chap-

o
-ty ¥ presents short case histories'of the work of_three teams to Mtus-
- . » 1 -

»

trategfop the reader the nature of the planning activities inSthe schools
. /. . o . ¢

along with demographic data on the schools and teams. ﬁhaﬁtef-ll( examines
the work of al'l 11 teams to identify some‘Ewitfal resylts of their activ-
. ¥ '~,. R ) . ) ) .

ities and some factors that facilitated the planning process. Chapter IV

‘ : -
"summarizes, the findings and idedtifies questions for future reséarch.
T h!
" :

A : ’ .- '
. . o,
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THE TEAMS IN ACTION

L3S
w

T RBS intended. for local school improvement teams to be the vehicles

- for teStlng the approaches and planning the new programs Tedm members

were to meet regularly to perform the tasks requnred by each planning
step, and at least partially, to, assnst with |mplementation, The compo-

sition of the ‘teams varied somewhat among the RBS. components, but as a

-

\ ~ minimum the teams were to include tedchers and administrators. RBS ex-
M

pected that by having school personnel participate in, and ideally direct,ﬁ\\\
the creation of tie programs, they would develop_a sense of ownership of

the{project.; School ownership then would facilitate implementation and

o

Y U I L ; .
increase the probability that the programs would become institutionalized.
e The purpose of this. chapter is to provide a more concrete sense of -\

Te .. the schooi settings within which the “teams and’ RBS worked, who the team.

members were, and the nature ofhihe activities they performed. The - .+
<3 " ..

. te

‘chapter :s,QIVided into, three major sections. The first contains back-

ground information on the 13 schools that became involved In the scnooil

T 2

' 7;;;-- improvement effqrt-~their demOgraphic characterrstlcgipnd the compo-

sxtion of the schooi improvement teams. The second section presents (
. B |

1

e - - brief case histornes of three of the teams. Ihey illustrate how the
".Qjﬁ&"“" ' component approaches, linker behavior, school. contextual factors, and the.'
freiationship between RBS and . school staff affected the plannnng prOcess.

" The finai section highi:ghts some important issues in planning for change

o R

ra!sed"by the case_histories, These issues aré ferther examined in Chapter a

t ‘ . - ‘ .
. ’t ‘ " < T - - ¢ ’ -
% . e . - L. ) ‘\>-,_/ - . i R . . . .
« . .o e :
. B N . ..t . .
< . - . . - . . . . .
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The Schools and Their Teams - - ,q‘

N LN . >

This sectiof describes the schools and ‘the teams W|th whtch RBS

U

'« worked to develop the approaches. The schools were not selected randomly

for this development work. Instead xhey were selected according to cri-

~

teria such as their willsngness to engage in school improvement.activities

i‘? L

or the kind of student populétlon‘ﬁhey served. The section begins with
a demographic overview of the schgols'selected. The data presented here

suggest that RBS did not begin work with sites where syccess was ensured
. n \ R », . ) .
from the outset. These schools faced the same problems of low test scores,

L e

' changing student body comPOSiEion, and declining enro1lnent that ma ny K
schools across the country face. Following the overview there is a dis-

‘cussion of the compositfon of the teams that werél%ormed.

»

A Statlstncal Overvcew of the Schools . ¢ ' ' |

\ .
.

As a reference point for the.reader, Figure 2 lusts the 11 sutes,

- thelr grade'levels, settings, and the components-w:th which they worked.
) ¥ . 4 N . '
Additional data on.the characterlistics of schools discqssed in this section

are contained in Appexdix A.
- ' &

7

,The;schools working w{th’the components differed oonsiderably in
terms of tneir student composition, their staffino, and “their seteingsl
‘The components'deiibefately selected.sixes which had so contend with a
,number Qf educational prcblems Generally, thé Basic Skills- Component
(8st) Fntended to work with elementafy schools, Clt:zen Education (CEC)

- With junior highs'and middle schools, and Career Preparation (CPC) with
L _ y o | . i | . :

For further informatlon on recrultment and selectlon the reader is ref—
erenced to Firestone (1979b)
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¥ : | _' : Eigure 2 \
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iy LI . THE ELEVEN SITES
/ ’ ) 'S . . . .
Site \ . Level Setting Component
1. Rural Smalltown Elem: Elementary. Rural Basic Skills
- District. Smalltown Middle - Middle . . ’
' ‘ Southénd . Elementary
~ 2. Middleburg Elementary Suburbén Basic Skills
3. Patriot Elementary  Small City  Basic Skills
L, ‘Urban Junior High Big City _ Ci:izen;éducatic
5. Farmcenter Junior High Small City Citizen Educatic
6. Riverside >. _ , Middle Schoo! Big City Citizen Educatic
7. Suburb ' % ’ Junior High Subg-rban‘ ‘ 8ig'i“zen Educat ic
-" . % . v . ’
8. Green Hills ~Junior-High  ‘Suburban’ Career. Preparat
. ) r e o A
9." Neighbertown High Schoel - Rural Career Preparat
) 10. Big Town High School Sma)l City -~ Careésﬁ Preparat
11, 01d Toun High School  Small City  Career Preparat
.V' It Ty Co
.. . _ i » . ":
. _..’ 4
. ‘r ' w20~ - T ¢
q '
) : . / o
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high schools and to some extent junior'highs; For the mest part, this in- "
tention was met. BSC formed two school teams and one district-wide team.

In Ru}é{{District, the superintendent set as a-condition of participation

P N s
1 b

. the inélusfbn of the district's middle school, so this team was a K-8 unit.
. ~J : . .- .

. CPC included one junior high and three high schools.

° T

School enrollments ranged from_.375 in Southend to 3146 in Oldtown.

* Because fhéy'WOrked with upper grade schools, CPC and CEC dealt with

larger schools than"BSC. BSC's largest single school was about the same
' ! ' . _
size as CEC's smallest (around 670). CPC had to deal with the greatest X

LY

size fange._ While the smallest schogl.in the other two components was

about half the size bf.the largest, CPC's smallest school was less than

. \
a quarter the size of its largest.

The schools varied in thelr ethnic composition as well as their size.

.
-

Each. component had one school with a predominantly minority studént'bodyu
] . .

and one that was nearly all white. In most cases, blacks were the largest

- minority group repfesented, but in Urban_Junior High a significant proborv

tion of the student body was of Hispanic parentage. washingion, Farmcenter,

[N

and Riverside also had 10 percent or more Hispanic students.

A ]

Other demographic data provide an indication of the ingtructional .

problems the schools faced as evidenced by the proportibn o {students who

14
- x

" were behind in reading and the instability of the student-body. fach RBS

X .fcodponqpt included at least one school where the principal estimated that

more thaw half the students were a year or more behind In reading and where

. a tenth or more.of the students had transferred into the school over the

course of the year. S~ ‘




- Enrollment is usually a good predlctor of staff size. That relation-
ship’held with the .components' schools. The rank-order correlation be-

tween enrollment and total number o% staff for these 13 schools was .97.

The dlstrnbutlons of staff among different kinds of posutions differed, how- ‘
. ever, No school conslsted of slmply a prlnclpal and a set of classroom tea&h*

ers. The number of classroom teachers varied between 13 and 150, represent-

ing 62 percent to 90 percent of the staff The number of aldes varied be:

tween zero and’ 15; only o%e school (Southend) had more than 15 percent of
. w
its staff as aides. For the most part, elementary schools had fewer class-

room teachers ‘than the other’ schools, and the hlgh schools had fewer aides

¢

None of the'hlgh schools had more than seven percent aides.

With the advent of federdl‘categorical aid programs, some portion of

the staff in meny schools has been supported by special program funds

R3

 from outside the district. Sphools risk losing staff if related‘funding
. . ) requirements are not met and thus, another set of dependencles for schools
ls created. On the other hand, some of this speclal money is an indica-
tion of a 'school's interest in change, since .it comes through competntive
.'1 ‘ program ewards}: Therefore; an examination of the percent of staff sup-

-

ported by-discretionary program funds provided an indication of the

!

. ! Yoo : : . . . '
external, requirements with whlch a school had to contend. Four of the -

v
| RBS schools supported over 10 percent of their profe5510nal staff wlth
_dlscretlonary funds: Patriot, two of the Rbral schools, and Urban.
All the aldes we:e supported by such funds la Smalltown Elementary, K

t-“ PO 't
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Riverside, Subnrb;,and Neighbortown. On the whole, the schools did not

, rely very heavily on outside funding.

< - "With declining enro}Iments and a tightening job market for teachers,

/ . :
one would expect to find experienced teaching-staffs at most schools.

This was more true of the Career Preparation schools than thoée“working

L) . -

: wnth Basnc Skills, but no school had a faculty with 20 percent or more

fnrst'year teachers. On the other hand the staffs differed considerably .

N

in their post- baccalaureate education. The percent of staff with mafter ]
-degrees ranged from zero in Southend to 63 percent in Middleburg with the
average bein§‘27 percent. Muddleburg and‘Urban had the most educated

faculties; faculty at the Rural Schools had‘the’fewest advanced dsgrees.
“ * .

The sch’ols operated in very different communlty and district set-

tings. Each component had one or more urban schools and one suburban site,

however, there was consicerable variation in the urban communities. Two

schools, Unban and Riyerside, were {ocated in-bjb cities, l.e., parts of

a najor‘urban complex, eithef the city itself or a city subsidiary with a

population of over 100,060. “The four remaining urban schools were in

small cities in the 40 ,000-60,000 range. In édditlon, two components’each.;
- had a rural site.

2

The 11 districts_ranged fn size,fcom 2400 to over 230,000 students.

'7'\FiVé had Fe&er_than 5000 students. Eighty-eight percent of the districts‘
. ~ . L2

‘in the country have less than 5000 students (Niiional Center for Educa-
. tional Statistics, 1978). Thus, the cdmponente overselected large dis-

tricts. Vhile all componehts dealt with some districts with more than
[} T

é""h’._q. - ' ‘r



. »

L f‘. o

5000 students and at least one that Qés smallerﬁ‘CEC worked with'the three
. s ) \ [}

‘largest districts. - . ‘ T

-

»

Declining school enrollments-are a growing problem in the seventles.
Each component had at least one site with a’significant decline in dis-
trict enrollment over the previous five years. Five of the 11 districts

had experignced a decline of 10-percent or more. *

-\
Team Composition

»

Each school, or in one case district, formed a team which work-

ed with a component and carried out the planning approaches. (See

. Appen&ix B for the data d}scussed here.) The teams varied in size from
a low of sik;to a high of 26. :Five of1the teams had M or more.members.
The cdmp@sipionfof the teams va}ied.considerabIQ from component to.
componént._ BSC. was the only ;omponent that did not work with either stu-
dents or communit‘ residents. All other teams had some communit% reﬁre-{'
_sentation, although in half of those cases at Jeast some of the community
representatives were also school employees.. Flve of "the eight CPC and
CEC teams had commuhity representatives.- Eight of the 11 teams had a "

. s \
‘regular district representative. : -

- &
2

It was anticipated that the.primary ;espohsibijitnyor implementing
'the chénges developed thfoygh fhe companent approaches would: fall to the
professional staff, gnd that impiémentation wduld bé suparQised by school
‘aém{nisgratdrs. .Therefore, itAwas consideréa réleQénfvto find out what

proportion of the team were school professionals, either classroom teach-

ers or_bthersJ The proportion of professionals ranged from’'23 percent in



. . |

' River§1de to 82 éercéﬁt in Middleburg. F‘Ve.of the 11.teams had 50 per- ‘

cent ofﬁmor§ pﬁpféssionals.h'Thérg was at |least one high professicnally-

stéffed team in eaéh componenf; howéver, t e.thrée teams W}th the most

.brofesgionals were in BSC. In ad&itﬁon, B\C had an intermediate service
: égency.repré§entative-w;rk.with each team ;értly to provide additional

. “short térm support, bartly to be ablg'zo move in and take over for “the

' RBS linking ag;nt.at a;1ater-date,‘and pa;tly to }eceive training so’ the

approaéﬁ could be exported ‘to other schools and districts.

A

-

Case Histories of Planning for Change .

s

. . . ) : »
This section contains case histories of the work of three of. the

. -

school improvement teams. These histories cover the work of the team

through the end of the-1978-79 school'year. Each one has five parts:

.

(1) an introduction to the school, (2) an examination of the recruitmént

process and its implications for later work, (3) a description of the-
EY ’ ¢

change activities, (4) a discussion of‘outhme; for the school, and (5).
‘somg conclusions -that can be drawn from the sihgle case. Following the

histories is an overview containing some general observations about the

-

~ change efforts at the three sites.

These three case histories were selected because they illustrate

~

particularly well the.dynamics and complexities of the change process.

Each history was written by the Field. Studies staff member most familiar

‘with the site. lnlmost'c35355 the writer made several trips to the site

¢

to cbserve meetfngs of several different groups: school improvement

teams, sub-groups ofrthe'team, school and district personnel, school

LN . —
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boards, and RBS staff. [n addition, events on sjite were discussed with

N
- *

component linkers over the course of the year to.obtain their perceptions

P

of team activities, a better understanding of the component approaches;
and more inforﬁatien on the change process and the school setting. In
writing the histories, princieal reliance'was placed on field notes com-
piied while the-reams Qere in operation.” Reference was also given to
wrlttgg doeuments, logs kept by RBS staff, and tnterv1ews with other par-
_:ticipants. Because there were few interviews wnth school.staff, their

L

perceptions of events were'generaiiy Unavaiiabie.

-~

Prefiminary drafts of the case histories we/e presented to the RBS
componen{ staff to provide a check on the accuracy of the descriptions.
Meetings were held to discuss suggested revisions in the drafts, and as a
result, changes were made. 0f cource, the ultlmate responsibility for the

conclusions drawn from_the histories'rested-with the researchers.

Al

To protect the confidentlailty of the individuals whose actions and
sentiments are reflected in the historles, pseudonyms have been used.
These pseudonyms are. different from those used elsewhere in this report.

The.l‘tori}és refer to the principal RBS si.te workers as "linkers.“ This

-

: . term is used as a generic reference to the RBS field staff role but not

aii of the component staff-viewed themselves as such. For the sake of
'ssmpiicity, finer distinctions are not made in the text. Finally, the
n‘histories are intended to provide the reader a fiavor for what went on at

" the sites. They should in no way be considered as evaluations of those

: activities.‘

Sy
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'Cenfral School ° o - erg -

. '

Central was located in a medium=sized clity on.the fringe of a major

metropolitan region and serOed a predominantly black student body. Al-

\ L -

thrOugb the school only recently emerged from several years of racial
i

~hostilities,’ the- atmosphere on campus during project activitlies was calm.;

1] Al
N

The teachers were unionized and in the fall of the year prior to the

Y

project's start there was a teachers trike. The major cpnﬁ]fct during

'the strike was reported to be between the teachets and the communi ty.

The sunerintendent reéolved'the strike, and in doing so emphasized the

L}

: need for increased community involvement,in the schools. |Initlally, this’

move antagonized teachers. However, the superintendent's efforts resulted

in several positive outcomes and consequently did not engender much last-

ing resentment. Ins;eadg the teacher-administrator relationship was char-

\

acterized more by vigilance fhan.antagdniém. "The combonent 1inker noted

that teachers and administrators became mostly pSWer-equals as a result N

-

of the strike, and each party has been careful to mainfain that balancel

During entry into the system RBS received the full support of the

superintendent and the principal Support from teachers was more luke-
» ,

1

. warm. -Aithough by#uune the project was on schedﬁlefasxfar as RBS was

concerned, the nature of the process by which planning occurred had been

_'altered conslderably from the original interitions of the parties Involved.

~

»

¢

The superintendent had had extensive contact with RBS prior to the be-
ginning of this project.

\!

“



Recruitment. Central was not on the list of‘potential sites RBS

originally compiled.  Its appropriateness as a site was suggested to RBS

L4

by someone‘outside the school system. The recommendation was made because ';
Central had a hlstory of involvement in the particular curriculum area of
. concern, and yet %ts program did not conform to stéte guidelines. To'
remedy the situation the superintendent had created a special district
posltion the occupant of wh!ch Qould coordinate activities In the area,
¢ Ihad hired a highly-cualified person to fill the pos;tion, and had begun to

look for assistance from outside consultants. |t was at this point that

RBS contacted the superintendent

. ' RBS had already developed criteria to use in selectlng project sTtes.

. These critefia'included the'tequi#ements that the site already have‘en in-

~

¢+

;vestment in the curriculum aree and that key actors at'the site (i.e.,
people who woufd be affected dlbectly By the project) not demonstrate open
opposutlon to the idea of the project. At Central, RBS staff reported that  *
the supertntendent was highly enthusiastic about the possibility of RBS'
Involvement. The princtpel expressed similar enthhsiasm. Although teachf '
ers were less enthusiastic, they were apparently not opposed to the proj-
ect. Thus, Central met the requirements,'end the school was selected as

-

. K prOJeCt site. .
. During entry no problems arose for RBS. The ease of entry Qas'ppr-
tially because the pro;ect made few demands on the school other than staff |
time. ‘At this stage of the process, time did not present a problem to anypﬂ\\
of the particlpants, however, the amount of time that some team members ° |

had available to allocate to project activities decreased later in the year.

Lo *

N
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Originaily, RBS had hoped that the téaw of planners would be vplun-' _i'
.teers;.however, the actugl selection of team.members was left to the
séhooi.- The RBS linker reéommendeé categories of peoble to be included,
bﬁt the principal amd‘the supérlntendent decided which iAdividualﬁ sheuld
. . - , ‘

participate. Team members either were appointed (e.g., students and

teachers) or requested to participate (e.g., the community representative).
- ¢ »

The superint?ndént‘s_appdfntment’of the team:coordinéfor seemed par-
ficularly critical for the direction the planniﬁg process took. At th{é
siite the strategy w;; fd provide gechnical assistance directly to the covy
ordinator.‘ Tg; coordinator would lead the planntng team activities while
RBS staff remained fn thé background. The superinfendent“appdinted the
newly-hired person referenced above as the team coordinator. .Although the
peﬁson‘s official position was at the district-level, the office and pri-
‘mary resp;nsibif?xies were located in the school. ~The pe}sqn stated that
this, comb}ned.with the néwne§s of the position and its occubanf to the
s*stem, made it difficult to bulld a base of support for activities in }
either the district ?r the school.

'Accofding to the RBS linker, the motivations of individuals to partic- ”
ipate in the project varied. The suﬁérintendent was interestedrin upgrad-
ing the district's curr}culum program and saw the RBS projeét ?s‘a way to
address this objective. Although the team coordinator was assigned to the '
project, the ihdivfdual had two pos}tjve«motives for“partiﬁipating: (1)

L. ) _ . , .
to further an already-existing Interest in the curriculum ¥rea and (2) to.

 establish a role'in_the distrfct and at Central. A prior interest in

i



the content area made the project appealing to the principal. In addition,
the. project was seen as a way to get free assistance~with staff development.

. The teachers' motivation was mainly .a fuaction of political rather than cur-

@

[

ricular considerations. To maintain the balance of power, it was -important

-«

for them to be inyolved in any new district activities. The community rep-

resentative had a desire to learn more about the sehool. Tnis individual

i

~also had political ambitions and felt participation would provide voters
with evidence of an interest in education, The students were asetgned to’

the project and had no clear motivations or expectations.

Activities. Initfally the local planning team consisted of the co-

ordinator, the community person, the assistant superintendent in charge .
o . B of curriculum'and instruction, several teacherszxa gutdanoe counselor,
students, and the prlncipal According to RBS'staff' the compopent~did |
not .consider the lsnker to be a team member at.first. The size of the
team concerned the linker and the coordinator because they felt fewer
people could plan more effectlvely They, in con;unction with the princ14 .
pa l decided that the team had to be broken into more functuona\ units.
At_first they.intended to suggest a single method for qeorganization to.
tne team, but the principal aduised tnem to propose several alternatives
to. the team because of the sensitivnty of team members to how. decisions
were made. ThlS was done, and the team agreed to form a core planning
teaﬁ (consisting of the qoordinator, thercommunity person, the princnpal,

a student a guidance counselor, and two teachers) and are advisory group T

4

X 3

(consistlng of everyone else) The advisory group would convene with the

.

b
o




core planning team every third meeting to review the work of the core
. : ’ b Y .

team.

The teachers-in both groups were department ¢hairpersons. At Cen-

tral these people taught partial class loads while the remainder of their
time was allocated to wbrﬁing with and for other-teachers. The chairpér—

sons were the major conduits through which the principal and the faculty

communicated and ‘were major sources of influence ‘in the school .
~©
Because of dufflculties in getting all of the team together, the

'

- first team meeting did mot occur until a month later than RBS intended.
2 . « . . )

. : &
At this meeting the RBS linker compressed two twe-hour orientation sessions

into one two-hour session. Five subsequent team meetings were held. By
: .

the end of the last sessfon, the team had defined the coptenf area, lden-

tified a lnst of relevant goals, and had begun to conduct surveys of stu-'

~ dents, teachers, and, the commuii ty In Order to narrow the goals to those

whlch seemed mo;trcruCIal to Implement. :
- - ’ .t L * «»
In addition to attending the planning team meetings, the linker met

'!

. wtth the coordinator in planning’ sessuons According to the 1inker,

_spenf with this one indivédual.

these sessions were welcomed by the cdordinator’ because_ they helped reduce

¥

anxieties over groviding leadership to-the team. By structyring what was

- to happen at team meetings? providingltechnicél competence, and offering

the coordinator professional support, tthe sessions made the coordinator
feel more comfortable with the position. Most of the linker's time was

P
@

Initially the linker felt a tension between the commitment to Ietting.

~ the team detérmine the content of its plan and the commitment to what was

. A

«®

Xr'-'
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considered torbe good practice. This tension manifested itseif.most fre~
quediiy in situations in which the\team made, or was on the verge of mak-

ing, decisions about the program on the basis of 1imited knowledge of the - ']
. o

<

fieid‘ The linker discussed this problem with other;RBS iinkersl Together-;;
they decided that the team should be presented an array of possible programs
¢ in the content area and asked to locate them on a continuum with the end-

. points denotlnq the area as narrowiy-conceived and the area as broadiy-con- |

cefyed. The Iinker would then point out the direction the team was headed 9

"and suggest alternatives to this direction. This new tack was discussed with

and ,approved by the coordinator.‘

-

’iﬁs a-consequence of these discussions, the linker intervened and be- _

L ]

S came ?ore-directive. The field observer noted that the team did not re-

cetve the action well. They. grew restless and expressed frustration ove&

having performed a time-consuming task oniy to have someone suggest an-_

b N \
other way of doingzthe task. They perceived that the iinker and the

. LI

coordinator were atteMpting to wrest project control from them and that E

[fgv R both.were operatnng from an. aireadyﬁestabilshed conception of what. the

R

program was to become'. One teacher compiained to the coordinator that

‘the team members Feit they were being “manipulated i This is&ue of a

- —

hidded agenda was addressed directiy by the Iinker and coordinator at - the

| next meeting, they assured the team that they did not have one. The team:
N v .
' seemed sat:sfied with the expianation and the tpnsron subs:ded "Never=- ~

M

A theiess, the linker did not resume a passive posture and instead contin-

§

ued'to functson as a team member whose opinions were to be chalienged just |

- as others' opinions were chaiienged. _

PR




The idea of the split team did not work out as intended. As noted )

.y{ﬁ:5b6§e, the team decided that the advisory groub would heet every third

session. However, when the time for the first advisory group meeting came,

"énly.the core team members dttended. The school year ended before another .

" combined session could be scheduled. &
N .o . . . - }
o  As the end of the school year approached, team_meobers (particularly
 the teachers) became oore pressed for time. As a result the team decided

that the coordinator and the linker should design the student and faculty

s
surve;s. The surveys were the means‘by which the team had decided to acobm~
ptish the teacher and student‘needs assessoents which.were a part of the:
plannihggmodel. The principal afso becamé invojved in this development = - 'i}
°work. The individuals'who actually constructed'the surveys. informally

discussed what . they were doing with ‘individual team members, who then sug- ot

-

. ‘:’\

- }‘n

.geSted revisions These revislons were taken into account be?ore surveys

]

were finalizedz With the assistance Qf the community representative, the

“linker and the coordinator also pdoduced the community needs assessmentx

Qutcomes. As RBS anticipated, the.outcomes-most evident at the end -
‘of the year wére changes in individuals' attitudes and behavior related

_"' . to the plahnin§ process, rather than changes ‘in school or district organi-

o s

zation. However, the changes which occurred seemed somewhat contrary to o

7=‘\ the attitudes and behavior RBS lntended to foster. For example, by the

: .end of the year the team was willing to allow the Iinker and the coordina-

l'

tor, to assume responsikilities the team had Jealously-guarded earller in

the pro;ect. Essentially the, team moved from performing tasks to review-

) : v ‘ P
S ing and revising the work of others. In addition, the members of the .




non-core planning group effectively ceased-participating, and as the year

" wore on, core members'often straggled into meetings well after the sched-

uled starting tfme. The coordinator did not have the kind of influence
needed to alter this increasingly limited participation.. As a consequerice,

the high degree of project ownership which RBS had hoped. the team would

develop was not evident in anyone other than the coordinator, thegprin-

cipal, and the community representative.

Conclusion. in the initial stages of the project, RBS received heavy
L ]

administrative support anb miid teacher :nterest. The administrator 5

support was stnmuiated by a desire to improve the quality of the existing

‘program; the‘}eachers' interest was stimuiated by a desire to be repre-

sented on the project."

. o

Over time the kind and degree of participation by team members ,

especially. schooi~staff shifted from active and frequent to passive and

-sporadic. The decrease in participation seemed to be related to (l) the
~ teap members‘ initial motivation to participate, (2) outside demands on

' members' tcme, and (3) the role behavior of the linker and the coordinator.

| _The teachers participated primarily for poiiticai reasons. ‘Because they

oMy 4

were mostly in‘prested in protecting their power posntion in the ‘school,

_they souqht input into m&king final decisions rather than developlng alter-

natives about which decislons were’ to be made " The linker reported that

‘they did not reaiiy want to do the work- Hence, they were willing to

A

shlft the performlng of tlme-consuminq development tasks to “the '1Inker and

the coordinator,“whiie-malntalning'the right to advise and consent. . On



the other-hand,_the_cpordinator, the principal, and the codmunity repre-
_sehtative:hed-keen interests in the content area, and thie interest was
refleeted thﬁheir active involvemen; }n project activfties, |
" The teeehers' "advise and consent' function was encouraged by the time
constraints which many members faced. The ebb and flow of administrative
« duties placed heavy demands on the department chanrpersods at the end of
the‘year. These demands coincided with the need for considerable develop-
mentiwork onAghe-RBS project; and according to the lidker, the project -
- became a lower priority than members ' officiel school responsibilities.
The\COordideror was in a d{fflcult position in the school system.
The individual had not been In the system long enough to develop influence
and to gain control over the resources necessary to stimulate and\maintain_ /
others' active particrpatlo;. At the same time the superintendeng/saw

the-project as the coordinator's responsibllity. Thus, project work had

. . &
to be done, and the coordinator and the linker had the most time to devote
‘:t‘

b

ke to it. . : A
‘:The limited team participation corresponded Qith'e low sense of d&éer-
¢ a
ship and commitment to the project among team‘members. In spite of these =
debilitating factoré,.the project at Central was asrfar alond in the RBS
‘planning sequence as the other RBS sites. dewever, the progress was more
dfhe result of the efforts of the coordlnator and the linker than Qhe per-

Al

formance of the planngng-teaﬁ.

Clty School -

A

Located. in a large c:ty, Ci%y School served a predominantly black

clientele, = Observers from the component Suggestedithat the 79 adults in

S

o
) *"a
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{ . the school were &ivided into a number.of factions or cliques depending on
such factors as whether or not they were prqféséionals, whét gfades-they
taught, ways of Handling the problems of a black idenE;;y, and personal
friendships. Internal tensions were ekacerbatea by a rgcently completed
strike and the announcement of an‘upcoming'1éyoff of staff due to enroil-
ment declines and budgetary'problemé. An onr-site observer reported that
the princlpal s relationship with some staff- members and “the central
of fice was somewhat strained. However. the. principal recelved strong
support from communft;‘resid;nts. In an interview the.principal rgported
that many‘inst;uctibnal and staff relations.respdngjbilities were delé-

L
gated to assistants.

ra ~

. ' ' One constant thame in thissschool noted by component staff was the at-
. - : Y ~ '
tempt to instil] péide in students' black heritage. This theme was garried*.

_ &
through bulletin board displays, speeches by outside speakers, and class-

. ~ room instruction. Whlle teachers differed over whether students should
& try to leave the city for better alternatives elsewhere o'riétay and ffghtf

‘for {mbréved conditions, they'agreed on the importance of pride in one's .

racial heritage. This theme was emdﬁasized by both black and white teach-

2

\‘ !
anally, afdther program required school staff to go through a goal-

.setting, program development procéss similar to the one developed by
.RBS. Some initial reservatlons about the RBS project s temmed frqm con-=.
fusion between the two efforts and cynicism about the mandated one. ‘More-

over, apparently because of the interest in black pride and developing a




[ . e e

locai community, school staff were initially quité su5plciogs.of outside

-~

- v . o '
experts, especially those representing the ‘white establishment."

Recruitment.  In recruiting this school, RBS moved quickly through

~

the district hierarchy but faced substantial lower-staff distrust. -City's

[

district was one of the last to be considered by the component. Shortly

after a'meeting with central office staff and the principal, it was select-

[ -5

£L
ed as one of the project sites. .
After seleétion.there was then a break of 6n¢ month before RBS could >
meet with all faculty. For theﬂlnitial meetihg, there was a‘hix-up-over
the starting time.( Thetprincipa{ told ;he facﬁlty to bé ready for?a 3:00
meeting and RBS. that It would start at 3:15.. Howaver, the principal "
oA

did not appear until 3:30. In addition, the anticipated layoffs were

announced at ;he same meéting. Although RBS Indicated that partici-
- pation in the project was' voluntary, the principal reported that the
g décisipn*to have the project had alreédy been maée; An on-siteobseﬁv;r
reported that teachers resented having the project '‘rammed down their
tﬁroats” and were s@splcious thaf It would be used to evaluate teachers
and prepare fﬁr layoffs. In the months that followed, the linker and a
'fleld\observer working for RBS made num;}ou§ visits to the school to éx-
piain the préject to staff and elicit their support: : :.jﬁ- .
Alniost two months Iater, the schooi waé ready for its first teaﬁl ’
_meeting. A number of teachers an& counselors had béen'officiaily_ap-

pointed to the team. Others, for feasons that were not.altogether clear,

decided- that the activity was. important and chose to attend. One of thase

' ,

R




tndependently\rsfiyited Ik girls from a school club. In describing the

work that would be accomplished RBS emphasized an interest in broad par-

ticipation, but also stressed the requirement to follow generalily the

‘RBS planning approach. _According to an observer, the tone of this meet-

ing\das basically positive, and the process in the school was under way.
Acti itigi,, Pianninq activities began with the.ﬁ£§5t team meeting.
Nine more meetinqs were h&ld during the school year. ‘Te;m-stability was
a major problem at City. étudents, professional staffi and community 4
'

representatiﬁés created different problems.. As indicaté@vaboVe, one mem-

ber recrusted a number of students for the team This independent re-

.cruitment continued throuqh several meetings. At one time, as many as

* 22 students attended a meeting.' Later, students complained to the Field

studles observer that some of their teachers would not let them out of

ckass to go to meetings, especially since the sessions

same .time and conflicted with the same courses. ' Theré was consldereble

i b4

inftial turnover among the professsonals on the team. lnitiafly;-the
grade Jevel chairpersons, who were'quite lnfluent!al Jdn the school were.
asslgned to the team. However, after the first meeting, they did not ¢

etmend' The 1inker reported that no way could be worked out to obtain

substltutes for their classes. lnstead, a number of counselors and "

-
pecial educatfon teachers who could free some time and who were inter-

,ested chose to attend Although aJ effort was made to recrult community

. i
representatives\(and several parents did attend the first few meetings),

‘ ™

the most stable “communlty“ representatlves were para- professionals work-

Ing in the school

L. B b
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Team leadershlp was another source of concern. Citygve only

© team but of 11 that did.not have a principal a&_an active member. A

special teacher tn the school was initially assigned to coordinate the
team's work because the individual did not teach regular ¢lasses and had
time. However, at the first meetfng, another teacher was elected acting €o-

: - : S :
ordinator. As one’of the few white teachers in the school, the coordinator

‘-

was not highly influential 5mong the staff. The Field Studies obServ?r

. ) * “
noted that this person did not play a directive role at meetings. In
L] . ‘

addition the coordinator had difficulty getting materials needed by team

members repréﬂﬁced for &meetings. As a result, handouts that.were

k]

critical for group discui3i0¢~-g.g., copies of the district's official
goals--were nof avéilab[e for distribution to the full team on several
Qccasjoné..- _ -

.The eériy meetiggs were devoted to developing a set of~goals.for the

L]

school in the curriculum area. RBS introduced and explained.the concept

2 - "
of goals and fried to get the team to identify school problems as a basis

¥ e ” _
for writing goals. Typically, after an introduction the work qoufd take

‘.ptace in small groﬁps. In managing these activities, the linker-had to

-

take. into account the lack of direction pro&ided by the coordinator, the
need to gear-meetipés'to‘farge numberé'of students who were not familiar
wfth the plqgning concepts RBS Jsed, and-the component's belief -that as
part of its cooperative re}atiqhship, it sho?ld not «direct meetings. For
instance, at. ohe meeting, fiel&ﬁnOtes_EndiEate thét ghe tréns[tion from P

- ’ " s ! -
. i

“the initial presentation on goals to the.sﬁall.groups-ﬁnnt as Followsf
. , - .

ja-

- - * \
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There as a question about whether studemts, parents, and
teacgggg should meet separately so each group could identify
its goals, but the linker wanteg.to‘have teachers and stu-
) ‘depts meet together so studgnts could get the idea of what the
,ﬁ);oncept of goals meant.~ Meénwho}e, the 1inker apologized for

- Th nker ified four locations and politely indicated
,mﬁho the linker wanted to go to each place while the students

-*.  beifg diractive. It took a long time for the groups to.form.

while, giher adults came appund wdth” andther instruction to -

_ % . have the students identify the major problems they saw or the
v\ major things they wanted changed in the. school .

,“ » 9

On “another ctcasion th&® inker was not so'Hirective, and what was announced

".

as a five’ minute qfscussion with the whole team went for 40 minutes.

!
. The group'sessiaps proceeded very dlfferently. For instance,.on onq

' P .
ocoa;ion, four groups were supposed to identify problems In the~school .

In one; a counselow told students to wrlte oyt the problems they saw.

While students wrote, adults ﬁelked at the other end of the table. In °

b ]

another, the teachers tried to questlon students in waws that would bring

-out.their concerns. In a third group, a para- professiongl Jectured three

f
students about taking responsibility for their Vearning. Nevertheless, a

clear set of themes concerning school probliems came out of these discus<

sions Studeﬁts reported that they were very excited about these meetgngs.
They independently Snitiated activities to canvass their friends, and euen
:teachers, on the problems they saw.

At the th:rd meeting, 3 subcommi ttee of students and faeulty was

formed to syntheSize the diverse recommendations into a set of possible

.«goals. This group reviewed df%trict goals that were already developed

and_ldentified.s{x that it recommended adopting. . : N

=

o"/espe;.iall\e wai%ed for someone to tell them where to go. Mean- v

24f

by



Durlng.the-fourth.meetlng, the team.unanlmously accepted the commit-
tee's recommendétions. At that pblﬁf‘two-team‘pémbers_wanted to move
AEréctly to publlélzing the gbals lﬁ the community and getting both par-
'ents aﬁd teachers to.identify ways to ﬁeet them. However, the RBS. ap-
'-proach's next steps callgd for obtaining eviaénce on how well the goéls

were being met. Therefore, an RBS measurement specialist was introduced

1.

. to the team. The specialist told the group thag RBé:wanted to conduct

-~

small~-group interviews with school stafg in order to assess the status
#of the goals in the school. There were tégk?émgtlons to this speech.

One of the cq‘!ﬁnlty representatives objected to the emphasis on student -
. o Co
. outcomes, saying that other-outcomes should bé‘consldered.’_The'coordlna-

N

tor wanted to move directly to program geslgn or at least to developing a

questionnaire. However, RBS staff firmly repeated that a step had to be

taken before an instrument could be written. After some Hlscusslon, that

nexaﬂstep--breaksng goals into more behavioral terms whlch could be mea-
R
suredithrough qucStlonnalre or test i.tems=--was - nnstlated

—
'~

7-‘ﬁﬁe next set of meetings was devoted to respecifying the goals as
£ .
__behévloral objectives. Much the same small group process was fol lowed.

Thls task was complicated by the fact that many of the adults appeared to

[

not, understand what constituted good objectives. Conslderable tlme'was

“spent brleflng the groupileaders so Ihey would understand what was to be

accomplished._'w thin-the sMbll groups, some leaders devoted most of thelr

'] L

time to questlo lng designed to ges students to identify objectives. As

,a result adults took on moresthe role of .instructor %han planner. Never-

*
“

theless, the;uqu progressed ghd by the last meeting instrument items had

W

o5
rd

.



" been developed. However, RBS' procedures for protection“of confidential-
ity reqUired that;the instrument receive corporate ;pprovai. This sten
plus tne pressures created by'the énd of the school year precluded admin-
istering the instrument before the summer recess. |

Qgtcoﬁee RBS mapaged to form a team at City Schooi in spite of

" considerable initial distrust and the absence of firm administrative sup-
port. However, wifh its heavy student representation, leadership prob=
1ems,.endlthe absence of grade ievei cnairpersons, the team was not well
stocked with the kind of influentials who might be expected to build sup=
port for change. Students took their tasks huife seriously and were .

enthusiastic about what they perceived as an opportunity to pa fcipate

" with adults as equals. Although adults assisted with Instrument coNstruc-
tion, the emphasijs on training students placed aduiis in the instructor K
roie and ;ncreased their sense of distance from the process RBS staff

d‘ - initially hoped that by the end of the schooi-year, the teaMﬁyoqu hawes' ’

| designed a pian to be implemented in the foilowu;g year. Because the
team got off to a late start, it did not get this far. However, it did’

.manage to create the instrument for use at the beginning of the next year.
Overall, City proceeded about as far as most of the RBS teaer

[\

e ' Conclusion. The City team highlighted the potentiai tension for

1inking agents between operating a rat jonal approach with a logical se-
quence of tasks ana maintaining a cooperetive;'non-directive approach.
- RBS was concerned about avoiding vaiue Judgments and externa% dﬂrec;ion

of activitues. Yet, its planning approach relied heavily on a set of

s
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préscribed';tepi‘;hat were not always obvious to ér understood by schooi
'peoplé. At sevérai points considerable explané‘ion and even some pressur
.:waé.neede§ to'keép.the fgam “on_qqursei“ Depending on the‘éircumstances,
when that pres§u?e‘@as missing, the team either drifted or thréétened to
‘_' ' téke'off in a direétfon for which RBS was not prepared. Hénce,'it was-
'_theﬁ‘nece§sary;for th; linking agent to interveﬁe in order to maintain
some fidelity to the tebhnical aspects of the approach.

The schopl éontext also:had an important Impact on team activities.

For instance, the tasks of ppiling togéther a team and keeping it intact
became especial[y prob[emat{c ét Citf because the schoo};s.Op?rating pro- -
cedures for”skheduling classeé,iobtaiﬁing teacher release time, and giving
stu{gnts.ﬁree tiﬁe ali precludéé‘the formation of a stable team. To thesé
pnocedﬁres must be added the role played by administrators, the special
agendés of cer%a@n_faculty membe}s; and.tﬁe distributions of influence |
and esteem wjthini§ e staff. L;ck of fami]lafity with the~planning con-
" cepts RB%-employed‘seemed to be another barrier to steady progress. How-

ever, the students' enthusiasm and the linker's special effort to keep

them involved seemed to be important assets.

’)ﬂnion Sch;ol

-

“"Union School was located in a cfty of over 40,000 population and M
o ) - i

-

served a black and Hiébahlé clientele. The school and district faced

2

" some serious student achievement problems. The bulk of the students in
the school were Oné Year or more behind grade level in reading. Because

Tof its test scores, the district;received'thsiderab}e adverse pdblicity

-
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and was under the threat of ‘state sanction. The superintendent was not

a curriculum specialist. He sc;ught assiétancé from many sources and the ‘
district had nﬁmerous special programs.

feacher-administrator problems were also prevalent. The districts'
chapter of the:NEA was rfported to be .a strong advocate of teachers;
rights. Union School had specia\ problems‘because-staff perceived the
pri6cipal to be highly Sontrolling: The brincipal‘reported that teachers
resgnted the requirement that all teachers conduct certain.activitiés at
a particular time of the day. They also disliked what‘théy saw as an
unwllllngness to provide adequate support on dISC|plrnary matters. While

thls school did not |nit|a|ly seem a promising site, it became one of RBS'

most successful efforts.

LN

Recruitment. RBS relied heavily on intermediate service agenéles

QSAS) in the staté to heip it select this site. This distr_lict was rec-;
ommended by an ISA largely sd it could get help in respanading- to the
supgrintgndent's‘repeated requests for assistance. ISA staff anticipated
that the principai aﬁuld be.ihterested in the project; but they did not
‘become aware of the tension in the school until the selection procedure
was underway _ o ’

RBS staff met with district administrators at the ISA office twfce
in the fall of the school yéar. The first meeting ﬁgs attended by the
superintendent and an assistant superintendent. RBS staff ‘described the
~ RBS appréach.as.a cqliaborative effort between the ISA and RBS. They

.indicated that RBS was looking for .an opportunity to develop the approach

*

o e

:\'
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at the same time that it.and the ISA would provide service to schools.

They described the compenent's’approach to planning and shared a pamphlet/“

ehat identified numerous currigulum probléms which the project could
address. Th;\hnpression was left that school personnel would be able t
choose the curriculum problems for the project. RBS staff also clarified

that. they would eXpect‘the district to provide release time for teachers,
AN

. to arrange for principals' participation, and to identify one district

coordinator who would attend all meetings and be trained to carry the

process to other schools. The superintendent did nqt pursue the details

of the presentation; but he did ask if RBS could'help the district with

s ''pull-out problem'!, i.e., the scheduling of compensatory education

33395 that requxred removung chnldﬁen from their regular clagsrooms.
R
The assistant superlntendent was much\more tnterested in the general RBS

* »

approach. The assistant super4ntendent and superintendent identified
twe candidafe schools in the district. )

_fhe seconddmeeting was with the assistant superintendent, the Union

g{}ncipaly and the principal of the‘ptﬁer candidate school. The second

"~ principal admitfed considerable distru§¢ of federal programs. Both prin;

- -~

- cipals®raised numerous questions about-ng release time for teachers would

be arranged; when told that the distr ct. would provnde substitutes, they

\

agreed to go ahead. However, before an outsiders presented thelr prggrams

.to th cond school; the second pr!ncﬁ%?l ins]sted on soundtng out the™
. . e . ‘ .

. ' . +* . ’ ) . .
“staff 3lone. The Union principal folloved this.lead, although agrdging to

allow ISA staff to attend the meeting where the program would be disqussed.

o
* . : s ‘ .
Shortly thereafter this school opted out of the project.

13
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= ‘of the project, whther it would help resolve the sdeff “maleise“ (re-

- o LA k]
AY

These two school meetlngs set the scene for a late fall meetnng in

-

Union School. It was attended by two people from RBS two ISA staff the

N -

¥ -
assistant superintendent, .the principal, and four Union teachers.‘ RBS
staff made essehtielly the same presentatton as prevIously However, ﬁﬁ;y

pointed out that because of unexpected delays fin the.development process

-

they would only be-ahhe to provide -materials and assistance with one curj

1

riculum problem for the-coming year. Hence, there wduld'be'no choice In

»

the problehs to be considered. One of the teachers (whts was a district

NEA officer) asked a number of pointed questions about the time demands

| ferring apparently to tensions with the prnnc:pal), and how it related to

a state inspection of the district starting the same day . ‘
TEachers showed considerable misunderstandlng of ‘the component's way

l-

[

of usrng research to promote change. One teacher wondered whethetr people

would have to read a lot of research materlal &t home.: Another wanted to

‘know if RBS would f!pd research reports for teachers. As they came to under=
<

stand that RBS was - using existing studies to develop materials and assis-

_ tance. the assistant superintendent asked why th? component was validatsng

LY
Ly

. . ) ’
prevuous research n N A}

Y 4

After the meeting, there was a heated, exchange between the two admin-

- Istrators and ‘an RBS represenqative. The Union princnpal complatned about

the Tack of chojce in problems to address, especial!y after RBS had in~ »

\

'dicated such a choﬁce‘wes'aVeilable. The assnstant SUperintendent con-

curred, asking again why RBS was “validatfng“ existing ;esearch, and
[y . ’\.""6;;. ]

LN
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E fixed schedule to arrange for- teacher-felease time du:ing the day. The

' demandlng to see the RBS preposal to its fundlng agency One of RBS'

representatives ended the day by saytng the meeting was the ‘most - dnffl-

4

cult En the person 's experlence us an RBS exnployee,

i LI

RBS and 18A staff did not return to the school until early January.

t

"Then theéiwere not certain if they were attendtng a second session to '

negotiete e‘relagionshlp with the school .or not. They were pleasently

- surprised when,,aftef Eoﬁe‘clarifying queStions\whtch'brought'out that

théy kould work-on one'currfeulum'problem for the remainder of the year

<

and’ two other problems in future years. teechers .and admin:strators seemed

\

éager to begin work on- the approach. RBS staff belreved that reading

the proposal helped site staff to better understand the project.

-Actlvities. ane initlal acceptance at Union was achiesved, RBS be-

gan what was designed as a series of half-day meetings twice a month.

These meetings Had to be blocked out well in advance for two reasons.

L . . . 7 LY -
- First, the ISA had agreed to make a rapresentative available for all

meetings This person would, provide help, act as an assistant linking

‘egent ip the meetings, and obtain training through the meetings so that

s

,the ISA could use the approach in other schools next year. The. ISA .

repqﬁ‘entative s scbedule was usually full and unpredlctable, so meeting

- 1
time had to be schedudeﬁ.ln advance. Second, the district required a

-~

-

district S, procedures for hiring substitutes were exceedingly cumbersome.

. Hhile a predicteble meeting schedule was helpful it was not anyays enough

" to allow substitute coverage, On one occasion RBS brought a cﬂrriculum

. « . T LR
oo. - ..
- . o ! .
. .
" . - . -
-
-

ﬂ@



. . . . " ’ .. :
. . . o
. . . .,
) A e E -
w . L
b . .
- R . . . . ' s
. . - -

-
-

-specialist to the Meeting, but the specialist and a second 15A representa-
tive wound up covering classes so teachers could afrend the meeting.

In all flve meetings- were held in the schnoi, wtth a final session

&

‘et the end of'the year at the 1SA. These meetlngs were éonsistently
attended by‘the RBS Tinker and three of rhe four original.teechedil' An-
other teacher joined the feam after the ffrst meeting}dhavinélvolunteered
after he;ring about thejprogram from tedm members. The.principat was in
-and out of meetings, and the ISA representarive and assistant snperinren-
dent attended most meetings; RBS also sent out one specialist te provide

N . \ \ - .
training on how to collect data through classroom observation and another

who showed team members how to interpret the data and offered suggestions
on how to improne classroom procedures related to the curriculum problem.

Most meetings included a substantial portidn of training.. Teachers
were Sntroduced to existing studies concerning" thebroblem area and re-
ceIVed reference graphs shoning the bi-variate relationships between ‘
student hehavior apd student ach!evement for different grades and sub-
‘Ject areas. They were also trained on the.use of forms which observers
would employ to measure student behavlor and procedures for computing
scores from the observation sheets. Finally, school staff received sever-
al manuals.

There was conscderable dlscusslon at meetings. Several members
- eriticized the‘original reference grephs which were difficult to under-
stand and provided feedback on the layout of the forms and Tgnuals. They

raised questtons about the observation methods which seemed to assume

"that.the whole class was in the«room most of the time. When they pointed



¢ .
.Qut that with their pu}l-out pragrams lafge groups of studeﬁts were
' often out of claés;_the observation forms were (évised to record the num-
ber of students out of class. Other materials were a]so chaﬁged
One teacher ralsed a fundamental question about the approach in point-

ing out that the research' provided aggregate figures-on the whole class.
. : N £

In° this teacher's case, interest was not in the whole class but in laggard

_ students. on whom special information was desired, This person's.continued

partlcipation seemed problematic until the linker Indlcated that some-
thing'could_be worked out to provide small-group data. At a later meet- «
ing, the lihke; returned with a special form for use-with specific chil-

‘dren. Still later it proved feasible to collect data In that room on 7

* both thé wholé class and selected students.
Still, considerable time was available for'“off-task“_discussions
which were primarily shop talk. Field notes from one ﬁéeting Eecprd:_

a gdoression by the district coordinator on the value of silent

sustained reading as a way, of increasing academic performance.
One teacher suggested having silent sustained reading in the
‘building, and the principal replied that 1t would be done the
next year. Later another teacher said math dridl was approp-
. riate for high complexif"tasks like having studénts do story
O problems. The district coordinator suggested giving children
s the number problems and having them write the story.

H . The codrdinafor'had*ﬁ host of concrete activities to suggest, and the
~

# P

ﬁ‘5 ‘ group found these dlscussionsrextremely interestnng and useful. The ™
| meetings were generally relaxed and enjoyed by~the particnpants

' %.. " _ | Al though R-BS efcouraged the [SA to describe the approach as Tts own

and the ISA person often opened the meetings, technical content was usu-

ally preéented by the linker or other RBS staff members: The linker in
N : :

-

s
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effect chairgd meetings most of the time;.although, as‘the above descrip-
tion fndiéétes, the‘linker avoidéd'beiné highly giréctiye. RBS tried to
atrrange to\plan each session with the 3§strict coordinator and the iSA
person in advance, but both were too buéy mos t of the time. Still, the
linker was able. to consult with them-informally before introducing new
~ aspects ;f the p?ogram.' Thjs strategy helped the program develop in the
tense diétri;t context becéuse local persgnnéj had greater awareness of
local conditions and sensibilities than did RBS. Moreover, it spread’
responsibility for the'program.to'non-RBS participants who helped to keep
discqssions\construc{ive. . |

. One of the.most ténse“groblems concerned élassroom_obseﬁVation. RBS!
original intention was for teachers to fi1l out the observation forms |
while théy worked. When that alternative provéd-unfeasible, the problem
of*who should observe arose. Tﬁe teachers were afraid that the observa-

ﬁrons might be used for eyaluative'purposgs. Several times during a mid-

yeér meeting,; ISA agents probed about which teachers would feel comfort-

L

able w:th being observed. While the teachers generall§ agreed to/gbsen:_/”ﬁfr/

vation, they indlcated that they did not want the principal Involved. As
a result the teém had agreed that'the observation woulq by done by RBS,
the ISA, and the district coordinator In fact, the others did not have
time to observe, so the full burden fell on the linker who, as a result,
Spent 24 days observing in the schaol during a seven-week period _The

}inker was able to arrange team meetings so as to avoid dgpcussion of
¢
A

paf@icu)ar teachers' data until the end of the school year. When team

o

o
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. members had more trust in_the_principal and the process, they shared their

data with the pr:ncipal e o S ' L .

'o‘

Outcomes. Over the course of the year, the team moved far enough

£

.iirf-«through themcomplete RB§'sequence to allow all teachers to report some
modification in their instructional or classroom management techniques.
Xy ’

-Teachers. were pleased with the hﬁoeess ehg‘develgpegﬂg$hightsenSemaﬁlown:n

. ership of the team. However, the most important impact was at the dis-
level and concerned the pull-out pbllcy. Teachers had -complained
about the policy for some time, and central office staff were aware Qf

the probl‘b but there had, never been any ”hard“ data documenting its.

“P

extent . The principal pul&¢€' ogether the claseroom obs%rvation data and

used it to documen( for the
.';$‘- A
the spec:al programs canse&"&T e central office responded at the end of

strict office the extent of the disrugtlon

the school year by rev:siné the sgﬁgdultng of all district special classes-

to be less disrupt:ve

,g;m

The changed scheduling policy w R

A
broadened legitimacy thrqughout the state. The~Qnstrict began consider-

%* \~ t
ing plans to Introduce the RBS approach in other sch&e&s the next year.

(-\.
3

v
The ISA's interest and readiness to commit staff tlme to

the approach increased. Even the state department of edhcatﬁﬁﬂ in% icated

« . N * . ) ~— N “‘-
increased lnte{est‘in the! approach. ,

¢

Conclusion. ‘Unicn School 11lustrates some of the complexities of

developing a cooperative relationship with a school. Clearly, the spirit

[} . . - .
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of cooperation 'alone.was not sufficient. In fact, RBS had to engage in

some difficuit bargaining to initiate:the’reiationship at aii. This

= »

bargaining clarified. its approach to school change and the limits of what

it could-do. In particular [t could only work on one problem. Essen-

tiaily,'the schooi had the choice of accepting or'rejeoting RBS' offer.
Once that situation was clarified and the school accepted, cooperation

was still not easy. - It required consrderabie program adjustment and

technicai ingenuity to give individual actors what they wanted while

. » : .
maintaining ‘the integrity of the program. This ingenuity is illustrated

by the deveioPment of speciai forms for one teacher as well as the pacing
of meetings which allowed teachers to receive unexpected benefits from the
district coordinator s wealth of craft knowledge.

This case also iiiustrates the impact of school context on a change
approach The history of administrator teacher confiict, the actnvuties
of .the teq;hers association, and the number of special programs in the
dgptrict all created actual or potentuai barrrers to RBS' inntiai accep-
tance. Continuation of the program required that the RBS iinking agent :
successfuiiy navigate the shoals of the strained teacher adminlstrator
reiationshi; in the school. .

Overview

The case histories point to a number of issues which warrant further\

'discussion._ These issues faii into four categorie5° (1) the nature of

k

the planning process, {2) the relationship between RBS 1and the schoois,

(3) linker behavior, and (4) characterlstics of the school context.

?



i}.
&

AFiFst,fdurihg planning RBS did not expect that any major changeé in

school organization would occur. .Instead the focus was on characteristics

4

“of the planning process itself. Of most concern to RBS at this point was -

- evidence that.planning_was progressing and that thé teams wereAdeveIOping

a sensé of ownership of the project.. The histories suggest that there

¢

‘was- a tension between these two desirable characteriStiés‘pf the éhange-

process. |t appeared in the form of a conflict betweeﬁ the need to follow
a planning approach developed at RBS and the desire to maximize ‘the par-
ticipation of the school and the team, which in turn would lead to owner?

ship. .

The conflict was most evident where a team faced time~pressures or
had difficulty understanding the approach. At Central the timing of thé
steps was such that the construction and administration of tHe needs as-
sessments coin;ided with one of the busiest tiﬁes of the schooi year.

?et the tasés had to be comple@eﬂ begpre the team could ldentify the goals
fo_beéimpléqﬁnted ffrsF. By qelegaging this work to the coordipator and
the linker, the team sacrificed'active participation on its pa:t. However,
it also avoided a delay of several months in proéraﬁ planning. The .team

at Cit* was unstable and did not understand the RBS planning sequence. -
AlthougH‘RBS staff Qere thhiy committed to democg?tfc participation, they
were the only people who had the requisite knowledge to guide the process.
Thus tﬁey had to intervene at points to-ke#p the team ‘‘on tratk.ﬂ ’Whére

they were reluctant to do this, the result was considerable drift and

confusion. The tension between rational planning and building ownership

A
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at Union was {ess. Thié'was largely because the éiming of pro}ect actlvi-
ties meshed with the ebb and flow of school demands on team members and ;_
the team seemed to understand the RBS approgch (after the |nitial duffn-
culty described in the case hisgory).

. Second, these cases also suggest that there.were substantial diffi-
culties_in.maintainfng a cooperative relationship with a school. None of

¢

the threé schools was a unified ent{ty. Because each had one or more im-
portant internal cleavages, a component had to strike a balan;e among
groubs in order to work with a school at ajl. This was especlally cfear
at Union where the linker initially avoided sharing data Qith the princi-
pal to build trust with teacheék. However, the ﬁumerous cliqﬁes at City
géemed to have a significant, if difficult ‘to trace, impacf én that team's
/@d?k; and recruiting teachers at all at Cenfral might have been difficult
if they had not been concerned with maintaininé a balance of power wlfH
administrators. | |
~Third," the component Ilnking agent was the crltncal actor for navi-
gating the hazards of a particular ‘site and ensuring that the approach
was of some use. They were the people who had to media;e between element§
of the éppfoaéﬁés and condifIOns at the site. For example, the linker
who did ali the observatlon in-Union found ways for the RBS process to
not Iook Iuke it was being used for teacgcr evaluatiop. At Central the
%lnnker_adopted a more directlve role than the approach called for to get

particular tasks completed and had to figure out how to make this role

acceptable tTJ:::::;EﬁE were sensitive to any threats to their prerogatives.

)



and means for getting substitutes, determined the time available for plah*

;&I

Linker behavior-seemed critical’ in another.way as well. At each site

the 1inker developed key contacts . who helped to coordinate praject activi-

-

ties. At Central and Cnty these gsople were the team coordnnators, at
Union they were the principal and the district coqrdinator. where the
contacts were{not very . influential within the school or did nqot have the

authority to make certain decisions, the linkers had to perform functions

they had not éhtlplpated in order to keep the project mob}ng. such as

t

‘handling the copying of materials or performing planning tasks that could

R l A <
have been delegated to other local team members.

-

Finally, there were a number of characteristics of the school con- ¢

%

~text that affected the chenge process. Predominant among these was the
motivation of individual actors to engage in the change efﬁgrt. When
individuals sensed that there were problems in a Eartitular area and were
interested in correcting them, their partlcipation was.hsually active and
regular. This seemed to be the case with the® princnpal and coordinator

at Centfal the students and counselors at City, and the d!strlct coor«‘.
dinator, principal, and teachers at Union. When individuals did not sense
a pré%lem or were intefested in a problem different from the one the team .

was addressing, ﬁgrtrc!pation was more problematic, as was the'case with

the teachers at Central, several teachers and the pr!ncipal at City, and

‘.onerteacher at Unlon. ' !

At least three o school context characteristics bear attention.

Flfst, schools' standard operating procedures, especially their sthedules

-

ning. The greatest impact was on teacher and student availabifity. Second,
! . :

3
<
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schools dif?ered Pﬁ:their famillarity with the concepts RBS usedz Plan-l
ning work seemed to be more time consuming where students who "had severe
readnng problems were nnvolved Constraints were less extreme but. still
- real where teachers were-unfamiliar with research methods or: planning
techniques. Third, the nature of the problems a school faced and the

number of cokpeting change projects affected reception of the approach.
[ g

Existing prOJects had a sort of ﬁhalo“ effect . Distrust or resentment'

built up by one project transferred to another and created initial bar-
R rjers that had to he overcome. This was especially clear in City but it

seeméd to operate ?t Unton as well.

] - \.

In the next chapter a number of these issues are examlned further

>

using data from all 11 sites.

Y . . !
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CHAPTER ]Jl
| “THE CROSS-SITE ANALYSIS ;
“. .
3 '-_' The case study format Is a useful way 'to clarufy the complexity of

the change process and to show how a multutude of factors combined to
bring about particular outcones. Howevgr, when searching for_patterns
among many caqﬁs..the details often hide the overal piciﬁrer Factors .
that ;eem gritié@f at one site areiih;onsequentia! éf anéther. A'general
principle can be vividly fllustrated with examples from two or threé

~

schools, but it is difficult to identify how It operates In the others.

. Hence, to'cgmdlement the case studies, a comparison of all 11 sites was
" made to ;x;ﬁéﬁe %urth;r how rationality and coope}aeion affected the
-change process and what factors contributed to those conditions.

The initial Intention was to use the comparison to explore ideas_that
had been geneféted_by both field work and previdus research. Those two
sources led to the guiding conceptualization preSented above (Fig{ 1).

- Figure 3 shows how the ﬁonceptualizaffon was operational[zéd_as a set of
vafiables on which each team could be rat;d. The<arro@s in the table in-
dicafe éhanges that were made in the process of operafionalization; these -
'wiil be discggsed as the relevant variables are introduced. lt_shogld be
noted that the initialrconéeptualization treats process characteristics
--;sfmediator;‘between Faci!itaéors aﬁd outcomes. Because of the num‘er of
.s:tes and the exploratory naturé of the. work both process characterustics
and facllitators were treated as “independent variables''; and exploration

_washgearéd toward Identifyihg relationships between those two categories

agg the interim outcomes.

-57-
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Figure 3

" OF CHANGE PROCESS
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\

OPERATIONALIZED CONCEPTUALIZATiON

[}
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Cooperation
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School Staff
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Cooperation

Facilitators
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Linker Behavior
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_.Central Office
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. . _58._..

.‘.ﬁ." _é?ii\_ .




(%

A .
AN —— “

This chaptef compares the 11 sites tq;examine the conceptualization

"in'six sections. -First, there3is a'discussion pf the. procedures by which

sites were rated on the dlmenseons Tne next‘four sections describe the

_interim outcomes and their relat:on;h&g g;fﬁgss -sthool relatnonshsp, 1ink-

-’

er behavior, and school context Thé flnaP~section is an overview of the

cross-site analysis. . _ .

E | - e .
& ' . S

v The Rating Procedures

" The difficult part of rating the sites on the variables was to get

. ' ' h) ¢

accurate ratings of sites and avoid a "halo" effect, i.e., the tendency
to rate a team consistently pqsitively'or negatively on all dimensions

Because the team was considered to be good or bad..* thtee~step procedure

was developed. First, Moore et al.'s (1977) procedure for coding data on
{ C ’

the teams was adopted. A number of questions were asked of each team. In

answering the question, the coder would formulate a synthesis of all rele-

s » »
" vant data in the school file, récord page pumbers and the most salient

quotes for any one seeking to check the file, and ‘assess, the quality of '

the data on whpch-the synthesis was based. In all, 42 questions were

asked d; each team. This procedure helped to identify a number of are'

- where data Qere inadequate for further analysis. | |

& Second, the rater reviewedqe]i the coding sheets for each s;:Lol }n

order to both finallze the dimensiens to be used and‘rate the sc;eols.on‘:

the dimensions selected. This step ineluded reexamination of the orig}nel
. . _ . .

field notes and diseuésions with Field Studies#staff familiar with the

site. Fina]iy! the ratings were checked with component 1inking agents to.



see- if they had additional information or perspectives to be taken into

account. Once ratings were finalized with component'staff, no further\

-

. adjustments were made.

\
Interim Process Outcomes

Jn identifying the outcomes of the change process, an accomodation

had to be made to the fact that component approaches and plans encouraged
~

.‘ , ~ teams to move.through the change process at dlfferent rates. For.,lnstance,

two- teams actual!y moved to the implementation stage’ and began modifying ‘
classroom and district procedures. However, as-expected the majori'ty of
the teams were still |nvoE¥ed with planning activities at the end of Ehe
year. Moreover, none of those teams completed their plannlng tasks so 1t

was not possible to examine some comparable documents, like plans for

. \ ’ - ' . . »
implementation, across all sites.

LY
-

—~ Nevertheless, it.was possible to identify two inter1m process out-

comes or characteristics that characterlzed all sites and were relcvant
-« .

to our research problem:' ownership and gonng through the plapning steps.
A team's sense of ownership of the process, .or commitment to the products

. &
of that process, is taken to be a prerequlstte for successful implementa-

tion of a change project Ownership is generally believed to be enhanced
‘ .
by staff particlpation and llnklng agent -schoo! cooperation during plan-

A4
.

ning,(see Chapter‘l).

To get at.a team's sense of.ownerghip, raters looked for,statements‘
that this is "'our' feam and eyioence that members felt part ‘of what was
going on, were willing to work on tasks, and were wf\??ng to speak out

AN
NS N
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on their awn concerns. The teams formed by the three components had very
. o ' .
different compositions, and Inttial fileld work suggested the possibility

that members %ith different positions In a school msght feel a very dif-

]

~

ferent attachment to planning work To chec:,that possibilsty, raters
first did separate ratings for the sense of ownershnp of the profess:onal

staff‘epd‘the principal. These groups were selected because they were

promfnent on all teams and beﬁ‘gse it was anticlipated that they would be

"responsible for the bulk of implementation activities. However, in}ame

of the eleven teams, principals and staff shared a level of ownership. ”

The exceptions were Suburb where!the steachers' sense of owngrship was “low
] . .

-

and the prineipal's'was high and Green Hills where the teachers were mod-
erate but the principal was low. Because of the substantial agreement be-

tween priheipal‘and teachers, one rating of team ownership was created

and those two teams were treated as having a moderate sense of ownership.

In all, three teams were identified as having a high eense of owner-

.

ship: O0ldtown, Farmcenter, and Patriot. The Oldtown team, for instance,

was very careful not to borrow goals for their project from any external
source including RBS or other experte in the field. At Patriot, the

teachers and principal exhibited a more diffuse, but strong, s-ense ;ﬁ .

interest in the meeting contents. When.ather school in the district

¢

began working through the planning process later in the year and started

to catch up with the Patriot team, the principal replied ;hat'they were

able to 'because we got it together for them.'
‘ N & - ’ .
Four teams were classified as moderate in ownership-~Neighbortown,

Rural District, Green HWills, an*_Suburb. Reflecting the heavy emphasis

-
-
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on training in their sessions, the Rural teachers reﬁsrred to. their team

" as a “workshop.'" While they had the Impression that the farge group ses-

sions~--theére were twelve teachers--were ‘'orepackaged,'' they enjeyed the

. . &
‘opportunigy to break into small groups from the same school and discuss

.interpyetations of their data and possub]e alternatives they could imple-
ment. The Neighbortown rating reflected a change over the course of the

year. Teachers were quite passive in early meetings, but over time they

<

began to join into discussion more and more.

Ffnally, four teams were rated low on oynership. These included
Urban where one ‘teacher said, "If you can't solve our probleMS,~l won't
waste my time" and several members consistently opposed the "idea of work-
ing in’the component's curriculum area. Central, a case history school’.
was.moré{;assive, bu{ distrustful. Ihe team wondered if tﬂe l1inking agent
had his own plan that he_weptéd to'edopt. Eveh’after the linking agent's

.role became more accepted, time cqnstraints limited the team's participa-

»
tion. .

&

The guiding conceptealizatiqn suggests that the {nterim outcome re-
lated to rationality.should be the quality of the plans the teams devel-
oped. However, two components did not }ake their teams as far as develop:
ing plans in the f{rst year.* s a substitute,‘the decision was made to

treaﬁﬁtge quality of“the ‘process related ‘to rationality as if it were an
-+

interim ounseme. As suggested in Chapter |, the essence of rational plan-
ing is the ability to Identify dlscrepancles between g#als and performance
s . X '
¥ , .
Oﬁe component did not intend to take its’ teams as far as fOrmulatlng
plans in the first year. , Another found the tasks of development and

.within school planning more complex than Inntlally expected, so addi-
_tional time was required.

\
« -
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, and then to identify alternatives to help_élleviatg those discrepancies.
- Direct ass&ssment of these abilitié; proved difficult. However, each
compoﬁent incorporated the tasks of ratioaaj plannfng into its approach
and the set of steps it wanféd‘thb teams to follow. Each site could be
rated oﬁ how well its ‘team went through its prescrihed steps. Three
cid teria affected the ratingé. The first was the tidelfﬁess with which
a team went fhrough the steps, %hether or‘not it got bogged down. The
_,secondﬂwas the team's comprehengion QF the component approach. The last
was Its abillty to move beyond discyssion of form--the component's con-
. *cepts and jargon--to substance and'appiy the appfoach to its own 5roblems.
' Five of the teams went through the steps well, five were fair, andr
only one was poor. ﬂrban, the one poor school p did not really start going
through the steps until the next to the‘last meeting of the year. Earlier.
meeﬁings were taken up with discussions of whether the component and the X
. . : 4
team should work on the curriculum'area at all, complaints about severe |
reéouréé deficiencies in the school ‘and the district's administrative
‘procedures, and personal attacks by one or two of the members on others.
By contrast, Union, another case histbryr;chool. did very well. Its
team went through all the steps one time in a way that promoted change
of t@aéhers' in-class mansgement practices and the distriét's policy for
‘ sﬁheduling pullout classes.. At Oldtown the team was able not only to move
thrbﬁgh the steps with minimal assistancgi.but also to adapt previous work
to the planning tagk. This ability reflected the team's :nderstanding of
whgre individual tasks-ffﬁmﬁgt? the o;érall.brojectx For example, the’

L3
-

< ) « - . 4
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component provided teams with lists of goals compiled from a variety of

]

sources to help the teams identify goals for their particular sites. The

ultimate purpose of this task was to select goals which addressed local
.- . problems. For most teams this task QSS time-consuming because it required
‘the teams to understand the RBS-provided goals and then translate them
iﬁto terms-relevéht to their schools- Howevér, the Oldtown .team real ized
that the school already had a list of goals which had been developed in
restn;e to a state program and that these éoa]s woula-serve as better
starting points because they were devised specuflcally for Oldtown. As
the team coordinator put it, "Why should[ge come yp with a set of goals

that's different from those already established by the school....In doing
our job all we have to do is select those gda}s'which relate to the cur=

“~

riculum area.'" Thus, the team was able to move quickly* through this step

and at the same time create materté?% weig-suited fo the" school

¢

Table 1 shows a strong posutlve‘relatlon ship between the team's

‘sense of ownership of the process and how well it went through the steps.

&

Most of the schools fell on or below the Good-High to Poor-Low diagonal.

: . ’ N .
The most extreme off-diagonal cells were empty which:indicates that there

are no major outliers or exceptions.
‘*‘

o

The qualitative data indicated that there wag no clearly-cut order
. h . i

o~
. ‘af precedence between the two interim outcomes. The idea behind ration-

L3

ality was that going through the steps would produce a plan well-suited

o . to local conditions and that a team would likely develop-a high sense of

commjt&ent to that plan. This ideal was born out at Farmcenter, Neighbor-
i ) . iy

town, and Patriot. As these teams planned, thea%elevance of the plans to

{
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. TABLE !
“ COMPARISON OF INTERIM PROCESS OUTCOMES
row - Progress Through the Steps
P F | G
‘ .
Fa
. 0l
Pa
" 3
3] 3
% Su i‘ Ne
%
- Gr Ru
Rnership M . .
(2) (2) | (4)
Ur ) Ri
Bi
L Mi
f‘\ R
(1) | (3) W)

(1) I (5)

Pa = Patriot, Mi = Middieburg, Ry = Rural District Fa = Farmcenter,
Ur = Urban, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Ne = Netghbortown, Gr =
Green Hills, Bi = Bigtown, OI = Qldtown. :

~

- v
* .
P = Poor, F = Fair, G = Good. H = High, M = Medium, L = Low.
This conuention qjll be repeated on subsequent tables. .

® -.65'
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their problems became Increasingly apparent, concomitantly, a sense of

ownership grew. However, how a team went through the steps did not always

. précede a pattiéu}ar level of ownership. For example, at Oldtown wherér
o : ' / _ !
®» the team demonstrated a high level of ownership early in the project, plan-.

ning proceeded much more smoothly than it did at Central and Urban where

>

there was little commitment at the outset.

\

The data from two Bf the case history sites, Central and City, sug-

A

gested that there was not always a reciprocal relationship between the

two'variables., In fact, a tenslon a}gse which seemed to make it necessary

<

to sacrifice the attaining of one desirable outcome in favor of another.

!

The tension became manifested where a team did not have the time to per-

- .

form necessary ‘tasks or did pot under%;and the #asks well enough fo see
the logic in performing all of them. Im the first instance, the response
to the tension was the assumpt ion of more responsibility by the linker and
a subset of the team; in the seébnd, the response was the team's somewhat
mechanic;l adherence to the steps under the guiaance of compoﬁent st#ff.
in Qgth cases getting through the steps was done at the. expense of local
ownership.L Lo ; | \

what seemed to happen generall} was that ownership and galng éhnough
the steps were mutuallg;reinforgigg but only in situat}ops where a linker
was able to maintain a bgdance between local control and the team's con-.
formity to téchnically sound_plahning steps. Such was the qase.at‘Rural

* [}

where the linker gained the_team's cominanée with the ‘component's data

collection procedures by having suggestions for changes in procedures

-

’ M
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ingorporated into the steps followed. Similarly, the Union case study

suggests that progress through the steps was facilitated by the linker's

willingnessito allow sharing of craft kno&ledge that seemed extraneous to -

to the component's process but that was appreciated by teachers on the

team. The art of the linker's task seems to be managihg progress through

technical planning activities in a way that is responsive to team concerns.

Y

In responding to those concerns, however, the linker may be constrained

by other factors. The case histories showed that balancin§ technical and

participatory concerns was more problematic when a team had little time

available or did not upderstand what was required of it.

Lrocess Characéer?stic§:. Cooperative Rélationships
Particiggtion or, in the linking agent-séhool relationship, a c00p~'
érative rélationship is believed to facilitate change primarily by in-
creasing lower participants' sense of ownership of the process. The op-

erating mechasism is supposed to be 'power-equalization' (Leavitt, 1965) #

-

The idea is that If decisions are made by top managers or outsider ex-
C— ‘
perts, teachers will no;\feel commi tted enough to project results to work

4

for them. If teachers can reallQ affect décisions, they will see their
own ideas in the project and be more strongly committed to it. Mare
recently,  another kind of argument has been adv?nced for particlpation.

Sayles (1979) suggests that those who will be most directly involved in
. . N .
implementing a project will have unlque information on potential barriers

-~ .

L _ °
to implementation and useful ideas on how to modify procedures to make

! .
" 2
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“them more effective. Power equalization facilitates such information

sharing since.it reduces t%é likelihood that teachers will be sanctioned

for providing information %bout negative aspects of the situation.
A}

These considerations suggested that the issue of coope?ative rela=
tionships could be treated as one of balance. of control. Presumably, if
centrol was eqeally distributed or rested with school personnel, they
would be more committed to the project. Moreover, a balance of - control
would bermit freer flow of Information which would help a team move

threugh the steps. Consequently, the problem the linking agent fgeed was

[

.to eligit partnc:pation,'and that éSuId be done by sharing power.

" The first year's research™suggested that this kind of thinking was
a'miéépplication of ideas based on intra-organizational change processes
wﬁéfe.the barrier to power equalization is the fornal distribution of

authority. These ldeas confused analysns of .what was basically an inter-

organizational relatnonshnp. What structured the relationship between

the 1inking agent and the school was not 'an drganizational chart but an

.
agreement between two parfies. This agreement was -implicit rather than

contractual since the only paper signed was an informed conaent state-

ment which perta?ned primarily to conftdentiality 6f data collected

\‘ To snmplify somewhat, the agreements consllted of three parts.‘ Only

‘tﬁe ?irst part was made explucnt. lt was a set of atems that each com-
ponent condidered non-negotiable. These items cohstituted the least

common denominator of each component's approach and the expectation that
the school would adhere fairly falthfully to that apprcach §o the compo-

/

nent coujd_pilpt its procedures. The core items included the content
‘ .nl
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area in thch the component would work, the establishment of a team in-
cluding representatives of all groups {dentified by the component, and an
understanding thaf-the team would follow the steps developed by the com-
.ponent. There were other areas as well--one componegt incluged the gener-

al outline of its Instrument and some use of-its reference/materials in

the core--but\these other requirements varied more among components.

It was tempting to suggest that the second part of the agreement was

the core non-negotiable items of the school or team and that these re-

. g ~
lated to what the team hoped to ga!n‘from the process. Generally, how-

ever, the school's outline of the school's core concerns was difficult

to discern. It tended to reflect esxablishéd‘qprms and standard opera-

. o2
ting procedures rather than special interests. For instance, in River-

side, the component wanted to use some of the teacher In-service time
available from the central office for its meetings so staff could attend

without additional expense for substitutes. However, the in-service

Y

,éalehdar had been set at the'begidning of the school year to cover all

schools in the district. It could not be modified in the winter to meet

"

the needs qf one school. R
\ T~ . . . .
. in betweef these two cores was a third area--a periphery where a.

negotiated settlement was possible. This periphery included declisions

about the exact make-up of the school Iimprovement team, the timing of

- .working through the steps, the logistics of data cpllection as required

by the steps, ‘and the actual substaace of the program developed by each
. : [ ‘
schopl including both goals and procedures.

4
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Identification of an area of core concerns for the component does
not mean that it was dictatigg to the school. The periphery covered a
wide range of decisions, some of which--1ike those related to project de-
sign--were fundamental. The schools had considerable discretion in thein
dealings with the componént. Moreover, the.schools also had a choice
with respect to the comﬁonenxiﬁ core, but it was an all-or-nothing choice.

The components identified their core conc%rns wh hey in}tia!ly re-

cruited sites. In effect the school ;céebte the core as given while it
i, wﬁrkeq with the component.
) This negotiation of thé cdmponent's %ore concerns was quite explicit
o at Union School. There the component inv\ted the school to work with the
- component in developing its approach. When the suberintendent asked for
' help in working'with the state on its pull-out problem, the component
sgggested that dgg{.it q.?ld really do was proviQe data that would ;h;}-
cate how bad the situation really was. Then geachers asked if the compo-
nent would look for articles for them, the response was that the component
provided research\tﬁrough its referenc; materials and instgggents. Fin-
%Iiy, when pressure was applied to have a choice in curricuium problems
to address, the component indicated that it-was only possible to work on
one tﬁét year. The school fad the choice of taking the componentas offer
w In-hopes that it would be_of assi'sfance to them'Br sefusing it. Even-
tually, .it accepféd; Another school in the same districe éhose to decline

3

the same offer. -
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. It seems that the examination of the school-component relationship

1

should be guided by a market analogy rather than one taken from the hier-

archy-of authority in an organization. This analogy suggests that power
. ) . W
‘Is concentrated with the party least dependent on the relationship. The

Vimbliéatiop is that schools at least have the opportunity to dominate = -
. _ .
such a Eeldtiohshfp because their dependence is relatively low. VerQi AN

simply, each schbo].pas a large number of sources of as§istance from

=

which to chobséi apd--as wifl bég;me clear below--it often has no strong
urge tQNSeek hefp. Whilé the component also has a choice,-it is opera-
ting under a set of constraints. For instaﬁce, duringgsite selection
activities, each coééénentﬁgad a dea&lihe for finding scﬁools andistartf

“ing teains . 'One-componentnpnjy gave itself a month although it did not

m?ke that target. Even so, the existggcé of deadlines o?tég iimitgd the

choice each component had (Firestone,” 1979b). Once agreements were reach-

R

ed,.the loss of a school would have put a compdnent behihd $§hedule in

" its development work.

~

}

Depicting the agreement between comgonent and school as two cores

. ;,of non-negatiable items surrounded by a periphery where negotiation was
possible is something of an oversimplification. Neither Side was com-

. pletely clear.about what it expected from the relationship. The compo-

¥  “nents were limited Because they were still developing the?rygppééséhegi'\

For instance, one component apparently decided what steps to wbrk through -

after sites were selected and even after it wrote its general manual for s

/
site use. Similarly, another compoﬁent determined that it could only work

&~ L]
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with one curriculum problem its first year because the instrument and

reference material development process was more complicated than had been

“~

anticipated. However, this decision was made between the time the compo-
‘nent talked to administrators'for the Union schoo! and district and the

presgntation to teachers which led to an important shift in the presenta-

tion during the negotiation process. In addition, the components learned
from experience. One initially expected that teachers would do their

own observing td measure how they were meeting particular goals. When
v ’

-

- that proved impossible, it arfanged to have administrators or its own .

staff observe. What might have seemed non-negotiable became flexible

< -

when unexpected contingencies arose.

The schools' core concerns were ambiguous because school staff made

S no systematic attempt fo clarify them. Henqs, a school's non-pegoﬁiable
items were identified through a process of discovery. A component did

not know what constituted a core concern until It made a nﬁétake or when

: -
camcrete planning for activities began. These concerns varied consider-

ably. They included:

1. District stapdard operating procedures. In Riverside It
was -jmpossible to use teacher in-service days for team
meeétings and difficult to arrange nglease time for stu-
dents on the team. In Patriot, it was difficult to get
substitute teachers. -

2. The interests of épeCEfié individuals and grbqps. Fn
Union school one individual insisted on special adjust-
ments in the gpproach.i In Rural District, a administra- -

tor wanted teachers' time demands reduced. In Urban,
one teacher used the team to express his grievances at
the administration's failure to promote him.

-72-
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~¢3. Community demographics. One component had to take into.
account. the multi-racial character of Urban and its bus-
, sing program.” The ease with which high school ‘students g
.77 T .. could get jobs at Neighbortown and the tourist business
' at Oldtown created goncerns to which another component
had to respond. ' :

ﬂ As these examples indicate,'only.the genena1 outlines of eaoh part;'s

I core concerns were outlfned in fnitial.negotiafions. Other c?noerns were

Aidentified as time passed. Then, if the concern could not’?elreconciled,
the component-school relationship wae;charactérized by, some degree.of«

tensfon. . This tension continued until the issue was resolved or the
j .l

school year' ended. The absence of tension does not indicate the absence

. -

of core concerns.  Rather 1t indicates eithegfthat core concerns were =

quickly resolked as they arose or that no difficulty to'reselve issues

arqse In the time span observed

T

These consideratnons suggested that attentnon should be shifted from

the balande of control to the exlstence of ‘tension-~i. e., the existence

.-of a cond:tion of stress, dnstrﬁst, or hostil®y in the relationship be-

<
_tWeen-RBS and phe teams. Extreme tensiOn could an

id lead to periods

\of confrdntatfon or'conflict between RBS and a teaw.

-.- - . ’

Fielo work suggesfed'
‘that tension!‘pgnified that some imp;sse had taken place. Until the ten~
sion provoking issue was resolved it seemed thet little progress could

be made tn gotng through the Stepé end'scnool oErticipanfs-wou]d withhold

- commitment pending assuphnce that their :nterests would be me® In the

_ extreme, because the component and team operated in a msrket situatton,
S . - » ) . ' |

;
3
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e - failure to reﬁolve the.tension~causing.issueghcopld lead.to the termina-’
- - . ] . 4 \ . .
. ~ , c_
o, - . 'tuon of the relattonshnp
<% ' - ;
N ~ In several schools, the level of tensnon shifted over the year For

. "™ instance, negotiations in Union were characterized by moderate“tension .
) when school staffgﬁhought ‘the texms of thé€ agreement had shlfted Once

they understood the agreement ‘and fthe school joinéd the program tenS|on

“

disaopeared._ In Rural Disthas hsion arose in early planning meetungs

o . . 4
after the agreement had beep.-reached. °An administrator objeeted to the

‘o

. amount of tim® that the I aker wanted to traln teachers and. admsnnstra-
: o ...

‘ LY s
o & tors in the approach Part of the.objection was based on an overlap be-

U

tween the RBS project: “and otﬁer training gorng/on in the drstr:ct wh:ch
- . -
o covered similar material. Once'differences between ojects in the dis-
’ . ' ) ) " * 2 * “ ' .
. " .trict.were clarif{ed and the comp%Peng agreed to some adjustment, posi-

.

. ‘ tnve relatlons were resumed. ‘Qg,the oiher hand tension was loQ,in
. . s
0 A
ﬁldeeburg untll near the end of the school year, when the princnpal real-
:zed that data co%lected on teachers was be;ng tnterpreted to suggest
"‘n
_ _Fchanges in the school that the individual was unw:llsng Q. qeke ' This -
~ . . ’ “" "Q.

tens:on was not resolved at the end&of the sdﬂbol year.

o

x
- )

- " In other teams,’ the level of tension was essentvally constant through--

. L3
L] - A

out xhe year. “Tension .ratings-at the end of the year show that thexe was t

» . L.
LI . . h N LS

{Qt‘ . Thlnking on. ‘this pount kS shaped by Hirschman s (1975;‘&ork on Exit, .

B Vo:ce,“agd L al;x} His work suggests that in market situations,

. e. tension cang ~resolveds by disselving the relationship; the sources
S of tension fMlst be removed to ‘continue work. By contrast in situa- .
- tiens where |nd»ykduals ane cgnstrained from leaving, such as thoge ‘

.. arising within organazatnons, prolonged’ conflict will take place.

’ ©  Such confﬁcg.may lead 'to reso’rutlon or exhaustlon or simply no
~]'1l f _ tErmlnatinn. s . L A - - ‘E e -

< . * .
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only one high case. At Urban some team members continued to attack the

. - 4

refvance of the component's work for the school unt"\l.thé end of the

year. At that schoal it seems’ that a basic agreement Qas never really

1

worked out. Five schools were characterized as having moderate tension.

2

For instance, there_sgemed'to be a constant level of reserve and distrust

at Central. There tensién_was_ﬁqst apparenﬁ.“meh the 1inker violated

the terms of the agreement established-ﬁ;.strongly suggesting. what the

Teachers objected, and the 1inker

content of. the program should

acknowledged thé‘lfmits of é_r&le's entitiement at the next meeting,

.

therébfﬁclarifying the situatioh. .At Riverside, there seemed to be a
constant level of distrust which, according to ope of the RBS peoples .

' Qork}ng fh thé;schobl, reflectqé local éo;ditions more than any actions
. . < .
on. the component's par;iﬁ In thé five reﬁéining schools, temsion was
essentially.nonrexistenﬁ.' : . ..' '. ) ( . f/
l{.” . Table 2 ghows tﬁe're1étf6n§hip§ be tween componeﬁt‘te?m-tengion at
the end“of‘fﬁe year and fhe'two-?ntgfim dﬁmggéions. Botﬁ-relatiﬁnships\

. . ¢ ¢

. - were fairly ctear and negatLve. There was a simple linear relationship

'Y W !

A ' Y i )
between tension afd progress through the steps. The.only off-diagenal : Tt

- | . | ! | . .
' school was Green Hills which only scored fair in spite of low - tension, . o

3 . N 4 Y

The relationship between tension amd ownership did not appear’ to be a

:‘ n%hnple {iﬁear one Rafker;the exiStencé‘of.tengion seemad_to’encou%éée
fieam membérs;té wjéﬁﬁsld cﬁmmftqént unéir the issue @aSjrgsolQéd: Where
.'llthéré~yas any tghsidﬁ; owne}sbip was Iow;~§adhwhére theré was no tensiqn, L
‘ .:some dqlfee of owqeréhjé existed. The ?Q]Y exceptién‘Was SuerS whéke,i“

-
- e ,

_ - . 4
. -
. - <
.‘ - . . . . . -
A : . . > . .
o~ ..‘ . . . . - —75 5 . . , .
T i v ! . . : N )
“‘ : s .
~ . .
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. . TABLE 2
: TENSION AND INTERIM QUTCDMES
: A. Tension and Progress Through the Steps -
. . ) M i - \ . \ . » -
.\\\,E SN Progress: Through the Steps .
P " F . 6
1 our ' T | '7,_ o F .
. | \' ¢ \ ._
’ oy -y (1)
. 1 su  BI . .
" Component~ Ri M _ . ‘?
Team Tension (4) L . (%)
1¢ ‘ _ Gr . Ru . Pa
) o ¢ ‘ : Ne Fa
g .' 3 (1)} ol (5] (6)
N . ﬁ - A)
e (1) (5) (5)
Yo e . . ¢
* . B. Tension and Ownership
L
: Ownefshfp‘
) ‘L N . H
(f Ur'“g ’_“ -
N ’ - il
' (1) . | (1)
S ORI . I Su
. Component- . - & | Bi . ; R |
. Team Tension S €} | ] (h)
: ‘Ne | Fa ‘
N « ) Gl" .' 01 . K
: « S} Ru (3)] Pa (3) | (6)
g i — — -
ST e T w w (3)
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it will be recalled, the teacherig-séﬁ§e of ownership was low but the

[ 3
-
L

4

priﬁcipal}s waé_high,> - ’ : ' .

- ) ————

e _ Facilitators: Linker Behdvior

Increasing attention has been given to the functions which linking
agents perform in disseminating information and bringing about 6rganiza-

tional change (Butler & Paisley, 1978; Hood & Cates, 1978; Louis, 1977).
. ’ & ' 5

According to Louis and Sieber, ghe~major purpose of these agents is ''to

eerve as the vital link between research and practice' (1979, p.9).. The4,

RBS componeﬁts emphasizéﬁ_a similar purpose for their site specialists
who.were to provide a 11nk Between;knowledge'ebout planning (and about

the curriculum areas) and the sites!' development of new programs, How-

Y

ever,.there seemed to be one major d}fference between the wq‘i’of linking

) -

. . %
iterature and that of the RBS linkers. The

agents described in % Q
majority of linker Studies elsewhere apparently had few formal constraints

.placed of the type of ITnkege they developed with clients other than that
&

-they were to provide technscal assistance (e.g., the educatlonal extension
agents In Louis 5 Sieber, 1979) ;. whereas, the RBS I:nkers had several limita-

. tions placed on how they were to work with clients. For, example, RBS staff

r

had jqb responsibflities other ghan site work, which decreased the time .
gi:i:éches partially defined

available for serving clients; the.coﬁponent

. *»

"the relationship. linkers were to have with.clients (e.g.,, the content of .
services aﬁg the type of leadership to be provided); and the app}oaches

were exblained.go:elients which helped narrow ¢lients' expectation@§for
how -1 inkers were to behave. - ' e s

ot . AR ~
§ . ; .
L . .

As noted.elsewheré ln this report, not all RBS staff viewed themselves s

Tinking agenfs. However. according to Louis and Sieber's-definition, |

this terr most accurately describes the functaons they performed, and

its usage greatly simplifies the prose. Y |
L | \. . _7771 R
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For these reasons it was possible that the behavior of RBS staff

. . RN

did not'vary enough among the sites thb serve *as explanations for the

variance observed in ownership and going through the steps. 'However; the

- .

. _ » '
case histories suggested that linker behavior was a critical factor, and

4

the kind of relationship the linker established w%th‘g'site seemed .particu-

larly important. In order to see if*1inking activities were relatgd to
project outcomes, three aspects of how the linkers Interacted with the
}

sites were examined: (1) the frequency of contact with a site, (2) the"

range of site staffecontacted, and (3) thEJnumber\of functions linkers - .

performed at a site.

" An initial problem was to identify the linker .to whom the variables

“ * ! b3 }
applied. The linker could have been conceived as a component, an indiv-

& . . .’
idual site specialisty;-or both. Bgéause éach compeonent assigned a spec~

-

ific individual to be the person primarily responsible for working with

» p ' e . A LN

a2 site and because conventionally the term,ﬁllnker“'has referred to an
Qst,.-_ ~ .
nndivndual rather than an organization or an Qigaggzatlonal sub-unit, the
S \
component site specialist was conssdered to be the 11 e

v+ However, qd-
ditional component staff also prov:ded services to the shtes, either

difectly or indirectly through deyelopment work at RBS. 'Thus, "the l;nk~
,égés.both bétween a site and a[jinkér and between a site and a component

as a wholg were examined. _ . \\
. . * ‘ '

-

Frequency of Contact - ) ;
Frequency of iinker contact with a site was d# ined as the number of
actual visits a 1 nker made to a site. The number oﬂa&isits varied from -
- _ .

r



ey, S

1

a low of .four to a high of greater than 20.

1

‘rated as low if the number of visits was te

\ .number was-greater than ten. Five sites wePdjrated low, and six were

-

.. rated high. {

~~

Component contact was the percentage of si isits In which compo-

nent staff other than the linker were also present. _I|f ather stayff accom-
. ~ - . ? . A

panied the Iinqu‘iess muﬂiso percent of thé'tiﬁe, component contact was

cansidered to be-low; otherwise component contact was high. The frequency

-

of component contact was low at five ;’gss and high at six.

It was possible for, the two contact measures to vary independently.

That Is,ca linker could have visited a site only a few times and havg?

~N

h L 3
been accompanied by other component staff each time. |In this case linker.

*céontact woulé '%ge been low and compenent contact high. Likewise, a link-
. : ‘ «
“er could haye visited a site many times and only infrequently have been

-joined"by other component staff, in whic¢h case. the révefse would be true.

In fagt, the data showed that th@re-were no mixed cases; ites were

L ‘f‘ .
-

characterized &? either low contact with a llnkeﬁ\?nd a comporent or high

' ~ .
contact wil@ both. For this reason the two contact megpures were col- -

*

lapsed #to a single measure for analysis. ‘:;

» [

Al of one component's%sltes were low contact thes, and all of

nother component s sites were hngh contact sites. The tN rd. component
- N ",
had one low and two h h sites Thus, this variable reflected mostly

-

. across, rather than within, component differences.
. - - - o .
_ . e .
Table 3 Indicates that there was no relationship betwéen frequency

‘; of contact and &ither interim outcome. This lack of a relationship was

2 *

.‘_ . ‘e . .
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not taken to mean that f eqyéncy of contact Wbs‘not importont; rather, it
suggested that thevarialle may have operated differently from one ‘site
'to anothor. For e&ample, the qualitative data showed that the high fre-
quéncy of tontact at Urban was largely a component reSponsé‘to onstable
condfﬁfoasaot‘the_site,‘?nclud\ng'low team commitment to the;projpct. |

y

On the other hand, at Patriot much interaction between the school and

»

RBS-was necessary to negotiate an initial understanding; which thed paved

A ?

the way for planning to .progress and for local ownershnp to develop. Thus, .
‘é

in the farst Instance, high contact was Jargely a conSequence of school

related factors; h the second it was a precursor of latir developments.

~

Range of Contact

/

. / . ’ ‘
In addition to the fyequehcy of gontact with the sites, the }inker

‘had the opportunity to manage the range of contacts, i.e., the number of

different peoplé or positions-in the sbﬁool district inQolved ingthé

. " - »!

\\pﬁocess."By broadeniﬁg the range of _contacts, linkers could increase -

the amount of staff parttcfpation in plannrﬁq Aithough'pasf‘reseaﬁch
s . el ,
is amblguous, the belief that part?cnpation tncreases a ‘sense of owner= -

—
>

ship is frequently repeated (See Chapter,it) Examrnation of range of ~:

cog&act provided an opportunity to assess ths contributnon that an out-

2
.

*

side ltnker could make to interna‘#participataon.‘ . A

<

-

At all project sTtes linkerq.and Qther componenti? afi met with

‘ school tmprovement teams.’ ..In addltlon, l'nke?é met With a smaller group
. § . BY A Y
of individuals or. with a single fndtv:dual to plan the team’ meetings.

«
)

Thus, participants were invole d at two levels: doing pFOJeCt tasks and

- - : . " " ‘ ./
. _ ) . .
. 'a
, .

e




. helping to decide éhatyg

.Highs.- The number of positions

-high} For..this measure tﬁgre yere'ééyen-hiéﬁé‘and four ,lows.

. : . . - .
Al *
. .
R . . . -
. ; ..
» - . . !
\ ’ . . !

2

how'project taskgg&ould’bé done. For this

reason the range o 'fé“Sta:f ;on;ected had to be defined at botﬁ;levél§.

-

xsponsibility of the Hr;jﬁr to work with the

Because it.was largely the r

& A

) : i, . . : = .
people who helped set meéting agendas linker rafige of contact was defined
as. the number of :-positions represen}ed in this groﬁp1 Because the planning

team was the focus of the components' efforts, component ranhge of contact

-

was defined as the number of positions represented on the team.

LN .

o ’ . : .
The set of possible positions to be_inccudgd in either group was stu-
dent,.téaéher, guidance counselor, building~]éVel administratof,'aistricti
level administrator, community representative, and other. The number of

positions was used as a measure because the literature on using teams of

internal change agents in the change process suggests that such teams can

prométe the agceptance of an gnnovationrin a échpol district (e.g., Goodsan,

-

. - ‘ , - _

Hugstram, 1971)." .Thus, by increasing the participation of site staff from
T - *

different'levels in the system, it was likely that the linker.could at

R
)

‘Ieasf'partiall§ influence the degree to which a”préject was succesgfhl,

hd ¢

o . .. . . X ) % .
The variance in each range gf'contact measures was small. Linkers

planned meetings w?tq incymbents' of one; two, or three pesitions.. One
. Y s 4 . ° “~. - . . Q' . s i
was rated low; two and three were rated high. There were six lows and five

on the planning teams ranged from three
, = - g0 Co S
to seven. -Three and four were considered fow; five, six, and sgven were
. . . . . ! ‘. - -

Table™ 4A \shows. an almost: perfect inverse relationship between the

two measures. The only éxception was Farmcentes where tMe rating for each

ey ;” »

Cug "
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RANGE OF CONTACT- AND INTERIM OUTCOMES

~

-

A. Comparison of Linker and Component Measures -
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_variable was hfgh. As was the case with freduenéy of contact, this finding

~ }

largely reflected across compénent differences because only one component
contaiged both lows and highs. |
No reﬂétionship was found between the component range of contact anﬁﬁ
) , \
either of the interith outcomes. Although there seemed to be vary weak
poéitive relafionships between the 1inkey rangé of contact and the two out=--
comes-ETables 48 and 4C), generally the inclusion‘of individuals from
a vafigty of positioss within a schoo! system did little to facilitate
planning or to create a.sense that a project belonged to the distric;.
One interpretation of this finding was that broad participation, at least
. '
‘as measured by the range of positions contacted, was not a critical linlg
in the change process. A second interpretation was suggested in‘the gase
histary, and that was that'the positions key contacts in the échool‘bc-
cupied w3as less important than the amouht of;{nfluence they had. The degr%e_
to which the projects at the case history schools mbved‘smpothfy partially
depended upon the ability of these individuals to command resources or
-to elicit participation from site staff. In some of the‘othet'sites it
may have beén that even though the teams included incumbents from positions
to théh'considerable formal authority was attached .(e.g., department
chairperéong, bqilding ;dministratérs; or district supervisors), the in-
dfv}duals did not pé;sess the a;tual fnfl&ence necessary to overcome barriers.W
encountered dufing blannlng. In tﬁis‘way progress ;oulq:rga!‘been impeded
even when a team had representation from a wide qangéﬁof positions. Moré_
over, the presence of members holding upper-level positions in the school
.

systéh could have stifled the participation ofilower participants who may

A .
. .

~8k-;
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| g 7
. “# The ratings yielded three

L e e e o

I ,
‘not have been optimiétic about successfully implanting any decisions which
were contrary to what thejir superiors favored. If this were the case,

then power-equalization may not have operated as Leavitt (1965) hypothesized
in cases whqre representation on the team was not tantamount to actual par-

*

" ticipation in decision-making.

Number of Functions

The.Srimary 1inkingfunctii:/EB§t RBS ;taff'performed was providing

help with new program planning. /This was in accordance with the component
. R \

approached which), as was noted in Chapter |, defined the linkers as technical

)

- process-helpers. However, at some sites linkers performed additional tasks
—as well. For exampTe@'at_Patriot the linker not only helped to guide the
team through the component's steps but also worked to develop good ‘inter-

-personal relationships among/team members and shared specialized knowledge

-

from the curriculum area. At Bigtown the linker assisted the district in 2

L4

writing a proposal to obtain outside funds. Thus, linkers functioned as

facilitators of interpersonal relations, technical assistance tonsultants,

. and problem-solvers in addftion to being process-helpers.

N

¢

If a Tiker-pegformed a single function at a site, the individual was

rated as low on this variable; if a linker mostly performed a single

»

function but occasionally performed several otherS, the linker was rated
as medium; if a linker clearly penfotTed several functions at a site and
. allocated considerable time to‘each, the linker was considered to be ﬁigh.
. . .

linkers who were high, four who were low, and

. four who were somewhere in between. This finding indicaied that some

-

“

. Subsequent research has had a strong emphasis on mapping the social rela-
tionships among actors at the sites: The data from this effort promise
to inform further the above speculations.

A

..8'5“ ' ‘ R
19y
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ﬂ! linkers found it necgssary to stray somewhat from the process-helping role

' / | -

defined for them in the component approaches. /

/

a f/
The same continuum was applned to componenﬁ staff. For a component

t

/
‘to be rated as low, no component staff member other than .the linker could
/

have performed more than one function for a gite. For example, at Green
. ’ / ,
Hills other component staff only visited tb@ site to provide technical

-

eXperti;o for a specifﬁo task. For a‘EoTéonent to be rated as high, at

. N : / .
least one component staff member other than the linker had to perform

s . ;
¢ ’ N [

multiple functions on site. This occurred at Riverside where another com-
- L N
ponent staff member became inwolved in building team relationships in
. ¥

addition to providing technical assistance. }he component rating yielded

!

Y, threetsites.where component staff were high and eight sites where compoment
)/ staff were low. e , - N 7
' ' *
‘/ The variance in this variable was not great enaugh to expect it to be

A}

' usefuf in subsequént analysis.\ The lack of variance was not suprising in

l.ight of the way in which other component staff were used by linkers. -When

il

a linker,encountered a problem beyond his or *her expertise or when additional -
) ' v T - .
technical skills were needed at a particular point in planning, ;he linker V

brought in help from the components._ Component staff rarely had the op-

A

portunnty to interact with snte staff for  any reason other than the one

- .

they were ‘asked to address. Thgkfﬁfeptlons were Rural District, Urban,

e andﬂﬁlversnde.

‘No rélataonshnp ex:sted between the’ component measure and the two

v

‘ Enterim'outcomés. Nor was .there a yelaZénship between the number .of

* : “ - _A_ [ r f
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functions an individual linker performed and how well a site went through
“ - Py !

( _ the steps.(Table GA) . Herver, Table 5B §hew§;a weak negagTve\relation- .

; ship between the linker mea§hre and ownership. This suggested that ownér-
o~ . . _ . . T o
sth was higher where 1inkers performed fess of a variety of functions.

. [N , | . . - \

/‘/

/ Therejkefe at least two possible internretatlons of thés latter finding.

-~

~

One, because the linke;f:?yformed fewlfunctions at' thé'site, the planning

team had more responsi itigs.  Then, as a reéull of Earryiné\out these

responsrbnlltnes, the team began to feel that the prOJect belonged to .

4hem rathg$§ihan to RBS anversely, .f a linker adppted a broader def}: .

nition of his or her role, a team was left with feu:respon5|bnlrt|es..,

Thls.decrease; opportunigy to particinate then could, have led to a loweF' _ ’ .
- sense of ounership. Two, the Finéing‘;euld have been the lesult of a linker o

response to site conditions. In other words, at those sites where  the : -

" team participated ‘actively from the beginning and tnbs quickly dBveloped o ‘.
ot . : A " . o '
a sense of owngrship, there was no need for the linker to behave.other - - \\\"‘
than as a facilitater ,of planning; at the sites whete ‘fhe team did- not
Y \a ' ' :

*

-particupate so readlly and dud not demonstrate a sempse of dwnefshlp, the

llnker had i63broaden the enactment of ‘the linking role in*order to move:.

. " ~y ‘ ' MR
the sute'through the steps on schedule. - T
: 4 ' T . o N
)
The qqalitatuve data favored the latter ;ggﬁipretation For example, D W
at Oldtown the. team qutckly accepteﬁ the idea that tE 3ro;ect belonged ‘
‘.b . ’

o theg. Team members refused to rely on the linker even when the teamf{

: ’ c ‘ - i \ ‘ . ( * ' K n-l
« became bogged down over a particular l;i:e. In response to one member.'s“¥

,

solicitation. of th linker‘slhelp,rapotHeF"member said 'No, this is up *~ = .

* . Y L . .
» N . b}
- - . b ' Q’., * + hd b A )
. i . . . - )
k . j | : - v ! ' u'
1 g * ? ['} Na Tos . . .
. “ .
. fe . '
. ! '
. P
-87.. T - . .
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Number of
Linker
Functions

Number of
Linker
Functions

Pa = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, Ru = Rural Dzstrnct. Fa'~ FarmcentW,
Ur = Urban, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Ne = Nelghbortown

Mo

Number of Linker Functions and Progress Through the Steps.

' N

"TABLE 5

o

.

Progréss Through the Steps

.

‘A
o‘ -

NUMBER OF FUNCTIONS AND INTERIM OUTCOMES
. it - ’ ®

]

.
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Green Hills, Bl = B‘gtown, 0l = Oldtown.'
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to us.'" . Consequentty the linker performed only the process-helding tasks

A

. originally indicated to the team: 'making materials available to the team

.and introducing the' steps of the -process.- On ‘the other hand, at_Central

.

. the team wgs more willing to approve what others had done than to perform

N ~ .
.

tasks themselves. As a reshlt the Tinker actually did a large portion
. . L‘ C '

of ~the plamning. .

) TN . . > \ ) /f\

"Relationship between Componenf_and

— L]

Linker Behaviqr \

The component approaches seemed to structure 'linker ~behavior for the

most part.. For example, the linkers' frequency of ;onta;i‘and rangesof con-

tact varied more across components than within\componénts. .Only the*number

.
. »

of. functions linkers performed varied irrespective of the components. How-

[ ¢ .
-

ever, this suggested that although linkers had little discretiion in some
BN SN : - o <

areas, they had to-adapt to different conditions once at Ehe sites., As

[ was seen in the case histories, the linker was the critical person for .

\

( \\fMaking thé approaches. useable at the sites. This necessitated pot only

. adjusting the approaches but also changing the kinds af activities the

Vinker performed. Because diffarent school contexts required some linkers
. : ", ’
to perform many functions and others ;nly_? few, no strong relétionships_
Y []
were found betwegn‘thjé aspect\o?'linker bgHavior ;nd the interim outcomes.
.Howev;r“ it méy_have‘b;én tééé had linkers not madeféucé adjus;ments, thef
. : - « g .

. . * . -~ .$
continuance of the projects would have beek jeopardized.

" . .. .

- . . . -

-
-
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Facllitators: Contextual Factors

A variety of survey and qualitative data indicate that the context ¢

»

”

In"which a change. takes place has.at’ least as‘great-an'impact on the
- \ . v V CILY ~ .
.change process as the specific strategies employed (Berman ‘and Mclaughlin, ¢
. LR . _ . _ _
' 1977; Herriott and Gross, 1979). While a fuller analysis of .the contri- -

bution of school contexts to the use of RBS' approaches awaits analysis

of survgy'déta'and additional field work in schoo%s, some clues are
. : © N
- available from observation of the first year's. work: This observation

’

. suggested thaﬁ special attention should be paid to fhe-sﬁppoxt deriving

-

. from the central offlge and to_the motivations 6f team‘members.
- . }

-
.

Central‘bffice Support

The central office was impoftant.té initial planning work for a num-

. .
3

' ber of reasons. First, it wsually served as a gatekeeper. Typically,
r .

' : ‘ / - , -
the component would make its initial request and presentation at that

M €

C - level, often directly to the superintendent. Central office personnel

cqgldlend'the recruitment proceséﬂat that poi:ﬁ. 1f further exploration

‘s
~

Y

took place, the central office often selected. the school with which the

-

component worked “or at. least limited the choice. Second, the central
» o ‘ . ' ' . s - .
office cqntrQIled critjcal'reséurcqs. Teachers were unwilling to partici-
.I . o M ,'\ ’ .
1
pate in the program after school without compensation, and RBS was un-

e .
-

. . « A . "o
g ‘ willing to pay for their time. _The only way to form a team was to take

- time during the school day or du;}ng.staff,jn-service days. While the
" former procedure was more typical, either way required a commitment on :

1 : € . Teo. " _ .
the district's part to pay for substifute teachers or to forego other

1 e

. -

. training. ‘Finally,* the district was an Impbrtant source of endorsement.< - '\




- . .

and ét:ea*cher&z often did not initially understand w

-
-
. .

paQL|CIpat|on in the progran1“ Under these condit
dorsement "helped to shéw not only -that particij@ion would not be punished

t also to give staff some initial faith that
. *

off ' ; )

In rating schools, most attention was paid to the kind of endorsement

-
-

the central office providea rather than resourees-provideg. There was * 1 5

I
A

onI[ one instapce where paying more attent:on t6 resource prdv:suen would

have suggesteﬁ a modification of a rating. Urban had the only central of-

$
-

f:ce that.was rated low on support. Field researchers' observations and

Al
v

the linker's co&mentg suggested that the central office's.role was non-
g . !
18

. supportive. Although permission was granted to allow the component to
/ . .
approach this .school-~and in fact it was suggested because of its racjal

tension=-the central office did nothing to endorse the project at the'

beginning or later. VYet, unlike Riverside and Suburb (two other teams

. =
from,the component that were rated as moderate) the Urban.central office
- - R . . . ! . C ’ ¥
dig provide money for substitutes. ' ’ ' '

-
A}

In all, one schoo) was rated as having low central office support.

.
*

For. five support was moderate, and in another five it w§§ high. A high
o) . . - )
rating was givénu&hen central offlice represehtatives gave the project . _
. . \

-

L\ . ' L . . . .
initial endorsement, attended most meetings, as‘ continued to ipdicate
. i )

" acfive suppert for it.” For instance, the Rural. stperintendent attended

- .

o ald but one of the RBS &eeﬁings “in the district. To persuade principals

"to do the observation requ1red by the® component approach the superuntenQent
A A ST e

LS
- v \ »

. ‘ . . .‘ g R 10{' ‘e A



volunteered'to do some. To build teacher support for the‘project, ad-.

ministrators were told, 'l want people to get the ‘'invented here' message

r

across_real strong, and | want to act -as {f {t's our program."” Later, .,

development process and our persgnnel appraisal process.' A moderate

t

rating was given when the central office gave an initiiﬁhendorsement but

_Iittle follow-up. For instance, the central office contact for the River-

side school told administrators that the individual wanted RBS in the

schaol -and made some’follow-up telephone calls to the component linker
~ , . N
to ascertain progress on the effort; however, the contact never attended

Q
meetings,at-the school.

r . L

Table 6 shows the relatioﬁshfps betweqn central office support and

3 .

. vy
" the two interim qutcomes. \Thé relationship between central office sup-
d ’

"port and progress through -the steps was extreafly strong and posittve.

. k.
There were no off-diagonal schools at all. The relationship with owner-

» .

. * 3 .
in the extreme off-diagonal corners, several schools fell above the di- -

agonal indicatinhg that teams maintained reservations in spife of central

X . .

office support:

Problem-Solving Motivation 4 . o

r ) -. o‘n .'o "co
o Several recent studies indicate that the motivations of individuals

. : s X '

and groups to take part in a%roject can have important ‘consequences for

the chapge process; For lns;ancé, Greenwood, Manﬁ, and Mclaughlin (1975)

)

., ] ' , ’ Y
distinguish between opportunistic and problem-solvipg motivations. The

. N - 1,;’ . L3 .
opportunistic projects were a response to avaijable'federal funds so
N ¢ ) Y
RS ";

Y

- oL . & w . . . .

the superintendent .told teachers, ''This is a centinvation of our curriculum-

FE

ship was also strong, although not perfect. Wkile there were no schools - |
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. . ¢ AN
CENTRAL OFFICE SUPPORT AND INTERIM OUTCOMES

A. Central Office Support and Progress‘ﬂhrbugh the Steps
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. \ . .
“little sernous chaﬂge was attempted or. occugyfd The problem-solving .

L3

projects‘emergedvfrom-locafly fdentified needs; they led to projects that

\

<
often broke new grouna fn educational~ practuce for a schoo! . Firestone

-
- »

(1979a) describes a snngle prOJect ‘where teachers and admnnlstrators had

very different ldeas about what| changes were needed. While .the adminis-

- ' N

t?atbrs were able to control the outcomes of planning, the project had

»
N

been transformed to reflect teachers' ideas after two years of implemen~
tatioh. Finally, Daft and Becker (1978) argue that most inrovations are
édopted by '“idea champions’' who see the need for a specific 5faétice

within their own-afea of responsibility.

-

Observation of the éomponents' recruitment activities suggested that

hed
-
B

opportunistic and problem-solving motivations could vary separately.

.
.

ﬂéometimes'? district could be both at once (Firestone, 1979a).' For in-

stance, the Rural superintendent Qés.définitely interested in rai§ing,’

test scores tthughout the district, a concern’ that was Péinforced by

. L

pew.fami[ies moving into the district who were disappointed with i?g past

.

performance, However, -he district was actively seeking support from

< . ' ~ .
- . & ;
four programs in a number of areas. It had also wpn an ESAA desegrega-*
tion grant. 4 : .

[ *

P2

As a,first,ﬁpproxjnation, attention was focused on the ltevel of the

team's pfoblem~solviﬂg rotivation and not pn-the extent of Qpportuqism.

‘ However, since past research jndicated that different groups wight see_

-— . e
N E

different'préb[ems, the mot‘vations of -the principal and teachers were

eiémined~sepérately in each team, AR ’

> _ > ;

' L]

 J - <
- 4 . . “
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. . . E . ¢ [ W
High motivation was defined as a situation where the individual qF
ot . t .

group was strongly enough motivated toParticipate in the project because
. 2 ) . . LI {\
of concern about the substantive isfue involved. For instance, the Farm-
4 . : m
, center principal indicated a strong iQ&E:ij} in %ge component's curriculum
. ' ;7oA
area and reported that the 'school's parents were similarly dbncerned.; The |

P ' '

. . i .
motivation stemmed from either an intrinsic-interest in the subject:matter’
. . ! ‘

or some problem plaguing the school that team members thought the com-

- L

- ponent's approach would solve. The Union teachers' concern over,pu}iput

sgheddﬁing was such a proEIem. "? ,
Moderate problemﬁsolviﬁg.motivatlon‘wag a siéuatidﬁ‘where the in-

« dividual or gréup was .amenable to'the apérgaah, but deeded ' some addi;iona]'l

. impetus.fa take ﬁart. For instan;e, the teachers In Ngigh?orto&q’&ére v

-~

concerned about students dropping out of school earl§ to find jobs, bu%_

¢ N . ) . .
they did not evidence the degree of consgrp in Union. .‘In some {nstances,

\
> -

ajmoderatf rating was given ‘where someone. Ytad gome” sense.of a problem, but

: . . ’ X ‘ :
the actual problem seemed unclear. For instaﬂée,'the Suburb’principal de- .
. / . :

[

. N - l } l " ‘. p - . . L3 . ’
- sscribed -several concerns at different times pnqludang/an interest in /

+ - developing the kind of skills tH%t.the compéned;'was{?ostering, a con- L
: 5 . _ , )

1

péecn to strengthen the séhooh's curriculum, and an interest in using the.
component's abproach tiihélp défine school goals. as. required by, the state'§
{ - s / . .

L]
e

'SChod}‘iﬁprogﬁment program. . - :  a
 Low. problém-solving motivation encompassed both passive ac¢®ptahce--
. . - . . . ) - . K "
. * : . : .
as In the case of the Riverside‘principal who was the onlygprincipal who .

.k

-

.
-~

¢ ; . .

-~

, , 7..'

» ~ * . ) - . . e o« . -~ . - S re e
U fdid not attend team meetings--and active opposition. This latter'condntnyn
-0 {._ L ¢ < s N . . ) . .

-

/ - A

p .. *

®
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.
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» .\—-
- was found only among weachers in Urban where several thought that it was:

.
.

. ' ‘ more important to_péve'an adequate heating system to get the school through .

the winter than to devélop a rnew project. These teachers repeatedly’%p-

®

posed the whole effort. - . *
Table 7 shows a simultaneous plotting of the motivations of teach- .
- - ers and principals. It indicates that the motiyations of the two groups

should be treated separat%ly. . While‘the principat and teachers were rated

-

» . [
the same in seven schools, there were four exceptions.® Three of these
¢ _ .

wére in the extrenme off-diagonal cells which suggested there was_né e

.

relationship, among the variables at all.
Becayse teachers and principals seemed to develop their own sense
of what constituted a problem, the relationships betueen the two Qroups"

problem-solving motivations and the interim outcomes were examined separately.

Table 8 presents the ‘plots for teachers. This factor was positively re-
: _ ‘ ' ) .
lated to progress through the st%ps. While there were numerous off-diagonal

scho&ls,.hoﬁe of ﬁhem fell into the extreme corners. |f anything {hé

- relationship between teachers' problem-solving méiivation.and,ownefship
of the p}ocess was eveﬁ clea;er. Only‘two of the schools fell of%nthe
| diaéon?l. The ;%gatest exception was Riverside where owhership was l?w
in spite of a strong initial sense of a pfoblem among teachers.“ The - ; :
si;uatfop at Rivérside may have been a reflaction of the large number of‘.
students on the team ﬁhere;' Seéause thére were. more étudents thanaadults,
the linker encouraged teachérs to act as discussion leaders rather than

g T . CsTe

participants. Althougf teachers were strongly motivated, their training
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PROBLEM=-SOLVING MOTIVATION OF PRINCIPAL AND TEACHERS
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: TABLE 8
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i TﬁACHERSf PROBLEM-SOLVING MOTIVATION AND INTERIM OQOUTCOMES
{f ' . ’ '
A. Teachers' Problem-Solving Motivation.anp Proaress Through the Steps
Progress Through thf Stéps
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Problem- : Ra.‘ Su -
. M Ne oA
solving (3) ol ®
Motivation — 3
Mi Ur Gr
L Bi _ . ' . ) '
(3) (1) ; (4)
(W) (4) (3)°

'Pa = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, Ru = Rural District, Fa = Farmcenter,
Ur = Urban, Rf = Riverside, Su =+Suburb, Ne = Neighbortown, Gr = -

. Green Hills, Bi = Bigtown, 0} = Oldtown.
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b1y réi?ﬁed their sense of commitment to theﬁactivity as opposed

3

made decisions.

- \ / Al “ . .

/Ta le 9 p{gsehts the results for the principals' problem-solving
. 1 ' . :

mo.ixﬂﬁion.' Tbéée gelaﬁionsﬁips'were much weaker. There-seemed to be a
«’\-"_’( - .
‘_fl .

§g§KV elatlonshup between the prnncnpal‘s mqttvatuon and progress through

A1,

thé’steps. lﬁfan interpretatibn could be drawn from this table, it was

that the prungipal's concern faczlntate% the process; but the position of

Urban suggestgh that the princf%al may have not been able to*overcome 5E§?

LY

adamant teacheg opposition. The relationship with ownershtp was even more

-

-

tenuous. . While thiégewere seoép schools on the diagonal for a positive
e

re four exceations'including two in one extreme cor-

relationship, ther
T \

ner. i N
. . ‘ .

-

"The differences between Tables 8 and 9 were-attributed to\four schools:

Urban, Middletown, and Bigtown where the principals” sepse of a prollem

was strongér than the teachers' and Riverside where the reverse was true.

-

It was tempting to suggest that in the absence of agreement there was a

_probtlem' , 1.8., the concern of oné*hp could not easily o'vercome@he

Véssitude of the otherS. This interpretation was suggested graphically by

moving the position of Riverside on Table 8 to reflect the loﬁ sense of a

problem by the princibal rather than tﬁe strong sense among the profession-
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’\i'.";; © . A Princupals* Problem-SOIV|ﬁg Motuvatloh and Progress Through the Steps'
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el ¢ - H : R ettt b 0ol :

Citen . U ool IS
“ Principals - B , R -
. Princip o . _ o ' B
.. -, Prdblem- . < LSu : ) Ne "&
. , .M L Mi . , ’ Ru .
@ -.Solving - . T gyl @) ®
* o Motivatuon _ ' — ‘
S L Ri } »
. - 1. S
e | . Gr - N ,
‘ _. (2) (2)
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‘ B. Principal's Problém-SolvingQMotivaf{On qnd‘Own'
N N ? - {T’ Ownership
. L o
T Bi 1
« B Ur & Lo R )
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' Green Hulls. Bi = Blgtown, 01 = Oldtown. :
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; R As a final step the relat!onshlps among the four sets of dimensions

]
<

.

~

discussed above were ‘examined: |nterlm outcbmes, RBS: school reégiionship, N

linker b;havuor and school’ context. Thls is accomplnshed through Fﬁgure L.

a

. \
- Thns figure hlghlqghts‘a‘numben of :mportant re]ationships among the
) 3 . * . : “ < - ‘ . * o '
dimensions. First, there Wl no systematic rélationship.between'the com-~

ponent\~uih which a team worked and the progress it made Section 2A

aw .

"_ presents” information on the interim outcomes for all schools, and shows :
how the school§~were ordered in terms of tﬁqse outcomes., '{Pe second row
= - , . , .5 ‘ ' . ’ . - ‘.;‘
of the table indicates the component with which each team worked. &£ach
. : . < .

component had one school that went through the steps well and that also

»
N -

develbped a high sense of ownership.. Two components had.oneeschool that

2

- did well technically but that did not develop a high level of commstment

Onlx one component had a school that did Q\%rly technucally and that also
developed a low sense of commi tment. \ -

Second, where things went well, a number of factors combined to con-

tribute to the s@%cessful outcomes. At Patriot, Oldtown, and Farhcenter,f

ia[l-the contéxtua}‘Faétorg and tﬁe,cq&béngpt*team'relationsbip wrked i
faédréf:the team. 'Supportiwas hiéh and.tehéion was low. _é& contrast,
eQerytthg_w&rke& against:thg Urban tgam:except that the principal had a
stro?g mqt%tétion to:work with problems ?eiated'tg‘the componemf's cur- 2 '

' rlculum.qrea. Thié presentStion suggééted that the principai'g métjvatibn

~ could not overcome a number of additional mitigating factors.
Fod L4

Finally, the linker variables Hid'not obeF;te tike the others. The
' "_ f : ’ -t < e .- . [ 4 \/ |

L]

-~

T R

e : 1o
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interim outgome dimerisions, tension, and the team-district fattozs ald. o
’ ¢ cye . . , . . _\
seemed to vary the'iqme way§ The linker variables followed a diffferent -

3 * |

y . .

i Qafterﬁq 'Figure b suggests that linking behaviors Qeré determined largely

by component pa}icﬁes while the interim onthme§ and degree of tension in

. -~ .

the Helétionshfg seemed to be.m§ﬁe c1osely‘relatéd to séhoo} qoﬁtextual
. ) . "_ - . - N . ‘ B -

» # . ‘. ’ -t . f " - . ’
factors. C s I e . T
' '4 R . . 3. »

L)

Yet, the case history data suggested that this conclusjon may'bé too |

. . . . R LX
simple. For instance, tension was reduced-at Urban .largely because the

' comgonent.ﬁtaff were able to negollate-an ;grégment on.actibitie; that was;

'sbtis?éétérf to School and district personnel. On the q}hér hand,‘;ens[on
incrigseg at Cent(al when-the linker began playiﬁg.a'more act%ve rqle i@

”meeti;gs. These considerationg suggestéd that'téam and district factors

.; had a Signifiqadt ¥mpact on the o;}gomes'of plaﬁnihé, perhaps more sfg-

— ~

bulg. ) " . Y ’ N -

nificant than the kind of approach chosen. There were no obvious patterns
. » -

as to which lidking behaviors Iéq to certain outcomes. Rather the linker

_ .-
seemed to be imqortan€ as an agent.who could adjust the component's ap-

L] L
3 * »

'« proach to local conditions. .
e . o
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Ly e s e CONCLUSION ¢
L, . Y . - . : N ‘ . N
- g
.. ‘7( . ln concludfng this report, the ftndlngs are summarlzed, and some
. questlons wh?ch were stimulated by the initnal analyses are raised. .
- TN U initial Findingst e o - .
[T ’ . LI ) ..' ' - -~ .

‘. Nhi1e»résults must be viewed in the absence of implementation data, - -

- * ¢

some Inltlal conclusnons have been reached with respect to the issue of

combinlng rationallty and cooperatuon, the nature of - school-asslstance

3

. agency cooperatlon, and the contributions GY;J:mkers and tbe schools to

" the change process. ' o
Cdmbining Rationality. and Cooperation : . . :
. \ ‘ ..
‘RBS” seéks to combrne two Frequently endorsed qualitnes for change ef—

¥

forts--ratfonal planning and cooperatlve relationshnps-—nn its approaches

- » L

for school improvement. The corporation's strategy is to develop process |

Qe g

.
L]

»

&

" helping procedures geared towards resolving techhical-~-as opposed to ‘social
. ’ . , : ‘A
:bsychological:-Tssues. 'Separate approaches are being developed for each

content'area. The cross- site analysis does not Ind:cate any maJor differ-

( . ences among - the approac?es In thelr aBiLity to achieve outcomes re]ated
to rat:onality and)coOperation. This sumilarfty is not surprfsing whnle

§

those close to the three components emphasnze the differences ‘In their ;

R J

-

e sets of steps developed and conceptions of cooperation, there Is a strong

' %
similarnty arong the approaches - -(.‘ e
e *

Although the process- helplng role wgs intended to be & way of com-

. !
- >

bfnfng an :nterest in rationality and., in fostering cooperatnve relation-

N ”

sh!ps; examination of: activltles at the case hnstory sites revealed a

< . L -.. l*-‘ -‘D_.““ ' ) \ ) | | A\
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. " 9 - M * - ’ - L4 ‘ . C
.- tension between &hese tﬂb |deal characterNstics., It was difficult to move,

X . -

LS - -
.

through a set. of steps For ndentlfynng discsepanenes between goals and
4 . .q:; y

'performance in a systematic manner wHule leav:ng conesderable d:screttOn KR

' . R . ¢

i A :
with school people. There was a tendency ta enther emphasize moving ex- ;u‘.: L
IR

- Eed:ilously thrdhghfthe stéps which reduced the team' s sehse.oF ownershlp o

or to play @a low key leadershlp role whtch |ncreased the tnme needed to |

*a
comogete the process and did lnttle to alleviate confusnon among team

[}

members . However, the cross- snte analysis and the fnefd data indicated a

po&itive, reciprocal relationship between the two characteristics. The case
at’ Uﬁron showed that nbtual attainment of both was possible where the
llnker was able to malntann.a balance/between follownng the approaches and
]ocal control s Maintaining such a balance was Facil?tated where,time"and
the'teamﬁs understanoing of the process were not problens.

/ ' h | . » oa - . - . ' :

- Rethinking Cgoperation . ' R R v

/ - .. t ' [N

. One of the most important conceptual developments in this report was =~ &

A

the rethunking of the concept of cooperat:on. Insofar as past thinking

has been based oﬁ research wuthsn formal organlﬁettons that examines the

L .

:mpact of partjcnpation on umpfementation, gt has ?een seruously misledd-

';E,:ng,; The nntra-organizational setting is: characterized by consrderably . S

.. *
.

. more cohstraint thén the_relat?onsh}b between two agencies.frﬁhis ponstraint

- - < ) * < ]

5Stems trom the,hierarchy of offiqes; farmal authority,.and organizational ,

- . . R
-~

,rules th@t character:ze schools and other organizatlons. *By constrast,

each coMpOnent was an nndependent organizat:on (or organizatsonal unit)

o~
¢ .

-tbét developed an_;g;eement with another organization--g schoolrjto engage
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'y

.in a set o#.attivixies that were Expeéted to Sgkmutually benefiqialf The

-

school *(og. district) aRd the assistanceé agemcy were For@él éqﬁéls 6pquxing'

* ¢ J . .
in some kiﬂE“of'market.‘ Each had @ number of options available-to it ard
’ . k . . « P. . . . - L . .
was relatively unconstrained -in seékin%;gpose:opt?ons. Moreover, each .had.

~ N ) -

} ~ ) N . - Ll D o - . . . . -~ "., :
- cére'of non-negotiable expectations for the relationships 1f .thosa.ex~

A .

pectations could not be met, the 'relatlonship was sﬁqu;ivto terminatidh by"

<
. * = L)
: -

-

oné side ar the other.

The siénif?dgnée in tha difference between the intra- and inter- «

organizational refationshib is that participation as it is normally dis-
N . . ; . ¢ .

. . »
cussed is é‘way to overcome the dysfunctional impact of excessive control

on both lower participants' sense of ownership and the upward flow -of in-
. )' . - ~ 1Y . . \
formationy However, a cooperative orientation to an.inter-organizational

relationship is necessary to overcohme the absence of control and the

R M . . » - ‘ ~ G’o . ‘ - . - ” . .

unpredictability that resglts. This unpredictability -is characteristic
.o ) g .

.of a market situation wherg*goods and services are exchanged. The ‘in-

N .

- ) N ) C . e
dications were that the components were in a weak bargaining position.

'Because of deadlines imposed by their funding agency, it seemed they

needed the:schbo]s mgre.than thgtééhools qeeded them. -'Pushing and main-

taining a coopeﬁétive relation?hip, then, was a way of ''bringing in bdsiness."

v

These cpnﬁiderations help understand why tension was so important

for the interim outcomes. Tensioh was 3n indicator that -one or Both’

-. i .0

. . ' o \
parties were considering terminat%ngf%%e relationship. Morgbvei, while

tension was present, .team members withhéld commitment and work on the

A n

change QﬁFcess was slowed as greater attention was g}qﬁn to- testing the:

A}

[N

/
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relationship in order to either reaffirm it or terminate it. Hence, it was
not surprising that there was a strong relationship batween tension and
- o ) . : : . .‘1
the,qytcomes. However, tersion was not necéssarily bad. * It operated more
- . . .«

' : ' . T/ s
as a warning sign. Where tension was successfully resolved, it‘contributed
- " ~ . \ N -~

to componeht.work‘by'gﬂarifyiné each, party’s understandjng of the ofier's:

.
~ . U .
. N -

interests.

-

Linker Behayior: -

" The croquSite analysis did not show any strong relationship between
~ the measures of cdmponent‘linﬁing activity and interim outcomes. Similarly,

‘there were few.indicatibns that the individual Iinker'é behavior had a

’ \é&'@x

maJor nmpact, even wherg the linker managed to broaden the range of site ) ﬁh@g.ﬁ
part:cipants who became 1nvold§3 in the change process.’ However, this

fnndlng did fot megn that the llnker was unimportant. Thg case histories,
sbggested‘that the linkef‘playae an important role, however much that

3. . -

role was constrained.by cohpbnént polity. The linker was the boundary

spannar, the person mednatung between the component and. the school As

| such the - indivrdu 4 faced a wide range of contingencies and made a num~

ber of décisions: (e.g., what Functiona-to perform an site) that affected -

e . . ~ N 7

. . s
. the component's ability to adjust to a team and stay in a school. Mor%e,
. _ o . ’

: § ’ e N . . g
e needs to be knOWn-about’the sftuatlons a linker faces and how d4fferent

[

/ - .
decisuons affect the componeht school rela onshup in light of local con-

8 . .
Al - ‘s .~ - 4 LI N

dltiOnS.. ‘ ) .

, mh
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’ cross-

School Context {_: : T - . .

’, . . ,

¥

. The school ‘context had a greater impact on the interim outcomes than

any ch:;acteristics of the épproaches or the linkers' behavior. 'In the

te analxsns, two variables were especnally significant: the central

?

office's support for the process and teachers sense” that. there was a

. -

problem related to the component ' 's program area. The principal's sense

_ that a real probleh existed alsa seemed to facilitate the change process.

~>

Taken together, these fihdﬂngs'suggested that when all staffiagreed to the

importance of an effort, it Qas most likely to work. While agreement of

R .

* all groups may not have been necessary, it was certainly useful. I
The case histories identified a number of other-factors that affected ,
the outcome of the change process. First, a factionalized staff was more

difficult to work with.than one thdt was unified. The linking agent had to
- _6" Y ‘. . ) . - . ~ s N

take pains not to become assoglated with any one group. Second, ‘the districts

'had;a number of stapdard operating procedores-whléh limited the posslbility_,
1y h‘, ' » ’
of even forming a ‘team, Third, in some'schools, potential team members

lacked famrllarlty with planning and prOQram cohcepts or, as was the case
WIth the S} udents at Lity, the cognltlve abnllty to qutckly plck up the .
abstract &hcepts the components employed. Yhile these schools may have

. been the ones that mogt needed the RBS’ apprqaches, problems in us&ng those

approaches were ‘the most extreme ln such schqols anally, the change

pro_]ect‘ did not exist in a vacuum. Other change projects az the ?‘ltes [ot

P
v

only reinforced the effort but glso competed for scarce resources, lncludnng

staff time.. In some lnstances, these projects also created a climate of

¥
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. i
. proaches. These were all factors t %'

a

e S Y
‘eynicism and distrust that affected R

.o L "h§§ - . -
A ™ T
. _‘- ‘i . *

c%péabce of‘the'componenté' apﬁ

)‘/ 1

hich. Ilnkrﬁb agents had to: adJust

- -

when wonk:ng‘with a‘échool " o o .
N \ ¢ -t ,

a
.

Generally, initial field work underlined the nmportance of the.ovena]l

jmgact_of the school conte t on the change:procdﬁs. gThe congext helped to

o ) , | f,t;
~+ _explain why the same approach went over much befter /in one setting than in
.o ’ . . . .

{

" anothec. =

’

R { - 0} v
13
5 £

H A

. .oy F;ﬁ&te_gg§§tlons
‘ ’ ¢ . 5 ‘S»? . )

£

initlal Fueld woah aﬁ& repqrt wr;tlng

shou)d be the topic, for additnonel reséarch \ Some-of the most important
9 { ' 3 .
are listed below. -~ £ / {f_

1!‘1-"

-

B
S 4
% ‘ .

1. How do team members: peréenve the approacheb and the Wbrk of - compo-

L

nent staff? . : X s . r
.. . R ‘ . . ‘Q . tsi'l '\ . '

Initial obseﬂvatlons yialded relatnvelw&[united :nformateon on what

- | P

. 1 3 A ‘h‘- Iy ¥] 3 ’
team members were reallycthinknng and how they %ﬁw the approaches. Per|7
"~ - ¢ . Tt

odic<|nterviewing of tegm members. in the coming months shoutd help to

o . ~ . . ) 9? L ? - .
fill that gap. - - o C '?1 .
2. What do 6ther relevant actors know aboutéplannung actnv?tnes? B

L3

Inuttal oBservatnons were limlted prlmarnly to the team.u However,

T the p]ans generated by the component approaches will, ha ‘to be imple~

mented hy school staff and “in some cases, members of the communnty ' Ie

- will. be xmportant to know what nnformatnon they | have about plahning team -

.act!v}ties. what they believe is_happentng, and what input==if any--they

e



... : . ) | . ./g.T.. ’ . . r-

N ' S : i S S _
have had to the'team's'deliberation;. Already the field notes point out

. ‘ a
. .that “there is conslderaple discussion of the team and its work in some
\ ¢ . f . «. s . .‘ L4
. .schools; however, the data are not .yet available which would reveal the
O . ) S
-~ significance of that communication for later change activities.

- -

3.  How does one handle the tension between parthIpation and a codnfned .

gEroach? : ,

t N [

ﬁ_‘ One theme running through this report has been the tension between’

"the attempt to'maxlmize participation in the planning process and the

effort” to follow a predetermined set of steps for planning. _No'attempt._r
™ : oo

- has been made to place a yalhe Judgement on this tension. However, fe;—{ﬁﬁ
ther analysls should ldentlfy the cenditions under which it is healthy and"
where it is dettimental to.planning work Atlxhe ‘same time both how a |
llnker attempts—to balance adherence to an external agency s procedures for
'change and loeal control and how_tensron is resolved -should be lnyestigated;

J . 4. What is. the impact of entry on later activities? *

It has,been suggested that  the  process of eelecting sites consists of

. negdtiating an agreement for the.exchange of sehvlces. Those agreements
. - -'1o4
" had nmportant consequences for later use of the component approaches.

P

More research is needed, however,-to identify how the dynamics of the
negatnatlons and the nature of the agreement reached--e. g., ltS formallty
and what is left unstated--affect change processes.. While there will be

no further 0pportunltles to observe the entry process in this study, the

development of relatlonshlps in the schools will be followed, and there

A o wnll be opportunnties in other resethh to dnscuss with linking agents
! R .‘ -{ . N
~how they go about bulldlng new tleg\W|th schools and districts.

]
~d

4

[}
-
—
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5. What school factors affect the use of the components' approaches?
~ A number of school conditions that have important impacts on the
change process have tentatlvely been ndeqﬁ:fled - Continuing reseafch

wikl - provnde more information on the |mportance of these factors and will

a]so identify additional important school'characteristics. .

6. What l?nkor beﬁaviors are effective undor which conditions?
« Initial analysi;“suggests‘that the linker 1s-the’crucial mediator
between the school and the component. AAltgoogh no linker behaviors that

were effective across all sites were disc ered, it would be useful to
pursue this kind of analys{; to identifyw/if-there are specific tactics
that ore copsisfently useful in particular kinds of schools og for deal-
ing with repeated problems of a séecifio;€o;t. |

~ .

7. What processes mediate between the scHool and component? - : .

&

Here again,'inftial.analysjs has just scratched the surface. It
= € T y :

-

raises a number of imporfoogaguestions to pursue-including: Why should
' . T R

planning @Eth a humbef of people for the_usé of an approach faoilitate
-progréés through the steos or a sense of ownership? How is tension be-
tween change agent and school useful: and how is it resolved? Does an

_ exchange take place Qetween school and component? If so, what are its

e

: terms, how is it assessed by dufferent parties, and what mechanisms are

available to ‘ensure that-ail‘partfes remaIn satisfied?
'8. What are the working conditions of potential users of the component

_ . approaches, and how will those conditions affect the use of the -

' ‘hpproaches?

As mentioned above, RBS.does not intand>to employ these abproaches.

ot

in schools after the inftial developmeﬁt work. |Instead, the expectation
ARAN - A . .

o A S o _ - Lt e

L . R - - . &




Is that they,wil!’be;diéseminated/to other technical Yssistance agencies

. throughout the tri-state reglon; and most especially to .irftermediiate.

- ‘ IR oy + . .
service agencies. Thesé agencies should be able to use the approaches
. _ .. (S .
in their ongoing assistance work with schools. .
. . v - i \
& . > ‘ -

This stratfgy raises a number of questions about the conditions un- '
." J N 42: which the linkihg agents in |SAs--the true users of these a;ﬂreeches:}
opefete. For ipstance, it is important Eo know how much time linkiﬁg

agents devoée tosfield'horkhand what their school ease-loads are. .Uﬁless

" ~ they can commit considerable time.to work with a few schools; they may
' not be able to use the apprqaches. Other questions iné!ude: >

¢ -

e What expertise do these agents have with content relevant
to the program areas?

K < '@ What knowledge do they have with plannlng technologles
: ' ' o like _goal settlng and measurement?
. l Al . é & B

- @ What technlca] backup is available within .the ISAs when
the agents face problems that they cannct ‘solve alone?

-

-

e What ar&:their pre-existing relations-with schools? Will
those relations facilitate the attempt to use the approach-
es or act as a barrier?

-

BY

AR ‘'@ How are- the agents evaluated? Will they 'be rewarded or
: punished for the use of these approaches?

In December, 1979, Field Studies will initiate a study of IS%As in ther

*
»

o
* tri-state region in brder to obtain,prelgninary answers to<$hg§5/é;estions.
* »

.
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APPENDIX A

'SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

s

BASIC SKILLS

Rural Plstrice

CITIZEN EBUCATION

PN

CAREER PREPARATION

4 1 “ :
A .
3 . 3 ) - ‘Lf,. .y .
. 5 A~ ] z € ¢ E = IS € ) d
O P I L T S T S
5 3 33 % 3 BN g i 3 3 S >
2 £ &z & g 5 = = 3 > ] = 5
 Grade Levely K-4 k-6 6-8 K-k 1-6 7% 7.9 §-8 7-9 6-9, 9-12  9-12. 912
" Total Enrol bment 330 v 677 575 rs o628 14835 676 921 . 8% 726 793 2654 k6 T
Percent of Minority Students : 5T ' ‘my 20.5% 208 32.5% 331 19% 963 % 8t o 928 588 g
‘Percent of Students 1 Year Behlnd In Reading® 758 5% 25 21y % 70% 758 90% 20% 5-10% 208 L1 S s_a_t\
Percent of New Students (Transfers In) 153 b2 ST | -1 163 132 8%, 10% 1A} n 23 &g 13t .
Tota! Mo. of Full-Time Staff " 27 B 20 3] 101 '3 79 58 51 58 182 77
No. of Classroom Teschers® 18 n 38 13 s 7 43 63 '3 &S 150 tet i
So. of Aides & Para-Professionals® . 3 L} 0 $ 6 17 6 . 10 2 o 1 12 8
" . Percent of Professfonal Staffon Dlgerstlonary Funds® 1y i 2 . 133 153 oz 15% 1% 1"t 13 o 1t 62 n
Percent of Aldes/Para-Professionals on Discretlionary -Funds® 2 ] ox {nA) i 100% 12 2P )2 ] 100" 100% ot 1003 .25% 82 .
Parcedt of Teachers .In the Flrst Yesr In School "3 163 19t 10% 128 13t 6% 3% 9t it 5% 13 62 .
 Percent of Staff with MA. ' ' 2% e 108 ot 5% 523 19% 133 . 29t 382 2% 2 S
~ - 7 " :
Geographic Locatlon SUSY  SUB RURAL  RWRAL  RURAL ds, S MG L s sus ruRa | SMALL sl
Tota! District Enrol Iment &858 10881 s 24y 210,000+ 10985 20428 1605 bsk9 2800 8586 8213
Percent of Decline in Enrol Iment” 20% 30% N 15% 10% 131 ot 202 og 5% ‘sy
(1975-1978) (to neerest 5%) . ' :
*pased on Prindipel Estinates R
'o - :\
Ysased an Fuli-Time Stoff . -
F‘Fu'll'ﬂnq Equivalents. Part-Tiwe Stoff ere treated as half-time. ) . ) '
: ‘. LXY . l
19"
1«-' ¢
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s e . APPENDIX B, >
e o o : S . . -
' A COMPARISON .OF TEAM. COMPOSITION ACROSS SITES : o
: :’ _ ' - Y ] L ‘ . - : o0 .
. . . : A . e e . \.f.. -SChQOl ) |
- - o : o S - Staff ™ . Community
e . . |
=~ @ ¥ o
° b e . : A v
. g a cuo. I . :
ol J 9w — :
N9, datL » L
o £ 8 0 )} - -~ W0 o
o~ [ N Wy N &) | S &l QO - " »
¢ ) - a, e W @ | S §) | g Qs < < Q '
L J Yy v SO LU oo o ] - - -
. L & - CH 20~ w0 © - . gL ) <
v c::: {3 ‘QB . W@ s D o o Loan o £ =
School ‘ &o o<l v Glg ' :; ST n‘?glﬁ &, IS
Patriof 1 10 4 o 6 e o 6
: . ) - C. ) . ” - " - :
- .Middleburg i - 1 1 8 0. ° 0 o, .0 M
e Rerat® . 2.3 1 a2 o a0 0 0~ 18
Curban® o 2¢ 0 0¢ i o e g
Farmcenter - - 2 S ko3 Ty o2 T .15 :
Riverside™ .« o o 4 2 s 3 2. o 2
Suburb SRR 2N RS HRRS U B BT SR T
Green'lﬁl.!s,. S B S R y - o | 1 .0 . 0 -8
Neighbortown - 1 1 1 . 2 T 0 "1 f Q 7
Bigtown?d . 1 1 1 2 0 1. o 7
: N 4 - L ) - . R ) ' E " .

P

aThe'dat:a’ resented for this site represents collectively the three separate

> "schools ;% participated, jointly in the RBS project. Each school's !'team"

~ . consisted df either the principal or asst. principal and 4. teachers. These
~teams'* did functfon &n‘a'ller work ‘groups -at joint meetings, but met as’
‘separate units on}y’cgi ) ‘

. at this site .is thus conslidered -to be the composite of members of Individual

. school teams, who regularly met.together and were joined at ‘these meetings .
- by central office personnel. - , NN B

v
4 5. .
‘:. t '. 4'1\' . : . ~ * : '
s o %‘ ) .o LT . C
it « . - . - P ~118-__ : . o
foeee 3 Lo s T
\ S -
| oo 128
& . FJ : o

gy,

e or. twice dver the course of:the year. The team unit _ -
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_ bThes team at this site was never clearly formul&ted. Attendancesand team.compé--
. - sition varied cons:derably from meeting to meeting, and detaifed, reliable
-+ records of attendance are available for only five of the sevgn meetings attend~
ed by Fleld Studies observers. The data presented reflect mydal attendance By
vartous groups across those five meetings. It should be noted, for example,
_that an estimated nine different teacher ttended meetings at various times

-

over the course of ‘thg year 2 -
. Students were invited to-attend the last ‘two - tean meetlngs of the year Seven
~attended oné meeti?g, and - flve ‘the other, : . S
L . N
.Parents were :nvnted to attend the last team‘meeting, ‘5 attended

A §f§:::t from/a_local college L _ ‘

¥

fTeam attendance at this site is large and highly vériable (ranging from 13-35),
with no clearly formulated or stable ''team.''" DAt3d\presented are modal atten-

. dance aof varnous groups-across Meetings .

. , .
gAt this snte a working “core“ éroup was |dent|f|. fro a larger team, which.
was to review and approve its work. Because this Perger team never met‘again,
"the data presented‘are for the smaller\grOUp, who avqually became the sghool
- team. i . -'- ) -_ - IR
. . & ‘
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