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{-  ABSTRACT

This is a study of the Piedmont Schools Project, an
experimental educational program that was conducted in School :
District of Greenville County, South Carolina. The study is presented '
in three parts. Part I describes the school district and the design 1
of the project, Part II examines the nature and effects of the change
stratagy with specific reference to: (1) the learning communities
which formed the new instructional environment; (2) staff |
development; (3) decision making within the school community; and (4) ‘
conmunity and parental involvement and satisfaction. A& general
discussion of such issues as test scores, the transference progran,

and funding concludes this section. Part IIT presents insights fzom .
j, practitioner experience and reflections from an external perspective

on educational innovation aad innovators. This discussion also covers J

the nature of innovation as a melding ©f component pieces of

systenatic change and the social meaning of building community. The

section ends with suggestions for further wavs of learning from the

Piedmont experience. (Author/APM)
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INTRODUCTION

In April 1975, The National Institute of Education issued a Reguest for

Proposals for "The Evaluation and Analysis of Gieenville County School District

{South Carolina) Piedmont Schools Project”. The 140-page., single-spaced docu-

ment represented a deliberate strategy to refocus evaluative research efforts

during the last 24 months of a 60-month project. Because the primary emphasis

within the sponsoring unit (The Experimental Schools Program) was "a systemic

strategy of chgnge", and because the Piedmont Schools Project had undertaken

comprehensive change affecting major components of school Operation, the RFP

required an evaluation strategy egually inclusive in its effort "to portray the

experimental and assess its impact”.

4

The specifications required that evaluation efforts should contribute to

~an explaratory perspective on two questionsﬁ What was the process of progGram

irplementation? and, What was the impact? The major focus of the evaluation

(60% of total effort) was a "Study of the Process of Implementation of the New

Ingtructional Environment” which included five components:

1.
2.

Community Input into the process of implementation.

Assignment of Programmatic Authority to the level of the 9roup
responsible for the implemeritation of decisions.

The Staff Development effort to promote the skills requlslte to
implement the new instructional environment.

The implementation of the Learning Community concept in the schools.

Larent and Community Satisfaction with their input into and involve-
ment Wwith the school program.

Four other sub-studies called for lesser percentages of total effort: Aan

Assessment of Studenc Outcomes (12%), confined to analysis of data Generated by

standardized tests and surveys already in place: a study of The Process and

Effects of Transference (10%), to examine the PSP program for systematic sharing

of innovatica with non-PSP schools; a study of The Process and Effects of

Internal (Level I) Evaluation (8%); and a study of Program Allocations and

Expenditures (S%). The remaining 5% of effort was to be allocated to Project




Reports--for the various sub-studies and for an analysis of the Project "as an
interactive entity in its environment”. The final documents were to cover the

entire Project period from 1972-1977.*

The monumental task of assembling and analyzing such a range of data
carried the task beyond the contracted budget and timeline {late 1977). At the
same time, the vagaries of contract research--reorganization and refocusing of
priorities away from education within the contracting research organization
(syracuse Research Corporation), and reorganizations and redeployment of staff
within' the funding organization (The Nationzl Institute of Education}—-éaus?d
extended postponement of the work of final analysis and synthesis of data.

This 1980 report was commissioned by the Regional Programs group of NIE's

bivision of Dissemination and Improvement of Practice,** and was prepared by the

former Director of gxternal Evaluation for the Piedmont Schools Project {1975-77}.

The report summarizes and analyzes materials assembled to document and evaluate
the various ccmponents of the major study on "The Process of Implementation of
the New Instructional Environment”. It is based upon review and reflection on

documentation included in (a) formal reports by PSP and by external evaluwators.

*The original evaluwation contract was awarded to Ultra-Systems, a California-
based corporation. After two years, this contract was terminated by NIE, at
which point the original evaluators had produced a report on Year 1 of PSP,
an unaccepted set of desiygns for continuation work, and a vast array of un-
analyzed matérial. 1In Year 3, there was no external eva’uation team; NIE was
devising its own redesign and, to maintain some continuity, assured minimal
data collection (but no analysis). The second evaluation team (The Educa-
tiona” Policy Research Center, Syracuse Research Corporation) confronted a
formidable task in seeking to recapture what happened in the first three
years from a mass of unordered and incomgfilete materials., awesomely detailed
in some areas, and silent in others; and, at the same time., assurivg the on-
going documentation and evaluation of the last two years of PSP. according to
urusually stringent NIE design lines. There was a lot of "learning from
experience” in this situation, which it would be helpful tc share -but not in
this already laden report!

*iContract No. NIE-P-79-0115
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submitted to NIE and already on file in the Institute,* apdh(bl accessibie
materials in various stages of analysis at the time when the NIE/SRC contract
ended. While the prime focus is on implementing the changed instructional
environment, the report ranges more widely than that. In keeping with NIE's
desire to produce an evaluation of the "interrelated. integrated entity called
component_;gg-draws information from internal and external evaluation of student
outcome data--without, however, attempting a full-scale treatment of evaluation

processes and products.**

A monograph which aims to review past practice in order to inform the

present, as a way of planning for the future, has an emphacis different from

that identified when the déta were being collected. In this context, therefore.
the perspective that guides the monograph is not that of conventional, detailed
evalpation. Rather, it is a stand-back. so-what logk at the PSP experience--an
informed reflection upon that experience. The monograph, thus, draws selectively
from available data, but transcends the limitations of the data to.offer pro:
fessional judgments about the meaning of PSP experience for future planning and

action to improve educational practice. **+*

*The most important of these are:

PSP, Proposal {1972)

PSP, Continuvation Application {1975)
PSP, Final Report {1977)

SRC/EPRC, Implementing the New Instructional Environment in PSP Year 4
_ {Webstex et al., 1976)

SRC/EPRC, Level I Evaluation Products (Millman, 1977)

SRC/EPRC, The Process and Effects of Transference {Kaplan. 1978)

SRC/EPRC, Cognitive and Affective Qutéomes {(Millman., 1978)

SRC/EPRC, Program Allocations and Expenditures {Williams, 1978)

= **As with external evaluation {Contractor evaluation and Federal monitoring)
processes so, too, there is much "learning from experience" possible by
examination of PSP internal evaluation processes and effects, and the issues
associated with assessing "student outcomes"” and gauging the “success" of
such a project.

*#*The findings and the judgments are carefully distinguished in italicized
portions of the document.
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This analysis of the process and effeclt; of implementing a major systemic
“change can, as NIE intendead., provide a "resource for improving the delivery of
educational services" (RFP, p. 3), While it does, in and of itself, yield some
qeneraiizable findings for practitioners (and researchers), given the specific
features of the Piedmont Schools Project, it may be useful, first, to examine

‘some of the contextual variables of the Project and its sponsoring agency.

The National¢Coédntext.of the Piedmont Schools Project

The Experimental Schools Program (ESY appeared on the Federal education
landscape in 1971 as an anomaly--organizationally, Fonceptually, and histori-~
cally. Originally intended for assignment to the proposed National Institution
of Education: the progrém was lodged for two years in the Office of Education
while Congress debated the merits and features of the new eéucational research
operation. A deviant within the Office of Education. the status of Es did not

change with its mowve to NIE in 1973 as an inherited program rather than as an

initiative of the new research enterprise. swift reorganizations within NIE con-

tinved the pattern of unstable organizational location and distance from main-

stream research efforts.

Conceptually.: ES differed from typical Federal research designs which
generally emphasize either large-scale empirical studies or sharply focused
#alyses of discrete interventions. The goal of ES was to understand the process
of comprehensive educational change within schools. B number of unigue design
features supported this bold purpose: the identification of seven sites willing
to commit themselves to compreheénsive change: a five-year funding cycle with
start-up planning time; parent and community involvement in planning and imple-
mentation; in-depth documentation and evaluation of process and product variables
and their interconnections. Implementation of the design afforded sites unpre-
cedented degrees of freedom: freadom to choose goals and modalities for the com-
prehensive change; freedom (to a degree) from funding insecurities; freedom from
State and district interference. All these features marked ES as maverick and

thus alien to traditional practice at Federal, State, and local levels.

viii
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Historically. E€ represented a synthesis of the late sixties. The press
of the civil rights movements and the.dreams of the Great Society launched the
Office of Education into dozens of new programs for elementary and seconaary
schools--some cupporting services‘to low~income. handicapﬁed, and minority and
non~English speaking students; some providing resources for desegregating
schools; some encouraging innovations in curriculum ;nd instruction. The welter
of.initiatives imaged the ferment in the larger society, spawning proposals for
deschooling, for open schools, for middle schools, for community schools. Given
the evident problems of piecemeal, short-term experiments., it seemed logical, at
the turn of the decade, for Federally-funded researchers to face the task of
clarifying goals of educational change, consolidating resources, and under-
standing change processes. The logic failed, however. in the face of unpredic-
table political, social: and economic shifts.\ The unsettled Nixonian presidency
culminating in Watergate; the brakeshon vietnam and campus proteéts leading to
new concerns for discipline and the "basics”; unmistakable signals of growiny
inflation and recession generating patterns of retrenchment--the scene totally
changed during the b;ief years of the Experimental Schools Program. The values.

the interests, the imagination which gave it life disappeared.

This recapitulation adds an important dimension to any review of ES pro-
jects. It suggests that, because of organizational, conceptual, and historical
tensions, ES carried within it the seeds of its own destruction. Individual
sites engaged in massive change efforts were not immune to the counter pressures
from the Federal educational bureaucracy, from 1argér social currents, and from
local constituents. wWhatever was achieved and whatever was learned occurred
despite these counter~forczs. BA great deal was achieved: and a great deal can
be learned. The question is not whether we can learn from such experience, but
whether we will choose to exert the time and effort to do so. A systematic
apbroach to learning from experience in past Federally-funded projects and pro-
grams may be attractive in cost-benefit terms in a time of resource stringency-
as a partial alternative to the historic patterns of off-with-the-old, on-with-

the-new as a way of conducting national research and development.

ix, .
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The Piedmont Schomls Prodack: Substance

The School District of Greenville County (South Carolina) received some
6.5 million dollars of Federal support in the five-year period., 1972-1977, to
implement systemic change in a set of eight X-12 public schools. The intent of

the undertaking, called the Piedmont Schools Project. was to change radicélly

and comp;ehensively-the nature of the total instructional environment of the K-12_

sup-system._ The Proj?ct aimed to impleuent measures to change the opportunities.
attitudes and behaviors of people {(students, teachers. administrators) who live
aﬂd work in the set Of-échools: to change their relationships with each other;
and to change the relationships of the schools with professional educators,
parents and other ‘citizens of the broader community in which the schools are

located. The éirateg§ adopted to bring about change served the gecal of "im-

) xmpfovingﬁgggcational practice" (NIE)--or, as expressed in the PSP motto, “"Seeking

a Better Way in Education". Moreover, given the equity considerations vnéerlying
the desegregation context of thé schools, the Project may be seen as seeking to
further "equal opportunities for a quality education", althougdh this was not an
explicit goal. '

-
E

As with other'EESBects within the Experimental Schools' multi-million ’
dollar program. the PSP had to meet criteria reflecting such concerns as . ]
minority participation, underachieving students, community and parental involve-
nent, etc.-;éssociated with issues of equal educational opportunity as tgey
emerged in the 1960's. As with other ES projects, the PSP reflected 2 commit-

ment to the idea that significant change in educational practice reéuires a

comprehensive and sustained approach (as contrasted with the piecemeal and short—

term characteristics of much prior sponsored innovation in schools). And, as
with other ES projects. the PSP was the subject of Federally-funded documentation

and analysis by an external team of researchers, whose wWOrk and experience--to-

~ gether with those of PSP personnel—?constitute the data base from which judg-

ments may be made and insights gained about the process of changing schools.

On the one hand ES/PSP was an ambitious project. breaking new ground in
JT ’ = ."-:'-?
the duration, range and complexity of its innovative processes, On the other

hand: the data documenting project experience, albeit intimidatingly

« 11
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vbluminous,_are constrained (a) by limitations in the state~of-the-art in
analyzing complex pfocesses and effects of inmnovation, and {b)'by vacillation
and ambiguities in views of evaluator roles, research purposes, questions, anad
methode to be emphasizeo, and the audiences that the documentation should
serve: Qlthough this-situation has its frustrations and anyned criticism and
detractors of ES. an exanination of the overall experience can be instructive
as we move to f£ind ned‘wans to draw from past experience and to improve educa-~

tional practice. 3 . s

Qutline of the Revort . ‘

The Study is presented in three parts. Part I describes briefly the con-'

e Bnl S

text and Design for Change in the Piedmont scnools {Ch..1 and Ch. 2).

: LSk - . .
5 . 4 -

Part 11 examines The Nature and Effects of the Change Stratng: with

spec;flc reference to the 1mp1ementatlon of "Learnlng COmmhnltlES {Ch 3},
which formed the heart of the new 1nstruct1ona1 enV1ronment and .delivery system.
"Staff Development" {Ch. 4); "Dec151on~mak1ng Within the School Communi ty”

(Ch. 5); and "Community and Parental Involvement and Satlsfactlon“ (Ch 6). - .
Then follows a generaﬁ discussion of conszderations MBeyond bsp. Outcomes;
Transference, Closing the Books"' (Ch.® ?)_* .- ) .

N

Part III, Learnlng from Experienceutch 8) seeks to brlng togethex

1ns;ghts from practitloner experience and reflections from an extexnal perspec—‘
tive, to dlscuss 1nnovat1ng {(viewed as the proéese of 1nt:oduC1rg a complex set®
of changes to transform traditional practice), and 1nnovators (part;cularhy
" those assigned leadership positions at area and building 1eve1) This in turn
leads to a discussion of understanding the 1nnovat1on——both as a neldlng of
component pieces of systemic change (focus on the comprehen51ve 1nnovqtlon)

- and in the soc;al meaning of buzldzng communlty (focus on the 1nnovators) The : s
section ends with some brief suggestions for further ways of learning from PSP
experience. ‘ . ' . . ' W

o

1} m g T D . . v
. H g,
. '
-

*Chapter 7 was written by Dr. Miriam Clasby. Afg(}ﬁ‘ _ . ' .
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_than the sum of the parts, and the possibilities of impreving practice and

1

T

The report has turned out éo be a more lengthy and time-consuming under-
taking than either the writer or the sponsors jintended. _Fbr ease in reading
the text is divided by topic headings, and findings and judgments are highlighted
in italics.} It should be péssible to read with understanding the individual

chapters as discrete entities; but the whole sequence is cumulative in effect.

For the report, as for the Project which gave it birth, the whole is greater .

learning from experience increase as one makes the. effort to understand the ]

whole.

. L. B P . R '
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CHAPTER ONE
CHANGING PYEDMONT SCHOOLS--THE CONTEXT AND SETTING

R Al INTRODUCTION

The Piedmont Schools Zroject [PSP] is an effort designed to
bring about planned, systematic, and comprehensive change
in the existing educational programs of the The School Dis-
_ trict of Greenville County. A segment of the school dis- .
trict, the Greer area, has been selected for the testing of
this design--a design which will be constantly evaluated -
and components of which will be adapted and translated into
educational programs in the rest of the school district.
(GCSD, Project Plan, March 1972)

Ehis rePOrt foouses primarily ‘upon the experlence of a group of K=12
schools in the-Greer area of Greenville County, South carolina, between 1972

and 1977, whEn they were engaged 1n a major effort to change the total 1nstruc-

tional environment. The eight schools in the Greer section of the County

‘< School District were allowed in some significant ways to divert from the main—

stream of District publlc aducation dur1ng pro:eot years. Yet, “the mainstream

_= oo - = ~ -

remained the District 1tse1£._ “From 1t “the target area sthools mame and to it =

they returned with their tribUtariea'bf innovation. This'chapter sketches

T some key features of the District as a context and of the target area as a

-

setting for change in schooling. o N =

- - - - o 1

= -

B, CONTEXT - GREENVILLE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

-
N

South_Carolzna and one of the 100 largest in the United States. In JB71—72 when
the project was being planned, there were around 57, 000 students enrolled in
K—12 schools and the elected nine-member Board of Trustees employed over 5,000
people {including some 2,800 teachers) The Board prepares the education bud-
get. The District is fiscally independent up to the millage set by law, with
‘.election reguired for tax increases. To adninister this large systen, it is

-

The School District of GreenV111e County is the largest school district in |
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divided into areas-~each one corresponding to a geographic section of the
District, and headed by an agsistant Superintendent. HNormally there are four
such areas; for the five years of the Piedwont Schools Project: Project schools
were designated as constituting a Separate area, with the Project Director

reporting directly to the Superintendent.

The.School District covers 790 square miles in the heart of the Piedmont
Plateau in the northwestern part of the State. The District is slightly larger
than the County itself--an artifact of school district consolidation in 1951
when the former Greer $chool District No. 285 was absorbed into the Greenville
system. This is significant for the project we will discuss because the target
area encompassed the city of Greer and its environs and draew 36 percent of its

students from neighboring Spartanburg County (see Figure #1)}. The economic,

sociel and demographic features of this area and political issues related to the

© schooling system are important elements of the context for innovation.

Kl

L . ~

Economx .
£actur1ng region, although it is neither a major flnanclal nor a major dlstrl'

_butlon center. In 1973, 39 percent of Gounty, earnings came from manufacturing

wh:.ch is heavily dom:.nated by the textile mill products :.ndustry Over half
of the South Carolxna textile mathinery industry is located in the County, and
af we count together the apparel industry, the chemical Lndustry {which pro-

duces many man*made flbers used in textlle mills} and the non-electrlcal

-machxnery industry, an estimated 69 percent. of employment in manutacturing is

textile related. Within this framework, employment opportun;txes tend to be

more “hlue collar” than "white collar".

_—\

a

" The hourly pay for factory labor in the County is “about 75 percent of the
rate prevailxng in the nation for manufacturxng emplo‘ments and lower labor

costs have been one  factor in attracting 1ndustry to the area.

economic reces 1\\\and perlods of high unemployment may occur, theee per1ods -

-
S

O .

" "*Primary dats source is Lawrence Shaw (Economic Analysis),

~ .
_ The Economy of
Repor prepared for Greenville County Planning Commission,

Greenville County.
May 1976.

Greenvxlle County is the central urban. county of a major manu-“

While dominance,
of textile*xgl;ted employment does mean vulnerability 1n times of national

[A—

-




%

- a whola., The increase in school age population was offset by an increase in

tend to be short-term. Moreover, the number of employment opportunities in
the County is expected to rise much faster than the normal growth of the labor
force (as calculated without significant in-migration). Projections for the
decade are for continued economic growth and expansion of employment oppor-

tunities.

Population migration*. According to the 1970 census, county population

was over 240,000. From 1950 to 1975 job openings increased at three times the
national rate, with no upward pressure on wages because of the large supply of
workers (including significant additions of women and people shifting from
agricultural employments). In the 1950s and 1960s there was net out-migration
from the region "particularly as young people seeing inadequate employment
opportunities at home, left the region after finishing their elementary and

high_schooling", From 1970 on, however, population of the Pledmont area has

" increased more rapidly than in the natlon generally. In~m1gratlon has resulted

in Robulation'increases of 12 percent in Greenville County (compar;df:i:&zten
percent in the Piedmont region, nine percent in South Carolina. an iye per-
cent in the United States) in 1970-1975, with most coming from the south.

R}

Blacks were mostly out-migrants 1n the,_ 1965-?0 perlcd and had probably

balanced in- and out-migratlon in 1970-75. . These fxgures have resulted in an’

estimated decline in the black population of Greenville County from 16.6 per-
cent of the total in 1970 to 15.9 percent in 1975.

The largest increase in populatidn in 1970-75 was in family formation

ages: the population aged 20-34 increased twice as, fast as the population as

:enrollment in prlvate schools in the County from 4,000 in 1970 to 6,000 in

11975, and by expansion of programs for kindergarten and for school dropouts.

The net reSult is that membership in the School District remalned almost

stationary in 1970-75 and the District did not have to face problems of 01091ng

buildings or firing teachers. Declining enrollments were thus not a problem

* Based on’Shaw, op cit.
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in the project period, nor are they projected to be in the immediate future,

because substantial in-migration is expected in the 1980s.

Issues in the School Bistrict

1. consolidation. Prior to consolidation in 1951, Greer had an indepen-

dent school sygtem which was the third largest of the B2 districts in the
Greenv;lle County area. Countywide consolidation was mandated in 1851 by the
state after a referendum to achieve it was defeated throughout the County. In
Greer the vote was 92 percent against consolidation. Over 20 years later,
while PSP was being implemented. there were still people in Greer who referred
to consolidation as "when we lost our schools" and the District Superintendent

perceived the issue as one of the most difficult to handle.

2, Tax levies and bonding. Per capita personal income in Greenville

County is 15 percent ab0ve that in the .State generally, but expenditures per
pup11 are about the same. SDGC's operating budget for 1975-76 {(end of project)
was about 3.6 percent of the<3ounty s personal income (compared with 4 7 per—
cent in South- Carolina and 4 5 percent in the United States) Per pup11

expendlture was 71 percent of the natlonal average.

County monies avaiiable for educecioc are still subject to reférendums
whenever higher levels of fundiﬁg are suggested.. The total tax levy more than
-.doubled in. the 1960s .(42~3/4 mills for 1960-61 to 100-1/4 for 1970~ ?1) as a
_result of the first rate increase in #bout 15 Years. The referendum held in,

Project Year 4 to increase education funding was defeated—ua factor affecting

the context in which the project Sought to sprcad innovation to, other District-

schools.

Also part of -the financial picture is; the influx of Federal monies into

-the district since the 1960s,

o : ‘
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3. Desegregation. School integration in Greenville County proceeded

from a freedom-of-choice plan in 1964* to a total desegregation plan instituted
in February 1970 to meet a U.S. court order and assure that the system reflects
an 80-20 white-black ratio. Greer schools were still adjusting to the changés
brought by desegregation when PSP began implementation jin 1972. The projects
office was housed in a new building constructed on the site of a school which

was burned down earlier in the desegregation period. W#hile racial tension did

not emerge as a significant factor jin the overall implementation of the project,

in Greer as elsewhere, the changed composition of school populations presented

probleﬁs and challenges to the traditional schooling system.

4. shifts in school populations. Maintaining racial balance in the

schools and adjusting to ﬁfgration pattefns are continuing concerns in the
istrict. Re-zoning to achieve racial balance again was a complicating factor
in planning of some PSP schools even in Year 5. Movement of people in the
zone of School &, for example,'redncod the ratio; the adjustments prompted by
that were a matter of considerable concern in the school and in discussicns =~
with parents, and raised questions of the 1mportance of continuity in the
school experience of chlldren

Population mobiiity and, in particular, the unknown dimension of likely
in-migration also presents difficulties. 'Ennollménts in district schools are
expected to rise ¥X-12 in 6reenville County (while U.s. eurollments will still
be decl;n;ng). However, administrators do not have the advance warning in the
case of %p,mlghgtlon that they have when bas;ng plans on known birth rates.
In-m;grants. largely’ respondlng to employment openlngs. tend to arrive jin the
middle of the school year, or else at the beginning, not having attended
during the previous term. Throughout the project years (and into the expected

’ e

*See Whittenberg V. Greenville School District, Civil Action No. 4396, U.S.
District Court for the Western District of South Carolina., Greenville
Division. April 27, 1964. Suit was brought by some black students who sought
transfer from a black school to amn all-white school and, in effect, sought to
integrate the System. The District Court ruled in their favor, and the end
of the dual school system was in sight. :
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future), Middle School in Greer found enrollment estimates regularly under-
estimated and suffered accordingly from over-crowding and staff adjustﬁents.

With staff allocated on a per-pupil ratio basis., shifts up or down in school

enrollments sometimes provoke last-minute changes in personnel allocations.

5. Upgrading the schooling system. In'l965: no elementary schools and

only six secondary schools in the County were accredited by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools, In the late 1960s there was a push for
accreditation--in part to ease fears of incoming industries and residents about
the quality of the educational system. By 1971 all the public schools were
accredited., During the period of the PSP, several Greer schools were engaged
in the planniné and documentation work associated with different phases in the
accreditation process-—-a factor which helped in some respects (reguirement of
self-examinatioﬁ) and increased stress in others (more time.and paperwork) on

top of project requirements. -

b

6. Expanding programs. A memo from the Associate Superintendent for

Educational Development to the Board of Trustees in January 1975 noted thag§\m‘_u;

, L.
by 1975 programs had expanded for the learning handicapped (few classes in —
1965: 230 classes in 1975), in Fine Arts (stressed for all elementary and

'secondary students by 1975), vocational Education (in all 15 high schools and

t

three vocational centers), Kindergartens (two units in 1970, available to all ,

in 1975), libraries and media céntérs (libraries for accreditation by 1970, ~
expansion to media centers in all schools by 1975). _In addition, the memo

noted "the emerg;ng development of school-community cooperation. administrative

decentralization into five areas, each with an area superintendent. and a com~.

‘mitment to individualize education "for all~students” by 1980. At the same -

time as these moves were made to_ekpand the prbgraﬁf sethbdcks in, efforts to. , ;

increase (Gunty funding caused program retrenchments, particularly during the | .o

last two years in which PSP operated. N v " .

T
L]

7. Reorganization of the District. Asked about issues”in the District

. rd - [4
at the time he came to the superintendency in 1970, the Superintendent promptly

+
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identified several of the above iteﬁs- creating & P unltar§ schoollng system
{("a lot of resentment over in Greer and negative feel;ngs about publ;c educa=
tion") and reorganizing the District adminstratively for effectlveness were \
among the first challenges "The number one prohlem was.fundrng "  Reosgani-
zing involved creating four area superrntendencres, with PSP as a £ifthi
changing .about three-quarteis ‘of the sghool prlncioals .in the Dlstrict, and
“creating an organizational pattern of elementarxﬁ‘middle and hlgh schools out
*of a hodge-podge.” [Superlntendent{ 12-76}. Out.of this reorganization came
the middle school pattern, includiﬁd’Greer Middle School. The.establishment .
of new middle schools reflected a national movement. nrlng SO in som2 cases
by bulldirg radlcally new open-space structures and without speclal staff o,

tralnLng, compdunded the problems of d1sciolrne .
P ~ 2 : ‘b.'

8. Dlsclpllne/order in the schools was a "large issue Ln the early 19?03

; o _ in Greenvillevplstrrct as elsewhere. New types of school populatlons and
staffs in newly desegregated schools and soMetimes in radically new buildings
e presented difficult sltuatlons And, again .as percelved elsewhere, the prob-
lems were greater in post- elementary schOle deallng with young adolescents
e and youth. ‘'Greer Middle ‘School was one of the greatest trouble spots....’
[Superlntendent, 12-36] B%E bgb19?6-77 when the prdject was ending. the
Shperintendent could assert., "Discipline is not a hig issue now."

L .

- . ) r .

' Many of these elght factors converged in the early 1970s just as the Pro-
‘ ject wasvbelng desrgned. The sLtuatlon called for accepting the challenge of

o
innovation to find "3 better way in educatlon", and at the same time compounded

-n--——-h———

the pressurés on school personnel. The third PSP pPirector, who had been
: e i _
responsible for elementary education in the district at the time the project

(=)

was planned, spoke féelingly of the demands of only two of the factors

mentioned desegregatlon and accredltatlon.
ot
. We [the County] moved into the process of agcreditation around
. spring 1969. We did hit the target date on schedule with all
elementary schools. They had to achieve a philosophy state-
ment as part of the ten-Year cycle for accreditation. During
that time we moved into a unitary school system. fThat was a

[l [}
. .
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terrible year. We had schools half to three-quarters way
through the accrzditation cycle and the people had dispersed

because of change in attendance areas, modificacion of ratios;
€tc. So we had to write -addendums to all those studies., FPutb
looking back, it was an excellent ‘hing to have been in this
process because it gave a purpose, and sometimes the purpose
. helps to’reduce the anxiety, and this was great for this schoel
. ‘ system. (PSP Dir,, 12-76; formerly Ass't Supt. for Elementary
Education in the district)

-
Innovation

The period which saw the birth of the Piedmont Schools Project was thus
oﬁe of considerable change in the Greenville Dfstrictv~a period when some
changes*were thrust upon the system from outside (e.g., court ordered desegre-
gation compliance), gnd others came from within {e.g.,, reorganization of the

system). The latter often reflected national“trends in instruction at the

time--for example, introduction of middle schools by the new superintendent:

commitment to individualizing instruction; interest in humanizing the schools.

The Distxict was not a stranger to school innovation, as PSP staff members

attested:

The former Parker District [part of the County] was known
nationally for innovative programs around consolidation....
'They were beyond some of the things proposed for other
schools.... Then there was the Appalach facility--a mill
school in the Greer area. They began thinking of what they
could do to make learning better when they moved into a new
building [which became PSP School A] They got into planning
for team teaching and gerting differentiited staffing before
the project.... MNo., School A was fot a pilot for PSP. You
would f£ind pockets of innovation like this throughout the
county whether or not there was a PSP. PSP Dir., Y/4, 12-76)

There was multi-age grouping in School A, and open Space in
Middle School the year before the project.... The County was
comnitted to individualized instruction. Getting the money
for the PSP increased the speed of implementation.... IGE
{Individually Guided Education) was in the district already:
Middle School was one of the first 17 schools in South Caro—
lina to be an IGE school; IGE was about three years old
nationally. {PSP Coord. of Staff Developwment, Y/5, 12-76}

Again:




J

Despite these intimations of pockets of innovation and a Adisposition in

the Distriét rowards some innovative practices, most _Greer/PSP schools before

the project were traditional in structure, organization and program: as we

shall see below.

fwo general observations round out this overview of the context in which
PSP was born and developed. First, many of the factors described were part of
the broad national scene around 1970 {(desegregation changes in school popula-
tioné;'inéreased "discipline" problems., the Middle School movement, the indi-
vidualization movement., interest in "open education"), while others had a more
local configuration {e.g., residual conflict over consolidation. constraints
on revenue raising., mobility and in-migration patterns). Second, some‘national
issues were non-issues in Greenville County: declining enrollments, militant
teacher unions, community control of the schools. for example. The presence
or absence and the relative strength of these various factors shapes any,
assessment of the performance of PSP and the generalizability of its expegience.
The general and specific ziements in thé"éentext outlined above offer a ffame-
work for interpreting and utilizing information on the details of the process
of innovation. | ‘.

.Beyond these features of the Pistrict context, there were special charac-

terigtics of the project setting. To these we now turn.

B. THE PROJECT SETTING*

The Project Areas Greer., §.C.

_The Piedmont Schools Project area covered 23.5 square miles in the eastern
part of the county, between the Enoree and Tyger River Basins {see Figure 2). A
signlficant proportlon of project students (36 percent) came from the small
part of the school dlstrict that lies within Spartanburg County. In May 1951

*Sources for Greer description: PSP documents 1972 (Proposal) and 1977 {Final
Report}; Level II field notes: and Shaw, op. cit., for the County Planning
Commission.
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the General Assembly of South Carolina authorized the Greenville County Board
of Education to consolidate a part of Spartanburg County with the Greenville
County school system and this segment of Spartanburg County is taxed for school

purposes according to the Greenville County levy.

The focal poin£ of the Project area is the city of Greer--the second
largest municipalify in the county. It lies half way between areenville (12
miles southeast. population 63,000} and Spartanburg (15 miles northeast. popu-
lation 40,000), and straddles the Greenville-Spartanburg County line. The
population of the project area is approximately 20,000, of whom 10,500 live
within city limits. Greer is essentiqlly a self-contained community with high
average density of population (2,600 per square mile in the city and 850 in the

area).

Cempared to the County (1970} Greer had a larger proportion of elderly.

poor, and non-whites: ! .
Elderly: 7.5% Countys 10% Greer
Poor: 16.5% County: 22.5% Greer--below natzonal poverty level
Non-whites: 17.0% County: 25% Greer: 35% in Spartanburg county area
of Greer

Per capita income was 16 percent below the county average., Residents in the Greer

area to the north and south of the city have income levels more than one-third

higher than city residents. g

The area experienced its greatest population growth rate in the 1950s and
continued to grow in line with the county in the 1960s. City growth is
expected to stabilize in the next decade while population increases in the

environs, particularly in the area closer to Greenville.

Incorporatéd in 1875, Greer was a rural area until textile mills from
New England began to relocate in the South. Three Such mills were built in
Greer. As well as being a major economic base for the community, they have
played a major social role in building houses, financing churches and operating
schools and recreational centers. In this sense Greer is a "mill town". Half

of the employed people in the area worked in manufacturing in 1870. One

12
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quarter worked in the éity of Greenville. most likely in'non—manufacturing

industries, and one guarter worked in non-manufacturing industries in other

parts of Greenville or Spartanburg Counties. -

Although textile mills are étill the largest employers in the area, there
has Seen some shift to more divefsifieﬁ industry which.jis likely to continue.
Area emplﬁ&ment is projected to increase by moxe than 39 percent to around
9,000 emblcyees by 1990. Most rew jobs will be in the manufacturing and per~
sonal service sectors. Growth of non—maanacturing employment in the city of
Greenville is likely to lead to an increase in residents who commute there for

employment.

The city proper has a deteriorating downtown area surrounded by rural
farm areas and some suburban housing and shopping developments. In the heart
of downtown, the sign hColored“ above one of two permanently closed entrances to
an abandoned movie theater remains as mute ;itnesa to recent history. Two other
theaters show a geﬁeral run of movieé. The area has its own newspaper (The
Greer citizen) and local papers from Spartanburg and Greenville, two local AM

radioc stations., and receives major national network and educational TV.

Social life generally revolves around the community and the church.
There are sixteen fraternal and civiec clubs and organizations in the area, six
garden clubs and a number of women's organizations. Some thirty churches (all
Protestant) serve the community., half of them Baptist. 1Ir the greater Greer

area, Z8 churches belong to the Greer Baptist Association.

Elements of this quick sketch of Greer have a bearing on the place of
local schools within the larger district and on the operation of the project,
as will be seen in ensuing sections of the report. The schools are located
partly in the heart of the city, and partly in surrounding urbanized or more
rural sections--all within the area described. Community involvement
mechanisms in the project relied heavily upoﬁ the cooperation of clubs and
organizations mentioned. And the general "self-containedness" of the setting
had implications for relationships between ?he project and the rest of the
district,

13




The Target Population ‘

The target schools of the PSP were six &lementary schools, Teeding into &
single middle school and a single high school. Although reorganization in the
district diverted some of tﬁe high school students to another school during -
the project. the eight original schools re;ained in the PSP throughout. They -
housed some 4,800 students in Year 1, 18.3 percent of them Black. Shifts in
enrollment patterns by Yeé; 3 brought numbers to 4,400 students. 21.4 percent
of them Black (Continuation Application, 1974-75).

The size of the schools remained rather constant over th§ five years of
the project: save that by Year 3 the high school population was reduced by
about 20 percent because of the opening of a new high school proximate to the
area. The racial composition varied with shifts in population but was féirly
stable--save in School C which experienced a 16 percent increase in the per-

centage of Black students by Year 3 (see Table 1, below).

‘TABLE 1: ENROLLMENT IN PIEDMONT SCHOOLS PROJECT SCHUOLS-—=
FALL 1971 and FALL 1974

1972 Enrollment 1974 Enrollment

Scnools Totals % Black Totals % Black

ElcmentaXy A ...vvv.. 321 16.10% 343 13.41%

ElementaX¥ B ........ 174 17.24% 169 13.61%

' Elementary G ........ 377 16.45% 393  33.08%
Elementary D ....v0ev. 305 18.69% 289 24,22%

Elementary E ,....... . 446 18.39% 403 20.85%

Elementary F ........ 497 24.55% 486 21,60%

Middle School (G) ... 1,300 18.92% 1,266 19.83%

High School (W) ..... |1,357 16.43% 1,055 22.18%

This configuration of K-12 schcols.: student numbers, and racial balance
satisfied some criteria for the Federal Experimentél Schools Program. Other

features of the populations met another criterion: presence of underachieve-

14 32
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~ ment. The indicators noted at the beginning of the project were these*:

+

—intelligence tests in 4th, 6th and 10th grades suggested
- ) that there were more academically talented. students in
Greer than in the rest of the District, but there was no
significant difference in scores on the Stanford Achieve-
ment Tests. ’ ‘

--

~

b
b

-Dropout rates were increasing in 19268-70 (In 1970, the
rates were: Greer 54.8%, South Carolina 50%, Greenville
District 41.5%, nationally 33%).

-Percentages entering college were declining while District
percentages were rising in 1968-70 (35% Greer, District

47% in 1970). However, more Greer graduates were entering
trade and technical schools (1970, 13% District, 20% Greer).

-]

-poor attitudes: "Lack of educational reinforcement in many
of the homes. Many students £ind school irrelevant and
boring.” And outmoded instructicnal envixomment: “Elements
of the organizational structure., curriculum methods and
some of the materials.are cutdated." {Project Proposal,
‘March 1972).

3 central challenge of the Piedmont Schools Project, therefore, was to
,initiate a major educational intervention in a significantly poor and racially
mixed setting., and in schools with patterns of underachicsing or non-achieving

students who found "school irrclevant and boring."

"

\

Y

L}

*See Appendix 1 for a statistical profile of the target area students, 15968-
1970, for further details of enrollments by school, dropouts, college entry.

L]
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CHAPTER TWO

e —— - ——— BIRTH-OF A DREAM ~= : -
Y "DEVISING THE PIEDMONT SCHOOLS PROJECT

"I have a dream..."” (King)
"A Better Way in Education® (PSP)

The Piedmont Schools Project (PSP) tock as its motto, "A Better Way in
Eduéation". This "Better Way in Education” was no minor increment of improve-
ment in existing patterns. " It was no less than an attempt to realize a grand-
scale dream of comprehensive, systematic, integrated change in a set‘pf eight
rather ordinary K-12 schools. What was the genesis of such a dream, and what

prompted people to undertake the awesome task of seeking to realize it?

L. PEDERAL STIMUIUS TO "COMPREHENSIVE CHANGE"

Since 1945, research projects, demonstrations and various
kinds of experimentation have generated a wide variety of
products, practices and ideas which held promise for the
improvement of american education.... Dissa¥isfied with
the results of piecefleal or individual ceomponent changes,
educators have sought the opportunity to address the need
for tota2 change by placing a number of thege promizing
practices together in a comprehensive program [ESp, 1971,
HEW/OE. Information letter sent out by Robert Binswanger,
inviting school districts to submit Letters of Interest
in participating in the Experimental Schools Program.Ji.

In launching the Experimental Schocls Program, the U.S. Office of Education
proposed to use four Research and Demonstration strategies to stimulate eXxperi-
ments in wide-scale change in local school districts: {1) local planning and
implementation, (2} comprehensive program designs for each local projecf, {3)
five-year forward funding. and (4} "formative" and Ysummative" evaluation of

-

eath project*.

*These strfategies are elaborated .and critically evaluated in: Institute for
Scientific Analysis, Bducational RgD and The Case of Berkeley's Experimental
Schools. San Francisco, November- 1976.
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The heart of the Program was the promotion of comprehensive change

__in s ) evaluation and documentation Strategy would protect Federal

- B

interests in high-risk PFederal investment (formétive evaluation te promote
increased quality of implementation and summative evaluation to provide
detailed assessment of the processes and effects of planned change). To induce

school district participation in such a high-risk enterprise there was five-

year forward funding 1allaying uncertainties born of the £1ly-by-night quality
of much prior federal support of local innovation); and an emphasis on local

planning and implementation (to assure consonance with local wishes and con-

texts) . A

This set of R&D strategies was in itself highly innovative., Predictably
the process pf implementing them was not smooth. There were some critical gaps
between intentions and reality {(see, for example, Institute for Scientific
Analysis, 1976}. MNevértheless: the fact remained that the Experimental Schools
Program, born under the Office of Education and largely implemented under the
new National Instifute for Education, was a bold ﬁrogram which both required
and supported comprehensive change in schools by a new combination of strategies.
Wwithout the combination of requirements and commitments from the Federal agency,

the impossible dream of the Piedmont Schools Project would have died aborning.

What did CE/ESP mean by "comprehensive change"? The concept was opera-
tionalized into two basic slements, which may be thought of as vertical and
horizontal aspects of change. First, there was to be a vertical structuring
of projects which would allow participation of students from the whole spectrum
of K-~12 public schools. Second, there would be horizontal comprehensiveness--
an inclusion of all important components of the school environment including,
but not limited to, "curriculum development., community participation, staff

development, administration, and organization." [USOE, 1971]

Each local five-year program was to encompass appxoximately 2,000 to
5,000 students, withk prime but not exclusive emphasis on low-income children.
Within the tarxget area, the whole school environment was to be altered such

that components would be integratad and mutually reinforcing within and across

A




‘levels of schooling. The theme of educational change was to be pervasive in
the target population. Beyond the target area, however, it was envisaged that
the ripples of innovation would affect wmore widely the wore traditional

approaches to instruction and governance in partiéipating school districts.

»

There has been subsequent argumentation from hindsight about the ﬁeaning
of "comprehensive change" and the viability of Federal strategies to promote
it. Yet the broad «lements of comprehensiveness as originally explicated by
OE/ESP were clear enough to preclude settling for a lesser vision than holistic
change in target aréas, while still allowing much initiative in creating and

translating local visions of a "ketter way in education".

-

B. DESIGN OF THE PIEDMONT SCHOOLS PROJECT

In March 1971, the gchool District of Greenville County was one of wore
than 1,000 applicants submitting Letters of Interest to the Experimental Schools
Program of the U.5. 0ffice of Education. It was subsequently one of nine school
systems to receive a planning gr?nt. In November 1971, the Office of Education
announced that the District had been gelected as one of three sités to be funded
to implement an experimentél changé program in the Fall of 1972. This was the
bedinning of the Piedmont Schools Project, implemented in the District., with
Federal funding of $6.5 million over a period of 5.5 years beginning in April
1972 and spanning school years 1972-73 through 1976-77.

Greenville County School District had some track record in educational
innovation, but past changes generally, as elsewhere, had been fragmentary and
were planned by professional educators and J:.mplemented as pilot programs. In
contract. the PSP was comprehensive in scope and emphasized participatory
planning--this in line with two major questions addressed by the Experimental
Schools Program: Could a school system be responsive to the expressed needs of
the community? Could it respond in a coﬁprehensive rather than a pieceﬁeal '
fashion? '

18 E)f;
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The core ideas of the Piedmont Schools Projeat were first outlined in a

Letter of Interest to USOE/ESP (May 1971) which won the fistrict a planning

grant (June 1971) to develop a full-scale design*. There was commudity involve-
‘ment in both the planning and implementation processes. The design (submitted
in~mid-October 1971) was subject to ﬁuch reworking baséd upon extended dis-
cussion with OE/ESP befare fipai approval (March 1972). However., the state-
ments of beliefs undergirding the prqject and the basic processes concéptualized
remained constant from the early design pericd througﬁ to the end of the project.
The basic beliefs were stated thus:

-Each student, regardless of ability. has potential for learning

and a flexible, responsive school organization will make it
possible to offer viable alternatives to all youth.

-The people sexved by a public educational program have the
right and duty to define the goals and objectives of education
and to evaluate their educational system in terms of that
definition.

The Greer area was identified as the locus for the project at the point
when the planning grant was awarded. It was the only community in the county
where the configuration of schools had elementary schools feeding directly
into one middle school and then into one high school: and, as noted above., it
met other criteria of OE/ESP {around 4,500 students. indicators of under-
achievement, race, and poverty). Around 2,000 adults and students were
involved during the planning period in examining the strengths and weaknesses
and desirable objectives for the schools. The Project design, “in keeping with
the desires exprgssed by the citizens and students of Greer" emphasized
"meeting the needs of every child through staffing patterns. instructional

processes, and various programs which individualize the learning process."

*Key concepts guiding the Project and the process by whici. they were incor-
porated in the design are elaborated in varﬁpus gources, and summarized in

the present report. Sources: GCSD. Letter of Interest (5/15/71), Project
Proposal (3/15/72), Continuation Application {circa spring.1975). The lengthy
process of negotiation and reworking cf design is documented in a Chronology
of Events Leading Up to the Final Award (Level II document included in Support
Materials).
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Major components of the Design b \ '
. ! )
- ! The three linchpins of the PSP, diagrammed below (Figure 3), were the

/

decision-making process, the instructional process, and the evaluation

process -- conceived as interdependent. To the extent that intentions were
fulfilled, these processes would result in integrated comprehensive change in
the opportunities, attitudes, behaviors and relationships of people in the

schools and their relationships with the broader community.

- Fig.3: FLOW DIAGRAM OF THE PIEDMONT SCHOOLS PROJECT COMPONENTS"

o

B PLANNING — — IMPLEMENTATION — — BEHAVIQRAL —
QUTCOMES
Lay : 1 Staffing
Community [ Model
Process
Profeszional Procesg
= Community - Model [ <=
Product
School Program
Community Model
DECISION-MAKING . . INSTRUCTIONAL EVALUATION
!; - PROCESS - o PROCESS - - PROCESS =

*Source: SDGC, Propogal, 1972,
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dec1sions.

curricular areas (the program model).

For input of the "lay"” community:

For input of the "professional”
community:

For input of the school community:

_ instructional process design were these:

Staffing pPatterns:

The decision-making process reflected the philosophy of nartic1pat1ve
management grounded on the premise that decisions at all levels of the project
should be made on the basis of input from those most closely affected by the
§tructures vere designed to offer vehicles for the involvement of
the "lay community“--the citizens of Greer, both parents and non-parentss the
"professional community”, outside the project area; and the "school. communlty"--
administrators, teachers, students, paraprofessionals. The formal structures

developed to fac1lin?te the process were, in brief:

-Boards of Educational Coopera-
tives and The Cooperatives
Board

~The Board of Directors--sup-
planted by The Professional
Liaison Committee

-Organized student groups
~Learning community teams in
schools

=Instructional Improvement Com-
mittees in schools

-Project Instructional Improve-
ment Committee

~Curriculum Steering Committee

The Instructional Process design called for melding innovations in staffing
patterns (the staffing model), in classroom organization, management tech-
nigues and instructional practices (the process model) , and in programs in ten

Some key features of the changed

-Differentiated staffing., including:

Program Manager and Facilitator of
Operations to replace the traditional

principal

-Teamg of teachers, paraprofessionals,
and parent volunteers dividing classroom

functions




Classroom rmanagement & -Learning communities with two or more
organization techniques: teachers and 50 or more students v
-Multi-age grouping of students
—MultpréﬂléEEEIEa'modes- “small groups,
large groups, one~to-one instruction:
independent study., out-of-school learning,
cooperatively planned units, mainstreaming
-Learning gycle ’

Programs,/Curriculum: -Modified to include community emphases:

Gareer :Education; comprehensive Related
Arts

’Basies' related to real~life experiences
-Wide nge of materials in learning com-
munitieg -and media centers to accamnodate
various levels of ability withln main-

stream education
kY

The evaluation process within the project was intended to provide decision-

makers-—-administrators, teachers, students, parents--with information on yhich
to base decisions. To this end, the evaluation team (known as ‘Level I’ to
distingﬁish it from independently funded external evaluators, known as

'Level II') was to monitor the implementation of the above processes and pro-
vide feedback on whether it was operating as intended; i.e.. evaluate process
objectives. &and it was to evaluate product objectives--defined as changes in
student behaviors resulting from experiences in the project. The intention
was that the process evaluation would relate the success of the project to the

degree to which each component was implemented.

All three processes were designedswith intent to assure "a truly indivi-
dualized educational program” for students in project schools. Implementing
any single component identified in the summary above (e.g., multi-aged grouping
of students, or staff teaming, or a Cooperatives‘Board) would represent a dis-
tinect innovation in prior practice. Implementing all of them in mutually
reinﬁorcing‘fashion was the PSP vision of comprehensive, integrated change in

the instructional environment that would be "B Better Way in Education”.

Project goals; Ten goals were originally formulated in the prggect design
and these were subsequently translated into a set of "process and product '
objectives”. (See Chapter 2 Appendix for the detailed stateﬁents.) The gogls
reflect commitment to the processes sketchea‘quqg: participative decision~
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making, instructional processes that promote individualized and personalized

-

education, and related evaluation processes. At the level of attention to'

-

specific areas of student development, several emphases derived from community
expressions of concerns and desires for Greer schools during the ‘planning

.phase. These are summarized in the Sollowing excerpt from the Continuation 4

Application:

3

When the Piedmont Schools Project was being planned, a committee
appealed to the citizens of Greer to, ,examine strengths and weak- -
nesses of thelr school system and to identify the kinds of schools
they felt were needed in their community. Almost 2,000 adults
and students, representlng all sectors of the communi.y., were in~
volved 'in this effort. They agreed that the basic skills of
reading, writing, and arithmetic should be stressed, but with
. emphasis on relevance to real life. They described a need for.
adjusting the curriculum to the current needs of students, inclu-
ding necessary psychological and psycho-social skills, citizen-
ship, and surxvival skills. BAlso, they identified a neeéd to -
strengthen some areas of the curriculum. Speclflcally. voca=~
tional and occupational education should be made a more important
part of the regular K-12 curriculums and the expressive avts.
{drama; music, art, physical education) should play a central,,
not a peripheral, rola in public education, K-12. (Continuation

Appli¢ation, 1975) -

-
“

-~

The Heart of the Dreahg
The New Instructional Environment £

~
. CAE OGEE TN I I N A s
LA . ! .
. . .

In developing the project design, PSP planners drew upon é smorgashbord of
innovations tested in varying degrees in other parts of the nation. Taken
_ individually any given piece may be recognizable as having been tried else- *
whert and, some would argue, “tﬁey hidn't invent any of it". ‘That would miss

the point. Aside from the fqpt that component ideas and Practices were new

&,

departures for the vact majority of participants in the project area, it has

to be re-emphasized that the specifically PSP invention, the dream they dared

&

to dream, was putting all the pieces fogether in ways that would be mutually
* supporting and bring about comprehensive, integrated change in the instruc-

tional environment.

One further component of the overall PSP innovation effort remains to be

identified. This was the Process of Transference--the name given to the

%




planned:; systematic attempt to spread new ideas and practices elsewhere in the
large school d%strict. The design for this effort did not emerge unfil Project
Year 3, and we leave u?til Thapter 7 below a discussion of the transference

. procesé and its effects. This process drew PSP back into the mainstream of the
School District of Greenville County from which it was somewhat insulated
during early years of the project. Before such effort to share innovation
could be initiated, it was felt that primary attention must be given to the

immense task of implementing the new instructional environment in Greer .chools.

Creating this "new instructional environment™ involved strategies and
action tc implement four key elemen.s: learning communities: staff development:
participatory management {also referred to by NIE as "the new programmatic
authority"}; and community and parental involvement and satisfaction. The next
section of the monograph will discuss each of these in turn, summarizing the
main components of the change strategy and offering judgments about their

effectiveness.

*"Now Instructional Environment® is NIE's phrase {RFP, 1975) and the fopr kay
elements were designated by NIE. They are consonant wi*h PSP intentions and
activities and offer a sound set of emphases for digcussing PSP strategies
and effectiveness.
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PART II

IMPLEMENTATION:
&ﬂE NATURE AND EFFECTS OF THE CHANGE STRATEGY

'r

"For a dream comes wWith much business..."
{Ecclesiastes 5:3)

INTRODUCTION

The bqsinéss of translating the design for change into the envisioned new
instructional environment involved five years of c¢ffort to operationalize four
major concepts -~ learning communities, staff development. participative

management, and community involvement -- at school and project levels.

The heart of the new instructional environment was a set of learning
communities in every school. Implementing the learning community concept
involved major chénges in physical setting and in patterns of staffing and
staff-student relationships~-a departure from "closed"” practices associated
with "traditional schooling” towards those associated with "open education",

"humanizing-.schools”, and "individuwalization and persbnalization“ of learning.

A strong staff development component was a necessity in the overall inno-

vative strategy. to promote and strengthen staff knowledge, skills, attitudes

and behaviors that would support the other components of innovation.

“Opening"” up the environment of learning and instruction requires changes
in decision-making structures. Inside the network of PSP schools this change
necessitated that hierarchical patterns of decision-making give way to a

redistribution of programmatic authority such that authority for making

decisions about the instructional program devolved to those most directly

responsible for program implementation. This was most oftén referred to in

PSP as participative management.
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In relation to broader communities outside the schools, the "opening up”

process ce'led for implementing mechanisms to assure community input to

decisions about schools: both from the lay community and from the community of
professional education. Efforts to reach out to involve and inform citizens

were expected to create @ climate of increased parental and community satis-

faction with the schools.

Tnese components constituted the wmajor focus of NIE/EPRC external evalu-
ation during the last two years of the Piedamont Schools Project. Thé ensuinyg
account of their imﬁlementation and effects is based upon quantitative and
qualitative data assembled during these years, plus a thorough review of field
records and data available for the earlier period {when evaluation had not been

conceptualized around these components).*

Altlough the key question in examining project implementation is: "Were
the various strategies effective in changing the schools?", we must keep in
mind the question: "To what extent did it all come together?" For this pur-
pose, the concept of "community™ is used as an integrative theme., We discuss
first the multiple aspects of change that were to take place in "learning com-
munities” (Chapter 3). As we turn attention to staff development (Chapter 4)
and participutive management {Chapter 5) we consider the schools as communities
and the projsct as a comrunity of schools. And when we examine involvement and
gatisfaction with the schools {(Chapter 6) we are moving outside the schools to
consider their relationship with the diverse groups that constitute the "Greer

community”.

*Appendix C summarizes in chart form the evaluation focus and assessments of
the NIE design (1975) and offers schematics showing expected relationships
among components of the new instructional environment, and between that inno-
vation and gmall related gtudies Which (aside from gummary discussion of
Trangference and Outcomes in Ch.7, below} are not dealt with in the pregent
report, In the NIE design, community input to decigion-making was viewed as a
geparate component from parental and community satisfaction, with eeparate sub-
yiudies required for each. 1In thiy report we combine the two (Ch.6),
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CHAPTER THREE
‘ LEARNING- COMMUNITIES

A. INTRODUCTION

-

The learning community served as a school within a school,

with the entire learning envirgnment altered through use of
teaching teams, differentiated staffing, and an individualized
curriculum. Contrary to the traditional centralized decision-
making process., the staff members assigned to these unics made
the decizions about the learning programs for students in the
learning comminity. Each school formulated a systematic review
procedure involving agsessment of all available information on
individuals. This procedure also provided information for
designing apuropriate learning programs.

Units of varying sizes were used by most of the schools during
the first two years of the Project with these sizes for indi-
vidual communities emerging as those most feasible for Project
schools: elementary 65~85 students: middle school 150-300;
high school 350. -

.

w

Ideally students would have had almost all instruction within
their learning community: however, this was never completely
react.ed at the middle school, which was constructed in such a
way as to isolate the related arts...at one end of the building.
Nor was the idezl possible at the high school. where both the
physical arrangement of the building and the basically depart-
mental nature of the curriculum worked to prevent full imple-
mentation of the learning-within-the-community ideal. [PSP

Final Report. Section 9, p. 3} ) .

This PSP end-of-project summation reflects general changes achieved in
communities within schools:
~-The physical environment of most schools wag changed. becoming
more open in structure and flexible in use

-Staffing patterns ané relationships were changed.: involving some
differentiation of function, teaming of teachers., and sharing of
dacision-making at programmatic level

=-Student relationships were changed, particularly through patterns

created by multi-aging/grac ng, regroupings for instruction.
mainstreaming
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-The orientation to individualization and personalization in
the instructional process was translated in varying degrees
through programs and through processes, including attention
to learning modes, learning cycle. success orientation...

A telephoto lens or a microscope focused more closely on individual schools
and learning communities would reveal differences--particularly across levels of
schooling {elementary/secondary) but also among elementary schools. There were
differences in degree of implementation and relative ease or difficulty encoun-
tered in the process. Everything did not come up roses; but it was a rose gar-
den! Some of the commonalities and variations are noted in the ensuing dis-
éussion of selected aspects of change in the physical and human environment of
instruction. In each case, "effectiveness" is discusséd in terms of the degreé
of implementation and judgments about likely continuity based upon perceived

commitment of staff to the innovation.

B. OPEN SPACE AND ITS UTILIZATION

- e e T

Intentions

The original proposals of psp do not offer explicit discussion of “open
space classrcoms” or the broader philosophical approach of "open education"
under those terms. Nevertheless, the provision of physical areas which would
be both larger than traditional (accommodating upwards of 60 students) and
more flexible in use was clearly a basic intention of the PSP. By Year 3,
project documents were explicit about the merits of "open-space classrooms OF
learning areas" in contributing to the process of individualizing--by permit-
ting a variety of learning modes and activities to take place simultaneously
and facilitating team teaching. "Although every classroom does not have to
be remodeled into open spaces, different sized areas have been provided within
the school for large~group, small-group, one-to-one, and independent learning
activities."

28 46

A




Implementation

FINDING: All PSP ‘elementary schools and the Middle School were
structured or restructured at the beginning of the project such
that the prevailing area of learning communities could accommo-
date upwards of 60 students, and they largely retained this
general structure for the duration of the project. The High
School remained essentially an "egg-crate” structure throughout
the five years.

The physical boundaries for the PSP were generally established during the sum-
mer preceding the first year of the Project. gix elementary buildings and one
middle school were either constructed (pre-projeét) or modified to provide open
space for use by teams of teachers and students. fThe conversion of existing
structures was more difficult in some buiidings than others. and overflow enroll-
ments in some cases necessitated the use of portables for housing a learning
~community or part of one, as well as for activitles such as related arts or
special programs, Such modifications in structure as took place during the
project did not giqnificantly affect the above finding.

Utilization of space. There can be large areas of space {more physical

openness in that gense) without its necessarily beiﬁg arranged and utilized

flexibly., The plan was for all communities to have easily movable furniture
suitabie for the various grouping patterns used. though “each open classroom
ig designed differently to suit the personalities of the staff and students

who work in them, as well as the original Qlant design" [PSP, Cont. Applic.,
- 1975].

FINDING: In all elementary schools learning comminity space was

utilized with high to moderate degrees of flexibility:; in the

Middle School at moderate levelr and in the High School at low

level. (Nasca Mapping Scale) '

Flexzibility was judged by observers on the basis of the extent of inf..1al

grouping of students at a variety"of work areas throughout learning community
space. Low flexibility on the physical organization index would be a tradi-
tional arrangement of desks with assigned seating for students: at the other h
end of the continuum. open. flexible use of tables and work centers with
unassigned spaces. There were only marginal variations across elementary

schools.: all of which had high ratings on flexible physical space. Such

L3
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variation as was observed tended to be associated with the nature of.the
building structure. Thus School C, depicted by some observers as an old,
unattractive building, nonetheless had very large learning community areas,
giving a sense of expansiveness and open space. School D had an awkvard
physical plant, was cramped for space and, regardless of renovations, the

learning commuiity areas tended to be more crowded than in other schools.

The Middle School, built-ron the most expansive open space plan., scored
only moderately on physical flexibility. Each of the core original community
areas covered space that could comfortably accommodate seven classes. Yet,
Middle School was overcrowded and there was a feeling of being cramped even
within the vast spaces. Within each of the large areas, in Years 4 and 5,
there were observed to be carved-out areas, some of which were open and
flexible, but which also included some separate, discrete sub-areas arranged

traditionally.

The High School. a conventional three-story building, made no apparent
attempt to increase flexible use of physical space. The low mapping indices
reflect a pattern of individual student desks generally organized in rows.
Such flexibility as was observed iu use of space occurred in areas like shop,

home &conomics, drama, communication classes.

The structural parameters of learning communitie~ were created early in
the project. Such changes as occurred later did not significantly alter the
overall picture. Overcrowding in some schools (e.g., Elementary D and Middle)
occasioned the use of portable classrooms; and shifts in age-grade patterns of
students caused some redeployment of space. There were recurring pressures
émong Middle School Eéachers to reduce the size of the large learning communi-
ties (e.g., by partitions, visual dividers, etc.), but major structural change

was not conceded during project years.

Continuity?

How committed were teachers to open space arrangements by the end of the
project? Asked if they would be happy, unhappy or not care one way or the

30
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other about Specific changes that could be made in the physical environment.
the general response was supportive of open space, with some variation across

schools.

a

FINDING: While teachers in some schools would be happy to have one
or two self-contained c¢lassrooms in their schools, for the most |
part they do not want to work in such a room themselves. And most |
teachers would be unhappy if flexible furhishings were replaced by
regular student desks. (Year 5 Teacher Survey, 1977)

There was a va¥iation by school on these questions, with one elementary school

(D} in which the respongses were mbre negative: a) the majority of teachers in

School P would he haﬁpy to have one or two self-contained classrooms in the

school; b) none of the teachers would be unhappy if walls/dividers were

erected and she had a self-contained room; and c) half the tzachers would like .

flexible furnishing replaced by regular student desks.

C. MULTI-AGING,/MULTI-GRADING OF STUDENTS

Intentions

The intention of PSP planners was that in elementary and middle schools.
pupils would be grouped in numbers of approximately 75-150 per community. that
the grouping would be multi-aged, and that while students initially might be
placed in the community on a graded basis., this would he done by random
selection. In the High School., students in the community groupings would
range across several traditional grade levels and represent a cross-section
of the student body. not grouped by ability, with placement generally rasulting

from the students' choices of advisors.

Among the advantages attributed to grouping students in this way in com-
munities of at least double conventional class size. PSP schools emphasized:
the benefits from wider socialization experiences; the opportunities deriving ,
from stude-t-student and student-adult interactions with a wider range of
people; teacher-student relations sustained over longer than one school year

to the benefit of both and of the individualization programs; greater possi-

A

bility for matching student needs and learning styles with adults of compatible
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personality and teaching styles.

Patterns of Implementation*

If &he definition of open space learning communities calls also for at least

two teachers working with students spanning 4t least two conventional age-

grade lasvel groups, then the patterns found in PSP by Year Five reflected both

the original conception and some deviations from it.

marizes the patterns found in the schocls.

Figure 4 below sum~

Students multi-aged/

Students age grouped/

multi-graded single~graded
Open classrooms Pattern 1. - Pattern 3.

at least double normal

All elementary

Middle School

size, with at least

two teachers schools

Pattern ¥ Pattern g

Self-contained, one-
teacher classes

High school (a+d)

A few elementary
{a+c)

a = walled structure

b = within open space LC Elementary (atc) Middle School
¢ = open plan room {b+d)

d = rows of desks, etc.

Pigure 4: AGE~GRADE GROUPING IN PSP QOMMUNITIES AND CLASSROOMS
(Based upon obsexrvation and analysis by D. Nasca, Y/4 and Y/5)

-

*In this, as in several other areas discussed, there is considerabla informa-
tion available on the concept and the various levels of implementation in
different schools--associated with particular issues and problems, and dif-
ferences in perceptions among teachers and schools. The comparative analysis
of school datz is illuminating, but beyond the scope of what can be covered
in the present document.
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Only Pattern 1 conforms to the jintentions of the project for multi-graded
learning communities. This pattern was dominant in all elementary schools.
The Middle School made an explicit decision not to multi-age/multi-grade jts
open 'class communities (dominant Pattern 2) while the High School did multi-
grade/multi-ége within the conventional self-contained classroom .settings
(dominant Pattern 3). Some elementary schools and aome Middle School learning
ﬁommuﬁities showed deviations (3 and 4) from the domin.at pattern by school
level. And there were deviations at certain times and locations from the
random and heterogeneous patterns suggested in the PSP anq_the more general

literature*,

FINDING: Elementary schools ang High School z11 implemented multi-
grading/multi-aging of students. Middle Scho.l did not. Within
schools there were variations in the relationship petween age and
grade grouping patterns on the one hand and the size and openness
of classes pon the other. (Systematic observation)

‘tbe implementation process proceeded at different rates and encountered
different difficulties and levels of commitment across and within schools.
Among elémentary schools, for example, it went fairly smoothly in two (A, where
there was more pre-planning, longer lead time, and éradual implementation: and
B, the smallest school); with some early difficulties in two (C, with con-
straints of plant which were overcome; and D with awkward layout and heavy
faculty resistance); and with considerable discomfort and caution in two
(E and F). By Year 3, two elementary schools and Middle School had lagged
behind in implementation and special in-service programs were launched to

improve staff understanding and support of the concept.

Middle School never did implement the multi~aging/grading concept.
Throughout the five years of the PSP, students in each of the three grades were
relatively of the same age and were promoted by grade. There was some slight

exception in the case of Related Arts and Physical Education classes where

*iWhy things happened this way is a subject of interest but beyond the possi-
bility of the summative judgments being made in this section of the Report.
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there was some mix of the three grades. But in the instructional environment
of learning communities, the concept was not implemented even experimentally
in one place or for a short time. It was "explored", "examined", "discussed".

"inveétigated" by a Task Force--and then rejected.

The High School, with its highly traditional plant and low ratings on
flexible vge éf space, nevertheleas did implement multi-age grouping for
instruction (grades 9-12)}. Most courses were open to students regardless of
age--with the exception of informal age grouping associated with some sequen-
tial courses (e.g., in foreign languages). Further. the advisee system (dis-
cussed below) strongly promoted cross-age/cross-grade relationships among sub-

groups of .students.

/
FINDING: PSP implemented multi-age/multi-grade grouping of
students in all elementary schools and in the high /‘svhool short
course system and advisee groups. The concept was' not imple-
mented in Middle School learning communities. ;

-Continuity /

Multi-age/grade grouping was one of the more diffiﬁult concepts for some
staff to comprehend and implement*. Interviews and survey data from the last
year of PSP suggest variable commitment to the practice. Concerning the range
over which to multi-age/grade, there were partisans of three-age/graée span
(School B), and wore often of two-age/grade span in elementary school communi~
ties. Some staff had heavy commitment to the concept (e.g., B and C schools):
others had qualified commitment (e.g., "It's a good thing, but tcach gradewise
at primary level as they adjust to school"); and for some the concept remained
difficult ("This school has never understood the philosophy of multi-aging or

*Available documentation is illuminating on several issues and questions not
elaborated here, such as: patterns of introducing multi-aging/grading: ways
of grouping and assigning students; the influence of physical plant} faculty
relictance and resistance; over what ages/grades to group; which criteria to
use in assigning students; defeat for multi-aging or victory for participatory
decision-making at Middle Scheoel.

34

[RIC 52




exactly how it works-~the primary teachers particularly" -- School E).

Thig diversity of feeling is confirmed by end-of-project survey data.
Asked'in Year 5 whether they would feel "happy". "unhappy", "wouldn't care one
way or the other" if a decision were made that next year all the students you
teach were in the same grade. teachers offered varied responses. 2Among elemen-
tary schools, clearly teachers in &chool B were disposed to continue the prac-
tice, and teachers in School F were disposed not to, with the majority of
teachers in Schools A, C and D being neutral. Breakdown of data by learning
commumity highlights the fact that negative responses were associated with
fewer than one third of the elementary learning communities (10 out of the total
of 33), %ith a slight tendency for more teachers of younger children to reject
the concept——suppprting other evidence that primary level teachers felt more
discomforted than cthers by the concept*. Interviews with high school teachers
suggested a generally favorable disposition towards multi-grading for instruc-

tion, but a degire for more "prerequisites" in certain subject areas.

JUDGMENT: At the end of the project, the level of commitment to
multi-grading of students for instruction varied from strong to
low across schools. and was variable within a few schools. Many
teachers were neutral to the practice (wouldn't care if it con-
tinved or did not) which suggests possible shift away from it
might occur 7= some elementary communities, and possible timeli~
ness to experiment with it in some middle school communities.

*See interviews with program managers. Also. teacher volunteered comments in
open-ended questions ahout aspects of PSP "you would be happy to see changed
next year" and "what vou would do differently if you had it to.do over", Of
the 57% who chose to comment., multi-grading was the dominant concern. with
strongest feelings apparent in elementary schools E and F (10 and 12 mentions.
respectively). Note that thege schools operated with larger teams (School E
had three 3-teacher teams, School F had five 3-teacher teams. whereas other
elementary schools tended to favor 2-teacher teams).




D. DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING IN SCHOOLS

- {

Intentions

PSP staffing was differentiated as a partial response to objective #8:

"To develop, implement, test, and refine an organizational model, K-12, that
will facilitate and encourage individualized and personalized educational pro-
gramsg. New positions and titles were introduced, each intended to reflect an
innovative departure in role and function. Each individual school was staffed

by:

-An administrative team consisting of a Program Manager and a
Facilitator of Operations~-the first being responsible for
instructional program, and the second for non-instructional
administrative tasks. Elementary Schools had half-~time
Pacilitators. Because of their size, the Middle and High
Schools had full-time Facilitators and Assistant Program
Managers.

-Learning Community Teams, staffed with at least two (and up
to ten--Middle) teachers, each team headed by a Learning Com-
munity Coordinator who was to be the instructional team leader
not a quasi-administrator), assign tasks to members in keeping
with their strengths and talents, coordinate the schedule of
activities for students assigned to the community. and also
Feach.

-

Paraprofessionals. There were two types: (a) Related Arts Para-
professionals -~ a component field-tested at elementary level to
determine whether a quality program in mueic, art, physical edu-
cation, related arts, and career education could be developed
using paras. (At Middle and High, professionals were employed.)
{b) Other Ingtructional Paraprofessionals were assigned to assist
teachers with instructiénal tasks {including follow-up small group
instruction, grading, “administering diagnostic tests; managing
systems used with self-pacing programs).

¥

A fuller description of the rules and functions of the various staff gositions
is provided in the PSP Plan (1972} which also spells sut some of the gqualities
sought in staff, and in tﬂe Differentiated Staffing component of PSP's Final
Report (1977).
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Implementation ' .

El

FINDING: During.the five years of the project each PSP school was
staffed by administrative teams (Program Managers and Facilitators of
Operations), learning community teams (teachers, one o. whom was the
leader or coordinator), paraprofessionals, and, in varying degrees,
had assistance from volunteers from the broader community.

&

in fact made {they were), but rather: To what extent were expectations about

The more interesting question is not whether such staff assignments were

the innovative roles realized? These were all new roles, requiring different
relationships, behaviors, apportionment of authority and responsibility, from
those associated with traditional staffing models. Even when the name remained

the szame —- "teachers" being the prime case ~- roles were different. Thus

-

teachers were to be “facilitators nf learning"” rather than dictators of know-
ledge and would work in = context radically different from the traditional
{open space, teaming relationships, multi-aged/graded students, individualized

instruction, etc.), requiring a host of skills, dispositions, knowledges that .

)

L]

kY

.had to be developed on the job.

T

While our prime emphasis will be on teacher teams, it is pertinent to
summarize two other experiments in staffing within PSP: first administrator
teaming, an experiment which we judge not to have wotked out as planned; and

second, the utilization of paraprofessionals, an experiment judded to be suc-

cessful. These experiments are reviewed below as a prelude tc Section E where

-

we focus on teacher teaming.

i

Administrator Teaming

[

FINDING: Throughout five years and in all schools, the pfogram
manager and facilitator of operations roles never fulfilled
original intenti...s of being egual and complementary. The

brog ram manager ros. and status dominated.

-

il
;
BEN s

A division of labor in which the Program Manager would supervise the 1nstruc-
tional program and the Facilitator of Operations the non-instructional (main-
ténance, housekeeping, cafeterias, school buses, reports, purchasing, data

processing, etc.) ideally,would‘capitalize on complementary abilities of two

L
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administrators--and is probably the dream of traditional principals beleaguered

by demz .ds that pull them away from concentration on instructional program.

‘The complementary-but-equal teaming relationship intended by PSP was not
achieved. Throughout project years, facilitators were perceived as having lower
status roles than program managers and program managers were treated generally
by people outside and inside the schools as chief administrators, much as tra-
ditional principals. During early stages of the PSP, both facilitutors and
program managers were vocal about the problems of their role relationships and

some time and energy was devoted in staff\iivelopment to this area. However:

the difficulties were not resolved and by the end of the project facilit%tors

‘-/
seemed tO have bowed to what seemed inevitable ercosion of their intended role

and equal status. Teaming relationships worked somewhat better at.high and
middle school levels (where facilitators were full-time in the schools) than
elementary; but there, too, they were viewed as valuable but not equal status

members in the administrative team.

Why didn't it work? These are some factors mitigating against the success

of the experiment:

~Four former principals were appointed as PMs in their existing
schools and were already percéived there as “principals" by
staff and community.

-The program managers in all cases occupied the offices previously
occupied by the principal. The facilitators were located elsewhere--—
in four cases in the outer office of the administrative suite along-
side the school secretary.

-Elementary schools shared half-time facilitators which suggested to
the school communities secondary importance and meant that half of
the time they were not in the school to be "teamed" with.

-District communications addressed to principals were sent to Program
Managers. Although both PMs and facilitators attended district
meetings, district procedures never did reepect differentiated
finctions and roles in communicating with schools.

-Parents and community members with a problem would come to school to

talk witt 3 PM (perceived as principal), even if the problem area was
one in which the facilitator had primary responsibility.
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~Turnoves of administrators. Over the five-year period there were 14
program managers in the eight positions; and 11 facilitators in the
five facilitator positions. Lack of stability of relationships would
tend to make it more gdifficult to learn new roles and relationships
and to assert them to other people.

Tn short, it seemed to be a Pygmalion-like situation: the paired administrators
Wwere not equals bedause they were not treated 4s equals. Any efforts that may

have been made to overcome these factors were not documentd:; whatever they may

have been, they were not ultimately effective.

JUDGMENT: While PSP experience may be of interest to those contem-
plating administrative differentiation and teaming, the PSP was not
a good field test of the concept. Others seeking to experiment in

this area should expect the -problems noted above and plan specific

measures to counter them.

Paraprofessionals*. The group of adults who worked in learning communi-~

ties in PSP schools included professional teachers, paraprofessionals of two
types, and volunteers. Paraprofessionals were an important part of the staffirg
structure in every school. aIn a broad sense they were included in references

to school gtaff as a "team" and they were an integral part of the staff. How-
ever, the patterns of utilization of the "paras", as they were\called. did not ‘2
include major ifivolvement in "team planning” and "joint decision-making® --

phrases used to refer to activities in the precinet of teaching professionals,

Instructional paraprofessionals were vieged as "valuable and vital members
of the educational team" (ESP,_l???, Sn. 12). Their numbers ranged from a low
of one "para" assigned@ to the smalléét eléﬁéntary school to a high of six,
"paras" agsigned to High School. Patterns of utilization of these staff members
varied. Some were assigned permanently to reading laboratories, for example:
others were scheduled to work first with one learning community and then

another on a rotating basis. Mest of the direction for their daily duties came

*Por a more detaileddescription of paraprofessional roles, functions and effec-
tiveness in PSP, see PSP, Final Report (1977), Section 11 (Related Arts) and
Section 12 (Instructional Paraprofessionals). Neither the "paras" nor the
administrator teams were the focus of detailed study in the external evaluation
design.
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from the learning community coordinators. Given these patterns of utilization.
the instructional paras were important in every school but not integral to the
teaching team in a given learning comhunity: in the sense of heing part of the
daily team planning sessions and curricular development.

MoSt outstanding in the contributions of the paraprofessionals

was the help they gave in individualizing the instructional

program and in enhanci ag the role of the professional educator.

Paraprofessionals became valuable and vital members of the

educational team, Another tremendous success was the positive

image they projected of the school to the community. (PSP,
Final Report, 1977, sn. 11, p. 5).

Related Arts paraprofessionals provided instruction in art, music and
physical education in elementary schuols. Project Resource Coordinators
{curriculum consultants) in these subject areas were responsible for training,
coordinating and planning ﬁith the paras and for assisting in merging them
into the learning communities. There was a team of three related arts paras
in each of the six elementar§ schools {(covering art,:music, and physical
education respectively) with a seventh team d: ‘iding its time between the two
largest elementary schools.

. )

_ This approach to Related Arts was designed to meet project goals for the
arts {idenﬁified in part through community involvement in the planning stage),
and to test whether it was a v}able alternative to employing itinerant pro-
fessionals in these special subject areas. Overall judgment? -- Yes, it was a
viable alternative, The amount and Quality of instruction in art, music and
physical education in P3P elementary schools surpassed what could be provided
by visiting professionals. The paras cost about half whaf fﬁll professionals
would cost: hence increased time for a given price. while professional skilils

were shared effectively over a large number of schools*,

*The whole issne of Related Arts paras and program in PSP is worthy of more
attantion than is possible in this report. MNote that "students made sub-

stantial gains in test scores in both physical education and music (there were

no tests in art)". (PSP, Pinal Report. Sn. 11)
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Aside from providing a quality program, tﬂé Related Arts baras‘were valued
in the schools because they furnished an obvious way of assuring released time
for teachers to do team planning. In School B, the smallegt elementary school,
staff desire to involve the Related Arts paras in planning interdisciplinary
units_Prompted effort and ingenuity in manipulating_schedules so that paras

could be involved in planning segsions when new units were developed.

JUDGMENT: Paraprofessionals were valued and effective members of
school staff. They increased the possibilities for individualizing
instruction,, assured a guality Related Arts program in elementary
schools, and made it possible for teachers to have released time for
team planning. : |

Continuity

The question of commitment to the concepr of administrator/facilitator
teaming and the use of paraprofessionals in instructié; is interesting but
academic. The District did not continue facilitator appointments at the end
~f the project. School administrators would have liked such continuity, but
(much in the way some téachers Iike to have paraprofessionals) primarilf
because they reprgsented an increase in staff over traditional arra;gements-—
a sharing of the load borne by the school ﬁiincipal. The division of labor
would theorefically be feasible in the larger schools (secondary level), but
it does not seem likely that assistant principals would accept the relatively
lower professional status that came to be ascribedfto facilitators of opera-
tions; nor is it clear that such division of labor would necessarily furnish
the best leadership in a school. )

As to commitment to the paraprofessional components of differentiated
staffing, the overall judgment is that this commitment was high among PSP
staff--not just because paras shared the workload but because in many cases
they were perceived to make a significant contribution to instructional and
personalization goals by providing guality Related arts instruction in elemen-
tery schools, by making possible more individualization of instruction in other
areas, aqd by inecreasing the range of adults thal students could relate to in

the schools.
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As with the facilitators of operations., the question of retaining project
“paras" was rendered academic by Year 5, for the School District was unable to
finance the extra staff in schools once federal support ended. While this
occasioned lament and much disappointment among staff in elementary schools,
the general tenor of comments from program managers in end-of-project inter-
views was that the schools would continue differentiated staffing with such
aides. and volunteers as were available to them., and that it would be harder

but not impossible to maintain programs and processes without the extra help.

The facilitators and the project'"garas" were add-on personnel within the
framework of PSP. But the teachers were not. Hence the importance of a focus
on the new ways in which they were to work together in the project staffing
model. In that context the principal innovation was "teacher teaming".
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E. TEACHER TERMING

Intentions

PSP documents contain many references to teacher teams, and teacher teaming
was rated among the most important attributes of learning communities ({Year 5,
Attribute Ranking instr.). However, there is no elaboration of the concept of

'teaming' as such in the documents. By Year 3, project self-reports contained

.statements of this order (Cont. Applic., 1975):

~"Peachers are involved in a cooperative planning and teaching
approach which remires joint decision-making."

-"Learning community teams achieved different degrees of
sophistication in team planning.”

It was clear from the outset -that teacher teams were intended to share
open spaced learning communities and work together to individualize inscruction
for students in their communitiess and the PSP plan identified major aspects
of the role of Learning Community Coordinator--a teacher with special respon-‘
sibilities. But the dimensions of teaming were not spelled out in the plan.

Rather they seemed to evolve in the process of implementation.

among the advantages of teacher teaming., PSP noted: complementarity of
teaching strengths: increased possibi}ity for individualizing instruction;
group awareness of each childs staff as examples of cooperation for students;
the whole instructional process being greater than the sum of the parts
because of discussion, debate and critical thinking in the group of teamed

teachers. (Cont. Applic., 1975)

Implementation of Teaming

Size of teams. The number of full-time regular classroom teachers
employed in_a learning community is a valid indicator of the size of the com-
munity and the size of the basic teacher team. Dpifferent patterns emerged in

the PSP schools over the five years of the project: -

61
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Schools A and B - 2-member teams throughout the five years

Schools E and F - 3-member teamg consistently in E and commen in F

Schools C and D - More variation. Teams of two to four teachers over
time. Trend to fewer teachers- and more communities
in Years 4 and 5.

Middle School: = 4-10 menber teams Years 1-3; 5-8 member teams,
Years 4 and 5.

Opinions differed on the relative gdvantages of teams of two to four pecple in
the elementary schools. and at Middle School there was strong advocacy of
limiting teams to around five teachers {"Never, never aover five, is my advice!"--

PM: Middle School, Year 5).

FINDING: Throughout the five years of the project. teachers in PSP
elementary and middle schools were assigned to teaching teams with
daily planning periods scheduled. High School continued single-
teacher, self-contained class teaching, with the exception of three
team-taught courses implemented during the last three years of the
project.

FINDING: The size of teacher teams (hence learning comsmunity numbers)
varied across schools and, in some schools. over time. By the end of
the project., elementary schools generally fhvcred 2-3 member teams
and Middle School 5-member teams. .

Team Practices {Years 2, 3, 4). Year 3 self-reports from schools {Cont.

Egglis., 1975) contain intimations of need for help in‘"deve;opment of'teaming
skills" and references to £he periodic use of planning time for "professional
growth and development in team teaching”. Problems most frequentlf.cited con-
cerned the need for skills in long-range planning and in developing goals and
objectives {associated with individualization p;ograms?. There were references.
too, to in-service WOrkshops in interpersonal communications, the need for more
open communication among team members, and the importance of present teachers

L}

being involved in selecting and orienting neﬁ teachers.
&

Teacher self-reports in Years 2, 3. and 4 {(surveys 1974-75-76) also convey

some dimensions of teaming as it evolved in the project schools. In brief:

-Assignments to LC teams were seen as effective by a large majority
of teachers in elementary schools {except School D) and in Middle
Schcol. Assignments yere based mainly on teaching strengths/exper-
tise in Middle and High Schools, but not in elementary schools {save
School B). Faculties in all schools affirmed: "I can utilize the
strengths of other teachers in the learning community."

44

Q fi?

-




-~

~Interpersvnal relations were viewed as good by most teachers in most
schools: but in some schoolg. in some vears. there were significant
minorities {over 25 percent} who did nct feel "teachers respond to
each other's needs", or "have open communications” or "trust one
another's motives and abilities”. -
~Team planning {(elem. and middle). The majority (over 75 percent) in
each elementary school said that "miltiple criteria are uysed to
select objectives” and that "team planning occurs with broad goals
solacted by teachers". A large minority (over 25 percent) in middle
School did not agree with these statements. '

~Self-improvement. Only a small minority .{less than 25 percent) of
faculty per school averred that a self-improvement program was
structured and functioning with mittual critique by staff via:
recorded observation and review of teachin» plans.

These summafy data convey a strong emphasis on interpersonal aspects of

1

teaming., ponfirmed in Year 4.interviews with program managers. The PMs were
abie to describe, with specific illustrations, the strategies that they used
in hiring and assigning teachers. They cénveyed that they tried to make
selection of new teachers participatory to the extent feasible; i.e., to
involve potential teammates iﬁ the process of selecting a new teacher or aide.

Thus, aside from ascertaining technical competence and given a choice {which

was not always possible), hiring took into account personal characteristics:

1+

and assignment to communities, it was averred., was made basedi on perceived
individual strengths of teachers {complementarity sought) and perscnalities
{compatibility sought). '

Conceptualizing 'Teaming'. Early docvments, as we noted, gave little

indication that teaming involved much more than assigning teachers to work
together and according them joint planning time, with the intent that they
share responsibility for individualizing instruction of students in their
ﬂﬁié;fning comnunity. By Year 4, observation and interviews confirmed that
"practitioners viewed teaming as a critical attribute of learning communities
(Aftribute Ranking Instr.) and that they had developed a sense of some impor-
tant dimensions of effective teaming. An external conceptualization was

developed in Year 5 to give explicit formulation to these dimensions and to
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guide a mini-study of learning community teams?*.

Teaming may be conceptualized ag a function of three levels of inter-
depeﬁdence--pooled: sequential and reciprocal {Smith & Reith., 1971). Only
reciprocal interdependence requlres physical proximity of team members for
effectiveness; it characterizes the PSP~type situation where teammat:s operate
in shared physical gpace and engage in similar activities designed to increase
the effectiveness of shared goals. Reclprccal interdependence, in turn., may
be seen as having four levels of increasing complex;ty {cf. Cohen. 1976), each

‘level encompassing those below it:

Level 1: Exchange of students - to increase individualization through

(lowest) reducing variance within groups and decrease group size. 1In
PSP this practice occurred primarily in language arts.
including reading. snelling: handwriting, creative writing,
and English, and in mathematics.

Level 2: gharing of materials ~ to increase the number of options
available for meeting needs'of individual students: e.g.,
ditto worksheets and games acquired or produced by teachers
and shared by teammates.

Level 3: Common planning - again to increase the number of options.
available to students, individual units, learning centers,
full year courses, etc. may be jointly planned. Joint
planning is higher than sharing because of the potential
transfer effects inheérent in planning together--it can
generate ideas and processes potentially ugeful in a
variety of situations, whereas sharing tends to be restricted
to specific materials for specific events.

Level 4: Planning and implementing -~ the highest level recorded in

(highest) PSP involved joint planning to develop. and implement instruc~
tional programs. Teachers planned specific events (e.g.,
units, learning centers), then subdivided labor needed to
agsgsure a broad range of options for all students in the
learning community. At Level 4, reciprocal interdependence
is seen as a variety of =ctsz that increase the range of
optiors for all children within a learning community.

*The conceptualization derived frcm a review of recent literature (especially
Smith & Reith, 1971, and Cochen., 1976) modified on the basis of cbgervation

and interviews with PSP staff, by D. nasca.
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Levels of teaming implemented in PSP. The above conceptualization was

used in a Year 5 mini-studf of 14 elementary learning communities. The study
focused on communities that included grade 3 or grade 5 students, to give con-
trol for relative level and type of subject matter and age range*. The data

support the following findings:

FINDINGS: ,

1. Reciproﬁal interdependence in teacher teams existed on at least B
four levels in the six elementary schools by Year 5.

2. The highest level (joint.planning and implementing} was found in
.8ix of the 14 communities studied., the lowest level (exchznge of
students) was found in five. The high/low distribution was not
strongly associated with either the grade range included or the
number of years teachers had worked together in a team.

3. There was variation among schools and withirn schools in level of
teaming. All but one school had a sample team at the strongest
level of teaming: in the remaining school. teams studied were at
lowest level.

4. Correlations between levels of teaming and indicators of indivi-
dualization were low.

The low correlation between teaming practices and indicators of indivi-
dualization was judged by the investigator to be a function of the type of
individualization management used in PSP {(diagnostic prescriptive, see below)
which may occur wlth or without reciprocal interdependence of teachers. It
was judged that these factors affected the level of teaming: administratiye
climate supportive of teaming; staff turnover (lower turnover causes less dis-
ruptive shifping): nature of plant (gooé physical space makes teaming easier):

small teams. .

~The school with lowest level team -3 had the poorest plant layout:
a larger staff and more turnover < staff; and the PM offered that
no teams were operating at the level he would like.

*The principal investigator, Don Nasca, conducted a mini-survey of teachers in
elementary schools concerning their time allocations and teaching assignments,
teacher/student grouping practices, etc. by school; and then implemented an
observation-interview process in 14 learning communities. Additional data
vere derived from the Year 5 Teacher Survey.
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~The school with highest level teaming had specially designed space,’
gtable staff, 2-member teams, and project manager commitment; also
& longer period to implement. -

.

~The school with wide range from best to weakest teaming levels had
poorer space and staff turnover: but the project manager invested
heavily in interpersonal skills, reality therapy, humanistic staff
dévelopment, and working with teams.

At lowest level teaming, teachers emphasized student exposure to increased
numbers of adults and/or_eaéier assignment and movement of students as the main
value of teaming. At highest level teaming, the major value was voiced as
incrqased ﬁumbers of learning opportunities--the latter verified by observation
(more learning centers; games, reading materials, bulletin boards. ete. than
in lower level teams). There was a .67 correlatzon between level of teaming
and “the range and variety of student activities observed.

No systematic study was conducted at Middle School. Observers depicted

departmentalized, grade-sgtructured oryanization as prevalent. Teacher teams
each had a member from the major disciplinary areas. In this setting the ‘
expectation is that teaming would manifest itself in interdisciplinary units
and in the Sﬁaring of materials within content areas across grade levels

{cutting across LC teams)., There was relatively low level evidence that this

happened consistently in Middle School.

At High School, learning ccmmunities as originally conceptualized with
teams of teachers were not implemented, nor was the idea of interdisciplinary
team teaching implemented save sporadically. Three courses developed by teams
over the five year period il;ustrate variations in apprcaches. In one
Language Arts/Social Studieshkeam: the two teachers worked independently
teaching alternate classes: a second team, working in the same subject areas,
coordinated preparation and interacted during class. The two teachers of a
third--Music/Drama--team worked together on basic topies and graduated to

active participation by all students in planning and carrying out each project*.

*The teachers ihvolved in these experiences came up with recommendations for
team teaching. See PSP, Final Report, High School gection.
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FINDING: In High School there were problems in finding teachers who
would work together as an instructional team. Only three team-
taught courses were developed and it was concluded (by the PSP and
external evaluators) that "teaming was not successful to any degree”.

v

Characterist.cs of Effective/Strong Teams

The composite offcharécteristics of effective teams derived from a round
of program manager ipterviews,_supplgmented in some measure by observation and
by volhnteered comments py teachers, was used to devise a rating question in
end-of-project surveys. Only ;eachers who were members of teacher teams in
Year 5 responded. They rated 14 attributes on whether they considered them
'absolutgly necessary', 'a help but not-essential’, or 'not necessary' for a
strong team. 'Table 2 shows these characteristics grouped according to the
éercentage of faculties in elementary and middle schools that considéred them

"absolutely essential”.

The top ranking attributes heavily focus on areas of interperSonal
relations and mutual trust (associated with a high level of reciprocal inter-
dependence). Open communication among team members, flexibility and adapta~
bility, tolerance for diffeéent educational philosophies toppéd the ‘'absolutely

necessary' list, together with released time in school hours for planning.

The second grouping of characteristics lists those for which perceptions
diverge across schools on whether they are absolutely essential or not. In
School 2 and School ¢, for example..faculties strongly assert the need for
having at least one team member with strong leadership skills, team members
having similar teaching and learning ohilosophies, and sharing open physical
space. In other schools faculties were more divided on the necessity of these
attributes; e.g., School B teachers thought them much less important. 1In no
school did more than 73 percent of staff consider commitment to teaming by the

Program Manager as essential.

Whether or not tr keep the same team together from year to year attracted
diverse responses across schools ('absolutely necessary' said faculties B and
P in large majority: 'not so' said those in Middle school, C. D, F). Rotating

r
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TABLE 2: - TEAMING. RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF SPECIFIED CHARACTERISTICS OF
: STRONG (EFFECTIVE) TEAMS. PERCENTS OF TEACHERS PERCEIVING
CHARACTERISTICS AS "ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL." SPRING 1977. BY

SCHOOL*
Considered "absolutely" essential by:
75-100% 50-75% 25-49% 0-25%
Characteristics Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers
- Open communication among eam ABCDEFG - -- -
members . . (90-100%) -
- Flexibility and adaptab1]1ty of ABCDEFG -- - -
" team members. , (79-90%)
- Released time in school hours for ABCOEFG -- -— --
planning. (76-100%) q
- Tolerance for teammates ..:th dif- ABCDFG E (54%) - --
ferent educational philosophies. (76-93%) )
- Regu’iar meetings to discuss and - BCEF AOG - --
~ plan instruction. , (86-100%) (63-72%)
' - At least one member with strong A (91%) BDEG F (31%) -
leadership skills. C (100%) (57-73%) ]
- Complementary strengths of teachers A (82) CEFG -- 7 B (14%)
in subject areas and instructional D (79%) (54-73%)
methods. -
- Sharing physical space (students A (82%) DEF B (43%) --
and teachers move throughout open C (86%) (56-60%) G (48%)
space area). '
- Commitment to teaming by the Program -- ABCDEFG -— .-
Manager. : (56-73%)
- Similar philosophies of 1earn1ng A (82%) DEF B (25% --
and teaching. C (93%) (53-67%) G (46%
- Keeping the same team together from B (85%) C (54%) A (36%) E (23%)
year to year. D (79%) F {13%;
G ( 5%
- Allowing each team member to become -- B (71%) A (45%) C (14%)
learning community coordinator from F (60%) E (31%) 0 (11%
year to Year. . 6 ( 5%
- Staff development in interpersonal - ABCFG D (33%) F ( 7%)
communication »kills. (33-60%) G (27%)
- Staff development in team practices. -- BC ADEG * F (23%)

(33-57%) (4D-57%)
_ EPRC/Webster/5-78

*ABCDEF are the six elementary schools. - G is the Middle Sehool.
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the learning community leadership role, and staff development in teaming-
related skills came lowest in the 'nece§5dry' ligt of teaming characteristics¥*.
Here topo, though.:. in every school there were some teamind teachers who thought
these.charactéristics were essential for effectiveness. Among schools, School A
teachers tended to rank all attributes as ‘absolutely necessary' in slightly
larger numbers than did others, whereas Middle School teachers seemed more

likely than others to feel attributes were “nice to have, but not necessary".

FINDING: "Open communication among team members" topped the list of
essential characteristics of effective teams. Flexibility and
tolerance pdusvreleased'time for planning together. followed closely.
For all other attributes [Table 2}, there was variation across and
within schools on whether they were pnecessary or not. (Teacher
Survey, Year 5) . '

Were Essential Characteristics of Effective

Teaming Present in PSP Schools in Ye.r 57

Teachers who teamed in Year 5 rated the same 14 items in terms of whether

each statement was ‘definitely true’, 'partly true’, or ‘'not true' of their

learning community team in the last year of PSP. A comparison of the perceived

necessity of a characteristic with the perceived prevalence of the characteris-
tic gave an indicator of satisfaction**. The data indicated three patterns of

response:
- School A teachers said that all save one characteristic prevailed
in their school with more strength than absolutely necessary: i.e.,
all the conditions they viewed as essential, save one, were thought
to be abundantly present in their school.

-Middle School (G) teachers, on the other hand, indicated the opposite:
that "all the characteristics perceived as essential, save one.
occurred less than 1.ecessary for effective teaming.

=325 ties in with other aata that suggest teachers felt they learned a lot
about how to do things on the job. Sce Chapter 4.

*»Pable TG-17 in the Suvpori Materials, sho's mean rating of ’necessity' com-
3 ith mean judgement of the prevalence of the characteristic, per school.
e T5~18 siows discrepancy scores. )
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=School D teachers tended to stand cut among remaining elementary
schools, with nine negative discrepancy scores--a judgment (shared
by the Program Manager) that prevailing conditions were not up to
what they thought necessary for effectiveness.

\

These data support other findings that distinguish among the schools. Further-
more, two elements in the top necessity category were judged as not being
definitely present by some teachers in seven of the eight schools: "open com-—
munication among team members" and "tolerance for teammates with different
educational philosobhies". The responses suggest some dissatisfaction in some
learning communities—--a perception that conditions obtained in their setting
fall short of thosge necessary for effective teaming.
FINDING: In most schools, there was fair correspondence between
“indicators of what teachers thought essential to effective teaming,
and judgments about whether these conditions prevailed in their
schools. School A teachers judged their teaming situation as most
effective, while School D and School G teachers showed notably lower
levels of satisfaction. There was within-schoc® variation, supporting
other findings that the effectiveness of teaming varies by learning

community in most schools. (Teacher Survey Year 5; Mini-Study of
Teaming Year 5)

Perceived Value of Teaming

What difference Goes teaming make over working alone to expected benefits
of teéming and to broader outcomes in PSP? In Year 5, at the end of the pro=-
ject, we asked teachers who had experience both in working alone and in team
teaching to rate the comparative contribution ¢f tearing to individualization

(5 items), to interactions of people (4 items) and to student outcomes {3 items).
FINDING: TPeachers experienced in solo teaching and in teaming judged
that teaming made substantial contributions to individpalization of
instruction in all schools; to teacher/teacher, teacher/student inter-
actions in wost schools: and to student self-concept and learning
rates in basic skills in most schools. They judged that teaming made
no difference to student attainment of expected scores on achievement
tests. (1977 Survey*)

*See Table TG-19, Support Materials.

52

oy
<
E I .




|
1
1
f
|
i
|
|
-

Across all schools: teaming (as compared with solo teaching) is seen as most
beneficial £B rac -ices associated with individualization (ability to work with
swall group;;\ES\increase the range .nd content of materials: to accommodate
individual diffef;hces in rate, style and interest), and@ as having least impact
on expected student test scores and mainstreaming. In terms of the quality and
quantity of interactions among students and teachers and the quality of teacher

interactions, most faculties ascribed moderate to high value to teaming.

Features of school-by-school response patterns concur well with data from
other sour.es. Schoul D teachers tend to have more negative perceptions of
teaming value than other groups (save for individualization practices), and
School B more positive perceptions. School F teachers share a relatively high
level of positive feeling about the rxelationship of teaming to all the inter-

action outcomes.

JUDGHENT: - The prevailing verbal endorsement of teaming taken with
evidence of sporadic existence of highest levels of teaming, suggests
that symbolic (attitudinall) adoption of the new practice was greater
than use adoption. However, we note that some teachers felt that
some conditions necessary for effective teaming were not met in their
learning communities in Year 5%,

*iote:  Lack of a well-develeped &' »7f develoiment model might partly account
for the gap betwesn SyYmbelic and use adoption suggesied here. An 5D model in
which tcaming had been clcarly defined 2nd elucidated as an qutcome varjable
would have served as a 9o0d guide Lo identifying specific steps in the SD
process and might have rromoted more consistency in implementing tyaming than
was O seyveod in the Year § mipi-study.
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F. INDIVIDUALIZING AND PERSONALIZING EDUCATION

Intentions and General Judgments

Individuelizing education was a central goal of PSP, both supnorted and
constrained by County-based curriculum policies during the life of the Project.
PSP intentions for individualization were broadly conceived within the context
of an overall philosophy of openness and humanization in education. Sometimes
the terms ‘individualizing' and ‘personalizing’ were used inte:changeably,
sometimes as complementary aspects of a focus upon individual students. For
clarity in discussion, we will use 'individualizing' in reference to indivi-
dualized instructional programs and 'bpersonalizing' to refer to PSP's emphasis
on perscnal development, interpersonal relations., and students' developing

responsibility for their own lea'ning and behavior.

In the statement of "Original Objectives" {1972), the varioug aspecis of
PSP's organizational model were intended to "facilitate and encourage indivi-
dualized and personalized education”; and the staffing model and related
training were to enable staff "to serve as facilitators of edication and pro-
mote positive relationships". These were translated as "measurable objectives"
(1975) thus:

- To provide the time and opportunity for instructional personnel

to function in a capacity which will facilitate individualized
education. {Process Objective #4, 1975)

Two,other "restated Objectives" translated the general intent of individualizing
education:

- To provide a variety of nrocesses for individualizing instruction.
{Process Objective 5, 1975)

- To provide various programs and materials in ecach curricular area
for individualizing education. (Process Objective #6, 1975)

These, in turn, were elaborated in PSP planning into specific intentions for

each curricilar area and into specific processes for individualizing and per-
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personalizing education.?*

GENERAL JUDGMENTS:

- PSP adopted or cfeveloped, and implemented a variety of instructional
programs and processes designed to individvalize education. Degree
of individualization varied with subject area. The most prevalent
form of individvalized instruction was diagnostic-prescriptive (d-p)
--associated with particular program and process choices. This type
tends to emphasize teacher direction and management more than do
highly student-centered forms of individualization.

- At the same time, PSP succeeded in implementing a variety of changes
in the inctructional environment which increased the guality of life
in schools by humanizing and personalizing eduvcation. The processes
used to this end were not alvays conceptually compatible with d-p
instructional approaches.

The Program Model

The prime focus of our discussion will be on individualizing and per-
sonalizing processes in PSP: with reference to specific programs only as they
illumine our understanding of implementation. Because it is importent to
understand the tremendous investment of effort and resources in program develop-—
nent, we offer here a brief statement of the emphases of FPSP’s Program Model

together with some related summative judgments.

Like many other components in the PSP, the program model was a
coﬁprehensive change model. The Project attempted to revise,
vxpand, or otherwise modify all areas of the curriculum to pro-
vide the most oxemplary programs obtainable. Almost all curri-
cular areas were altered to some extent to accommodate the best
and most productive features of programs already deemed success=-
ful elsewhere. HNo attempts were made to engage in pure research.
Rather than "reinventing the wheel". the Project attempted to
ga'her informatlion about guccessful rrograms and ordanize and
implement them in a local setting in a conprehensive feshion.
{#SP Fipal Report, Section 8, p. 1)

*For a detailed account of the various programs and processes., see the PSP
Tinal Ponmort (1977} and Couiinuation Aoplication (1975). hAppendix 2 of the

LI
i re——

ﬁ}esent document summarizes the relationship between the broad "original
objectives™ (1972) and Lheir translation into "restated measturable objectives”

(1975).
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Emphases. Three concerns guided the selection and development of pro-

grams. First and foremost was the purpose of meeting individual nsis.

Efforts to de-emphasize the single textbook approach called for multiple
resources: self-pacing materials, teacher-made materials., specialized@ furniture.
an abundance of audio-visval materials. instructional materials, and eguipment.

Second, was the concern to use interdisciplinary teaching. Instructors were to

attempt to teach the interdependence of all subjects, rather than teach each
subject as if it were a discrete entity. Third, was the attempt to expand
curricuium without sacrificing previous emphasis on basic skills in language
arts and mathematics. The expansion involved additional emphasis in such areas
as career education and fine arts, and the broadening of traditional areas to

include new dimensions such a8 Creative Writing and Drama.

Currjculum Tagk Forces. During the first two years of the Froject, cach

of the ten deslgnated curricular areas was the focus of study by a Task Force
Study Group. Each Task Force was composed of the appropriate specialist from
PSP {a resource goordinator) and three consultants--one each from the County
School District, the South Carolina Department of Fducation, &nd a college or
aniversity. During PSP Year 2 these Task Forces develoged position papers for
each of the ten curricular arcas. These went through an elaborate process of
review by groups representing the school community, the lay community, and the
professional community.* The subsequently-revised papers are available in

Appendix A of PSP's Continuation Application (1975).

fr.erificallys The Project Steering Coomittee, compesed of ope retvrsentalive
from each of the eclementary schools, twe from Middle and two from Highs the
crogram Instructional Improvement Committee (all the program managers plus
the Manager of School Programs), the Board of Cooperatives (citizens), and
the Baard of Direclors (mofessionals in education).
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GENERAL JUDGMENTS:
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- Through its Curriculum Task Forces. the adoption of purchased pro- |

grams, and the developmental efforts of school staff, PSP achieved ‘
changes in,varying degrees in all areas of the traditional and

expanded curriculum. ‘

I

I

|

- Programs were Selected to promote individualized education and they
involved substantial change in the gquantity and u-. of resources.

- Interdisciplinary units were developed and implemented in some
related subject areas. This was more prevalent at elementary than
at post-elementary levels and was very minimal at High School.

- Instrumentation used to evaluate program effectiveness was inadeguate
to capture learning gains. Despite 311 the changes in curriculum and
the emphasis on individualization, the major evaluative pmeasures used
by PSP were standardized, norm-referenced tests of achievement.

. (SAT and CTBS)

The Process Model:

Individualizing Instruction PSP-Style

The fundamental characteristic of individualized insiruction is that it is
individually oriented and paced, as compared with the traditionally group-
oriented and group-paced instruction that prevailed before PSP. There are many
different ways to individualize and choices of particular programs and pro-
cesses have substantial impact upon the particular kind of individualization

implemented.

Figure 5 suggests four broad categories, orientations <r philosophies of
individualization, differentiated by the degree of student avtonomy over
learning objectives on the one hand and over medium of instruvction/learning on
the other.

o

The cztegories in the matrix do not imely any ranking or status or con-
sensus on what is "best” practice; they are simply intended to be useful in a
descriptive way. Individualizatior PSP-style, as elsewhere, reflects combina-
tions and variations of the four basic types, with older (high school) students
tending to have greater range of choice than younger students. Granted that
there was such variation: however: the predominant orientation in TSP was

toward Type A--individually diagnosed and prescribed instructiomn. 1In this
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Objectives
School Determined  Learner Selected
. Type A Tyoe G
2] Individually
~ 2| Diagnosed and Personalized
vy -
28 Prescribed
G ©
it R N . ]
b | TmeB Type D
8 8| Self-Directed Independent
E § Instruction Study
SR

Figure 5. Types of Individuali.:»d Tnstruction?

pattern. teacher direction and management are heavily emphasized. The freedom
of choice, lack of curricular constraints, and absence of standardized testing
and grading associated with more student-centered forms of individvalization--
these were not dgenerally characteristic of psp learning communilties.
JUDGMENT: Diagnostic-prescriptive individualization can be and is
practised in traditional classrooms. However, the features of mos®
PSP learning community environments (open space settings, use of
learning centers:. varied mediar teacher toeming) facilitated and en-

hanced the potential for flexibility and openness in the environment
and for individualizing learning cpportunities.

PSP commitment to the lcarning cycle 8 a process comnopent of the ipdivi-

dualizing sirategy confirms the digposition to diagnostiz-preccrijtive forms of

*This matrix was developed by Jack Edling (Individualized Instruction, LsOE-
funded study, 1970) and used to analyze implementation of individualized
instruction in a nation~wide investigation invelving 46 detailed school case
studies. Most schools visited used variations and c?mbinations of the four

basic patterms. ?

*y

O
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individualization. The learning cycle requires delineating objectives, diag—:
nostic pre~testing of students, the provision of instructional alternatives.
post-testing, and recycling. The learning cycle was implemented variably in

different areas of instruction. Implementation required development of staff

'skills and of materlals, and was somewhat easier in areas for which well-

developed diagnostic-prescriptive programs were readily available and not
unduly complex to manage (e.d., reading) than where the management system was
more complex (e.g., IMS math) or available programs did not already incorporate

a form of the learning cycle.

Grouping Practices and Learning Modes *

"The crucial task for the teacher in any individualized pProgram

is matching the right student with the right mode at the appro-
priate time for the proper length of time to assist him in

meeting a given learning objective.” (PSP, Cont. App., 1975, p. 31}

Among the processes PSP implemented to promote individualization was a
variety of learning modes. Small groups. one-to-one, and independent study
approaches were deliberately promoted as alternatives to the prior tradition

of large-group instruction.

Self-reports from four elementary schools and the Middle School in Year 3

(Continuvation Application, 1975) recorded allocations of instructional time to

the different modes approximately as follows: large (15-300), 20%; small group
{5~14), 55%: one-to-one. 15%; and independent study., 10%. Although observers
reported that there were some learning communities where this was not the
pattern, it did predominate., partly as an artifact of time allocated to

reading. language arts. and math.
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Student perceptions of grouping practices confirm that a variety of
learning modes was in effect and that alternatives to traditional classes
{25-30) were more prevalent in PSP than in compariéon schools.* By the ernd of
Year 3 of the Project. pSp elementary school students as a group conveved that

they-

- worked one-to-one with teachers around twice a week
- worked with one other student more than twice a week
- were taught in small groups {4-13) somewhat less than daily **

- were taught in class-size groups (25-30) slightly more than twice
a week

- were taught in a very largq group (50+) somewhat more than monthly

They were involved in one-to-one, small group and very large grou® instructior
more than students in the comparison schools, and in traditional—size groups
less often. They reported, too, having students of different grades and ages
in their groups "always" or "sometimes"” much more than did compariéon students.
They were much less likely than comparison students to have assigned texts for
subjects. And they said they chose what they wanted to learn slightly more

than once a week and more often than comparison students.

High School students (9th grade) in Year 3 conveyed that they worked:

-~ one-to-one with teachers somewhat less than once a week
- in small groups {(4-13) less than weekly, more than monthly
- in large groups of 25-30 almost daily

- in largest groups {50+4) about once a month

*There exists a wide range of data from student surveys 1974-1977 which could
not be thoroughly analyzed for this report. These data cover attitud?s to
school, to teachers, to testing, etc., and student perceptions of various
instructional practices. The findings included here are suggested by a review
of readily accessible data on PSP and ‘comparison schools with regard to
grouping practices. The elementary statement is based on mean score data from
Form II Elementary Survey 1974, 1975. The High School statement is based.on
data from the Secondary Survey 1975, 1977 for Grade 8. See Support Materials.
Student Perceptions of Classroom Practices. -

** year 5 time allocation data were not accegegible at time of writing thfs report;
but the writer's recollection is that students were in fmall groups @ally for
congiderable amounts of time, ae a function of time allotted to reading and

language arts, generally.
&a
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Like the elementary students, the; worked much more in alternative learning
modes than did students i the comparison school. Aand they said that students
who were older and younger and in different grades than themselves were in
their classrooms much more (75% of P3P ninth graders in 1975 said they "always"
had such mix compared with 14% in the comparison schocl). Moreover., they con-
veyed that they chose what they wanted to learn more frequently 1more than
once a week) than comparizon students and were more likely to say that mout

students in the school did a lot of work without much help from teachers.

FINDING: PSP implemented various learning modes to provide alterns-

, tives to traditional class instruction. Though traditional class for-
mat was prevalent at high school, students were heterogeneously age/grade-
grouped in the short course system. The alternative modes involved
small groups (particularly at elementary level) and some increase in __
the use of one-to-onm and iIndependent study. :

Teacher self-reported behavior and observer ratings of grouping practices
and student activity confirm these patterns. A short account of practicé; in
High School and elementary schools will give some sense of the nature of indi-
vidualization in PSP and the way in which individualized instruction differed

at elementary and secondary levels of the system.

variations by Level of Schooling

Elementary. The most generally sophisticated, and at the same time the
most standardized. level of PSP individualization was for reading. The
investigator (Nasca) found in vYear 5 that the reéﬁing program 21s identical
acruss PSP schools. It involved initial screening of students into above
average, average and below average reading status, then assignment to various
basal reading series and levels within them. Children could move to the next
book in the series only after being tested by a County reading supervisor.
Teachers could group students assigned to a series and level in as many or as
few groups as they wished. The more groups per level, the more we infer that
instruction was brought closer to the needs of individual students. 1In PSP

elementary reading groups. the group size was from two to eight children,
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Reading labs a*% two 2lementary schools and at Middle and High sSchool supple-~

ménted classroom instruction in specific skill areas with diagnostic-prescrip-

tive materials.

Individualization in othéi language arts areas was an artifact

of re&ding programs. Students were grouped for spelling, handwriting., etec. to

givg teachers time to work with defined reading groups: and paraprofessionals

and aides played a heavy role in facilitating this process.

Students thus, definitely had much more opportunity than prior to PSP for

individual attention based on skill needs and associated with basal reader

progressions. However, Nasca found little evidence that individual.variability

in learning modality, interest. or cultural diversity was accommodated by this

program. There was frustration on the part of some program managers (and pre-

sumably their staff) because of the constraints imposed by the programs.

- 1" guess I have resented the way we have been locked into the

level tests. We would have preferred to have taught reading
in a gifferent way. 1 feel that we have bheen playing into

the hands of the publishers. They have profited from the fact
that we have had to purchase materials from them to have stu-
dents pass their levels tests.... We wanted to instill in
children a love for reading and divorce skills from the
stories so we wouldn't read a story to death, which is what
happens under a directed reading lesson, especially now we

are tied into the unit and level tests..

This was the reason we went to the Wisconsin Design, because we
could teach our .skills, and I think had we been given another
year oriso., building upon the child's experiences and teaching
him a love for reading. oui skills would have fallen in place
rather than just teaching skills for skills' sake in order to
pass a test.

We found that the only way the children could -pass the tests.
and this came from one of the County Consultants, was to have
the workbooks. Regardless of how well the teachers prepared
and taught., the tests were worded the same way as the books;
and the students were not able to pass unless they had ised
the workbooks.

The County prescribes the programs.... That is an issue that
bothers you. You are still locked into the County programs
and yet you are expected to do innovative things in the Pro-

ject....

It's a very frustrating experience. fA PSP elemen-

tary school program manager. 12-76}

&G
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There were deviations from the pattern described, but they appeared not
to endure. One such variation involved an underground use of Language
Experience Approach to beginning reading in an elementary school; but the
program manager averred that he had to bring out the basal readers vhenever
the County reading supervisor came around. Neither that, nor an attempt to
introduce a "Dialects" orientation to language development in some schools
received the endorsement needed to create any generalized impact or alterna-
tive to the hasal approach. In Year 5, School B was experimenting 'with an
independent reading program in its upper-age learning community. and this
allowed more individual variation in reading program. To the extent that this
might be seen as a supplement rather than an alternative to the County program,
such ind%yidualizing effort might be sustained.

FINDING AND JUDGMENT: In "basic” curricular areas, notably reading,
PSP implemented individually paced instruction, but had Iittle Flexi-~
bility to diverge from.County mandates in ways that responded to
individual inferests and cultural patterns. FExpressions of a more
responsive and personalized form of individualization than diagnustic-
prascriptive did emerge,.but they did not flourish or have lasting

impact. We judge that this was because of curricular constraints
imposed by the County and because the d-p influence was so strong.

In math, individualization occurred in elementary schools wherever above-
grade-level students at fifth grade had access to a teacher experienced in
administering the IMS program. (Som;igigigfenced problems with the system.)*
Below grade-level students in grades 3-5 could participate in individualized
Title I programs in Imperial Math, generally with a Title I aide to help.
HMost math instruction followed the Addison-Wesley math series pattern--desig-

nated by the County part-way through PSP implemeﬁtation. Imperial and IMS

*PSP experience suggegts some of the difficulties encountered in implementing
individualized programg generally, and the waye in which they were addressed.
Were there time, we could elaborate the. factor? which influenced the degree
and pace of individualization: (1) Levels of teacher knowledge, competence and
experience in subject matter (early probleme in elementaXy level math were more
with the 'what' of the subject than the ‘how' of individualization); (2) Availa-
bility of programg facilitating individualization; (3) Compatibility of availa-
ble programg with County texte; (4} Limitations of 9elected programsg piacing
heavy demands on teachersz ("MNever enough individualized materials", "a lot of
work?; (5) In the case of primarily teacher-developed programg, heavy demands
on time, energy and talents to develop objectives, materialg, learning center
activitieg, elemente of the learning cycle, etc.; (6) Difficultieg in mastering

new and complex management gkillg; (7) Availability and utilization of curriculum

congultante? and paraprofegsionals,
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programs involve precise diagnostic-prescriptive practices and were used
according to management skills of individual teachers: Addison-Wesley provides

a moderate level of d-p programming.

Individualization in sccial studies, health and science was virtuvally non-

existent, Nasca found. during his study of elementary learning communities in
spriﬁg of Year 5. He found considerable variation in the way these subjects
were taught: intact grade-level groups. multi-graded groups, six-week units,

two days a week, and integrated units. But instruction was heavily based upon
large~scale groups. As to the source of instructional direction in these areas,
teachers followed curriculum guides or selected units in accord with *aeir own
persoral and/or student interests. Deviation from the guides took place as a

function of a teacher's self-confidence, expertise and flexibility.

At Middle School, in a general way. Grade 6 communities tended to operate

more like elementary school and Grade 8 communities more like a high school.
While there was considerable change in instructional programs, Nasca found

that individualization occurred in relatively few subject areas. The major
example was math, with both IMS and Foley systems available, and the Continuous
Progress Spelling (CPS) system used at some levels for some children., fThese
systems represent fairly high levels of diagnostic-prescriptive sophistication.
Their use was an individual teacher decision. generally based upon previous
training. Although Middle School did not have the curricular constraints
imposed on elementary schools, they adhered to a strict departmentalized
routire, with discrete‘subject periods. Teachers and subject matter teams
were free to adopt a wide range of topics within the discipline. Continuity
was provided by a traditional sense of what was expected and what factual
content was thought appropriate for Middle School students, Observations over

Years 3, 4, and 5 of the Project showed only minor variations in this pattern.

. In High School, students spent mos* time in large groups o. lecture modes,
with some limited variations occurring via student-to-student tutoring, student-
led discussion groups and large group presentations, However, the short course

system helped to es.ablish a pattern of interest groupipgs in multi-~graded
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settings which was a distinctive characteristic of Greer High. Self-directed

i
) l study, called Cooperativeljr Planned Units (CPU*s) was.a viable alterpative to
\ ifa&itional instruction foxr » "ime, CPU’s allowed students to design learning
’ ‘objectives, activities and evatuation, in collaboration with a teacher-advisor |
for c;edit. By mid-~Year & the library and all.academic depariments were
' offering CPU’s. In Year 3, 10% students participated: in Year 4, 15%. In
Year 5, however., more stringent review reguirements from the State constrained
. . ful’ther déve hpment of CPU's and by the end of the Project only the CPU in art

ff:r elementary children and the tutorial art program were left.*

+

o
I‘ ) f‘ersonalizin_g Bducation and
', Bulilding Community

- PSP documents speal\ of "J.ndzv:.dual:.zx.ng“ and "personalizing™ instruction, .
of "individnalized" and "personaliz=2" education. AL times the terrns *indivi-
dualized' and 'personalized’ were \.lsed in apparently exchangeable fashion: at
othe¥s not. Beyond the notion of individtalizing instruction to take aciount \
‘o'f personal differences in learning styles and rates, there was & clear

2

orientation toward persons in the PSP--students as persons: teachers as per-

]

\sons, and thwa importance of positive relatlonsh:.ps and 1nteractJons among
persons. PSP strategies inclvded processes o develop a sense of gelf and a
B

sense of conmunity, and to some extent also this was a foons of programat:.c

attention.

Curriculum &¢f affect. You can have an individually paced program that

takes little account of personal interests and culture; and you can have a
program Lhat focuses strongly on persons without its being individually paced.

nas~a’s finding that the social studies program was not individualized high-

lichts *he distinction between individualization practiz:s {(learning cycle.

_*pefore the State revision of reguirements, tie proyram was well accepted and
‘workshops were run for other high schools where interest had been .expressed

in the Greer High Program. .
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learning modes. atc.) and personalized education. Maéerial n the development
of social studies in PSP suggests some deliberate attention > a curriculum of
affect. Prior to PSP, social studies teaching leaned heavily on the adoption
of County-wide texts and large group teaching. By Year ?, when & social
studies coordinator was available in PSP, the emphasis had shifted strongly

to social studies.as a vehicle for value clarilication and thirking skills.
vith applicaticons to personal and social decision-making-~students taking
responsibility lor cheir own behavior and declsions and interacting success-
fully in small groups. “The emphasis,” s&id the coordinator, "is more on
personalizing than on the technical meaning associated with individualizing
instruction” (Res. Coord,, 6~74). Thus the State:adopted series of Macmillan
textbooks and packages used at elementary level were strongly supported by
programs bousht with County monies through the Drug Edu&ation Program. DUSQO--
Developing Understanding of zelf and Others--was selected by the coordinator-
because of its emphasis on positive self-image and interdisc.plinary approach.
The activitg:oriented program, it was claimed. was not dependent upon reading

skills; hence no need to group students according to reading skills.

Building community. Many of the featuces of the PSP instructional environ-~

ment sntributed to buildine "community" and relationships: the open and
flexible space: varied groupings for tasks and instruction; multi-aged, multi-
graded g&ouping:‘differentiated staffing and teaming; mainstreaming of handi-
capped_studenfs. Thesé may be seen as ways of reducing the barriers hetween
peoplé different in age, status and capacity, and increasing their sense of

community.

Because of facility layout and community resistance., the reorganizations
of staff attempted in the firsr two years ¢ PSP did not result in viable
space~sharing communities in High School. The school used other means o
achieve community identification. Beyond the traditional social activicies
2né projects, community was strengtnened by innovativa practices—-particularly
multi-aging/multi-grading within the short-course structure, and the advisee
s?stem- Most courses were open to all regardless of age, save in sSome areas

of sequenced instruction f{e.g.., in foreign language). Most teachers became.

.




instead of homeroom teachers, advisors to a group of 20-25 gtudents assigned

by the students® own choice rather than by grade.* Aside from requests for
change, students kept the same advisors throughout their years at High School.
withiﬂ this structure students had the possibility of knowing and becoming
known by an adult responsible fer working with him/her on study program and
personal development, and for maintaining home-school communication. over
several years. Within this structure, too, students had increased opportunity
to know and he known by students younger and older and otherwise different from
themselvesiﬂ and to develop a value system that could recognize and appreciate
contributions of others to their lives and learning. By the end of the Project,
the aspect of PSP in High School which received the most positive support from
students, parents, and teachers (per High School surveys} was the advisee
system and {by self-report) pear relationships cut across age-grade barriers.

Peer relationships were based on compatibility of personality

rather than on age and 9rade level. The communication that is

so vitally needed in order for society to function adequately

was taught through multi-age grouping. The barriers that

existea pricr to PSP were greatly reduced because of the in-

creasea care and concern for others. (PSP Final Report, High
School Section] ’

Whatever the deviation of practice from the ideal recorded in the above
self-appraisal, it is judged that development of a sense of community at Greer
High created a better living and-learning environment than is found in too many
high schools toa;y—-where students experience few in~school opportunities to
develop relationships outside their own age-grade group, and where often a
sense of "nobody knows, nobody cares" is engendered by inlividual schedules
that buy some individvalization of study programs at the price of sustained

relationghips within a supportive group.

*Before leaving Middle School, students viewed o slide-tape presentation on

all High Schoonl advisors. Each student selected =ix teachers s/he would like

for an advisor and one of these became the student's advisor. The advisor-
advisee relationship was maintained throughout the student’s yeare ac High
School, unlegs incompatibility developed when a procedure was followed to change
the situgﬁéoﬂ.

** For example, the handicapped. PSP =2chools were the only ones in the County in

which "trainables" remained within maingtream schoole rather than placed in a
special segregated facllity. Greer High incorporated “"gheltered workshops".
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F JUDGMENT: PSP learning communities and schools were more than units
created for instructional purposes. They were social communities which

facilitated development of persons and of Interpersonal relationships.

At High School, community identification was established largely through

the advisee system and the system of multi-aged/multi-graded short
courses.

Success Orientation. Success Orientation was one of the listed "processes

for individualizing education" in PSP and it, too: was intended to promote

positive personal dispositions and positive interpersonal relations. During

the planning period of PSP, the community invelvement process had highlighted
concerns of citizens and zducators about scme negative aspects of the schools.

They wanted a reduction in the fear of failure, in boredom, and in the dropout

rate. Schools, it was felt, should provide experiences for students and

teachers that promote positive attitudes about self, about learning., and posi-

tive relationships with other people. "Success Orientation" was responsive to

ways to help students see progress rather than continual failure: and teachers

were to learn how to distinguish between punishment and discipline.

JUDGMENT: The learning community organization provided a vehicle that
helped to promote Success Orientation. Teachers came tO kncw students
better, interacting with them in the open settings and having relation-
ships with most students over more than a single vear. At High School,
the advisee system increased the likelihood that each student was known
well by at least one compat.ible adult over a period of years.

Prior to and during Yea~ 1, psP made @ heavy investment in Scheols Without

Failure* training; first for a leadership group from each school, and then in a

*Based upon the work of William Glasser. who developed a new approach to psy-
chiatry emphssizing personal responsibility for behavior (see Reality Therapy:
A New Approach to Psychiatry). In his work.: he became increasingly involved
with education. The/applications of his aporoaches in schools are developed
in his book. Schoolslwithout Failure (New York: Harper & ikow, €. 1969). At the
time of PSP, Glasser\had achieved a solid reputation for his work with children
in the Los Angeles City schools--Watts and other areas--and the Pale Alto
schools. And he had developed a training program for school peisonnel, PSP
requisition recorss show that 229 individuals attended three najor SWF work-

shops (directed by the Education Training Center. Los Angeles) in 1972 and
1973,

I this concern. Student strengths were to be built upon: teachers were to learn




30-hour seminar for ali faculties. Teachers agreed to conduct 30 class meetings .

with students, and all seminar groups read Schools Without Failure and listened

to Glasser's tapes. Teachers who had not participa.ed in the first course (pre-
PSP} tbok it in fall Year 1 while others took an advanced course in reality

therapy. The approach heavily emphasizes individuals taking responsikility for
«..eir own actions. Hence it stresses the development of self-discipline rather

than exterr ally imposed punishments as a nositive approach to behavior change.

Given their exposure to Schools Without Failure, it might bhe expected that
PSP teachers would exhibit behaviors consistent with the reality therapy
approach: evidence of group or class meetings, isolation of non-productive
students followed by student-generated contracts designed to alter behavior in
situations mutually defined as non-productive. Informal ohservation in PSP
élementary schools during Years 4 and 5 offered srme exs'olers of the latter
manner of "working things through” with students. However, during 30 hours of
formal observation time in the Year 5 mini-study of elementary learning com-
munities, observers notad no applications of reality therapy. The teachers
chserved generally used directives to stop undesirable behavior or to redirect
behavior into move productive channels--in a soft, pleasant manner at time, but

nenethelecs directive.

A quite different approach emerged in some schools near the end of Year 3.

A resource rcom designed to train teachers in the use of behavior modification

technigues was established in the PSP area office building, and was suoplied
with an excellent arra: of self-instructional materials for use by teachers
desiring to learn fundamental behavior modification technigues. Unlike the SWF
sessions, behavior modification training was not required for all. No sessions
were listed on the svaff development records, but there were sessions labeled
"Behavior Management", "Classroom Management for Teachers" and "Discipline
Technigues". Cbservations did reveal some indication of reward systems consig-—
tent with benavior modification, although only one learning community visited
lad a ;ys matic process of administering positive and negative points to
individuals based upon specific behaviors. Although some rudiments of behavior

modification principles were visible, application generally seemed to be loose
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and inconsistent. As we shall note further below. reality therapy and behavior
modification derive rrom quite different premises and point to some problems in

harmonizing approaches to instructional and to social behaviors.

SUMMARY AND JUDGMENT: (Humanizing and personalizing educationl). A
variety of means were used in PSP to develop 2 sense of self, to pro-
mote positive relationships with others, and to puild "community”,
These means Included many features of the new learning environment:
open and flexible space! student groupings’! student-teacher relations:
some elements of a curriculum of affect: and the emphasis on "“gsuccess
orientation”,

Although some specific technigques (e.g., reality therapylwsre not in
consistent or widespread use_ by Year 5, and there were variations
across learning communities. we judge that the general iaterpersonal
climate for learning was positive and consistent with PSP goals of
humanizing and personalizing education.

G. LEARNING COMMUNITY IMPLEMENTATION: A MARRIAGE OF
OPENNESS AND PRESCRIPTION

Openness and Prescription

Study of PSP intentions and practices in learning communities reveals a
paradox. On the one hand, there was flexibility and openness--for example., in
physical characteristics of the environment .elementary and middle), in the
cross-age/grade grouping for instruction (elementary and high), in community-
building, and in staff allegiance to a philesophy of openness. On the other
hand, the basic instructional practices associated with major progyrams adopted

were prescriptive and teacher-dominated,

Characteristics of ‘open education’, a term frequently used in PSP, are
only peripherally related to the diagnostic-prescriptive form of individuali-
zation. Both'OQen and prescriptive approaches are difficult to implement. but
they call for differing skills: one form emphasizes sequentially arranged
learning resources and management skills to accommodate different rates of
learning: the ~ther emphagizes responsive teacher behaviors and a sophisticated

-

teacher communication pattern. A mixture of the two '3 perhaps more difficult
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to achieve than either one, and it is not clear that PSP personnel sorted out

the differences between the appbroaches.

.,Inéerview notes (Years 1 and 2) suggest some argument at management level
between those who felt the .approach to curriculum should "bubble up” from below.
so to speak: centering on the child, with particular programs being selected
or developed accordingly:. and those who felt that the important thing was to
accommodate individual learning rates and that PSP should move guickly to get
its programs going with the best of what was on the market. Some program
managers complained about lack of flexibility to choose programs and felt that
purchase of commercially available programs was pushed by eager resource
coordinators rather than emerging from careful examination of alterqatives by

school staff.*

Teacher-student communication patterns associated with major academic
programs were not consonant with the kinds of interactions advocated in the
reality therapy/Schouols Without Failure approach to dealing with student

behavior. The senior investigator for the study of learning communities made

these summative comments: .

Both reality therapy and open education may have flourished to
some extent in some learning communities in certain time periods.
but it is unlikely that either would survive without a fully
clarified awareness of the implications inherent in d-p indivi-
dualization. Although "Schools Without Failure" emphasizes
effective social relationships while d-p individualization
focuses on academic behavior. it is extremely difficult to main-
tain one communication pattern for academic tasks an¢ another for
social behavior. There can be little doubt that teachers
experienced many a frustrating moment attempting to implement an
ill-defined form of individualization. constrained by existing
curricular mandates as well as an overriding IGE influence. and
at the same time attempting to initiate a communication pattern
based on student decision-making. Moreover, in schools reputed
to have serious "discipline problems"--particularly the Middle
School-~there were clear efforts by administration and teachers
to "crack down" on discipline and to establish more staff-~
dominated control...

*Hence strong PSP advice derived from this experience: Develop particivative
decision-making processes first: people before brograms (see Chapter 8).
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...0ur observations support the conclusion that teacher=-student
interaction patterns in the PSP generally follow the model
established for curricular control. Teachers have the curricu-
lum and transmit it to students. Teachers have also established
vstandards for behavior and use their authority to transmit these
standards to students. B&At the elementary level this process

works without too many problems and is associated with a generally
pleasant instructional environment. In the Middle School. however.
the pattern of teacher authority often fails to provide a pleasant.
comfortable environment.*®

T

Whnile these tensions identified in the marriage of openness and prescrip~
tion in PSP practices were apparent to some staff some of the time, there was
apparently no general awareness and no direct confrontation of the issues
involved. Yet marriage there was--achieved by accommodations on both sides:
less openness than in child-centered "open education"; more openness than in

teacher-dominated. age-graded, “q}osed"‘envirOnments of traditional schooling.

Teacher Beliefs and
Instructional Practices

We have already noted the way in which County curricular mandates condi-
tioned the marriage of choice and prescription, freedom and control in PSP.
It is important also to understand that prevailing norms in the community at
large heavily favored a staff-directed instructional environment. Parental
and community concerns about discipline, student behavior, teachers making
decisions, etc. both supported and exerted pressure for a strong senge of
teachers being "in control" (see Chapter 6, below). Data from the Educational
Beliefs Scale and the Walberg-Thomas Scale of Openness suggest that PSP teachers

in the aggregate, tended to be disposed in this direction also . **

" ¥Don Nasca (principal investigator for the learning community study) June, 1977.

**ialberg-Thomas (slightly modified for PSP High School) was administered in
classroom cbservation five times (spring Year 2, fall and spring Year 3, fall
and spring Year 4), and in questionnaire format three times (spring of Years
2, 3, and 4). The “ducational Beliefs Scale was included in the Teacher Sur-
vey for four years (spring of Years 1, 2, 2, 4}. Having judged that degree
of openness had stablized, we dropped these components from Year 5 investiga-
tion in favor of closer observation of selected learning communities, and sur-
vey questions on teaming practices, staff development and vhasing out of PSP.
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The Walberg-Thomas Scale of Ovenness was included in systematic classroom

observations and alsd in guestionnaire format {teacher self-reports) in Years 2,

3, and 4. The instrument assesses relative openness in classroom practices
{actual and perceived) with regard to individualization,-student freedom, cur-
riculum and testing, and materials organization {(for each of which there is a
distinct sub~scale). Scores may be interpreted to classify teachers as being
very open. moderately open: moderately traditional., or traditional. Highest
scores are possible only if students are given opportunities to make their own
decisions about use of time, space, grouping, and learning resources {as well
as there beiné apprapriate provisioning in the physical environment). Lowest

scores reflect teachers operating predominantly in a lecture mode.

FINDINGS (Walberg-Thomas Scale of Openness. Years 2-4):

- Staffs of all elementary schools clustered within the category
"moderately open”, with small variations up or down within that
category across schools and over time. Staff of Middle School and
High School were rated towards the upper end of "moderately tradi~

tional” in classroom practices.* [Based-on five observation periods.
Yearas 2, 3, 4} ‘

~ Peachers viewed themselves as being more open than observers did,
observer and self-reports being closest for elementary schools.
Middle School and High School teachers viewed themselves as being
slightly more open than elementary and considerably more open than
trained observers gave them credit for. [Based on teacher self-
reports, Years 2, 3, 4]

The Educational Beliefs Scale {EBS) assesses teacher aititudes as more or

less open or traditional in the areas of student participation, discipline and
control and instructional objectives (for each of which there is a suk-scale).
The instrument was included in the Teacher Questionnaire in Years 1, 2, 3, and

4. The most marked feature of the data is the consistency over time and across

levels of schooling.

*The same general pattern holds within each sub-scale of more openness in

elementary than in middle and high schools, but the distinction is somewhat
less than for the total scores.
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FINDING (Educaticnal Beliefs Scale, Yesvrs 1-4): psp teacher attitudes,
as assessed by the EBS, were highly consistent over time and across
levels of schooling. They confirm a judgment of "moderate openness”,
tending towards the innovative in regard to instructional objectives
but more towards the traditional in regard to discipline and control
and student participation.

For EBS, as with Walberg-Thomas, there were no pre-PSP data with which to
compare the scores f{and no Walberg-Thomas data until Year 3). However, data

from an I/D/E/A study of 49 schools engaged in educational innovation in

western states, circa 1971, allow some comparison. PSP scores on the Educa-

tional Beliefs sub-scales were closer to the more traditional (non-teaming)

classrooms in the I/D/E/A study in the areas of 'student participation' and

'discipline and contrxol’, and closer to the mure innovative schools in the area

of 'instructional objectives'.*

Finally, we note findings frém two other components of systematic cliss-—

room observation, indicators that support the judgment of "moderate openness”;

the Student Activity Index and the Student-Teacher Interaction Index.

The use of small homogeneous groupings prevalent in PSP suggests more

student-teacher interaction, but does not necessarily imply a variety of stu-

dent activities occurring simultaneously--more student autonomy. Variety

increases individual students are observed working on their own projects and

decreases as group sizZe increases. The Student Activity Index is an indicator

of this variety.

*See Support Materials, Table EBS-1. Judgments are based on data from sub-
scales of the Educational Beliefs Scale incorporated in Teacher Surveys in
spring of Years 1, 2, 3, and 4 of PSP, compared with I/D/E/A data for 1971-72
on th~ same instrumenrt for 49 gchools. There was some variation acrogs PSP
schools. We do not have EBS data for pre-PSP or for comparison with teachers
in traditional (non-innovating} schools elsewhere.
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FINDING: Student activity ratios indicate: (a) moderate to low variety
in student activities occurring simulataneously:; (b) lower scores in
Middle and High Schools than in elementary, reflecting group size; and
(¢c) greater variety of activity in spring than fall, particularly in
elementary schools. [Systematic observations, fall and spring Year 4,
fall Year 5]

+

A second indicator is furnished by the Teacher-Student Interactions Index.

In a rénking task in which teachers in elementary schools and Middle School
were asked” to group 17 characteristics of leaXning communities according to
importance, the teachers all assigned a "very high" ranking to "constant two-
way flow of communication between teachers and students“; affirming allegiance
to- the PSP philos phy of openness. gystematic classroom observation cycles
included an index to indicate whether the flow of communication was teacher-
dominated or two-way between teachers and students.
FINDING: The direction of verbal communication tended to be more
teacher-dominated in all schools~-more so in High than in elementary
schonls and Middle School. There wa$ a tendency toward slight increase
in two-way communication from fall to spring. [Systematic observations,
fall and spring Year 4, fall Year 5}
Non-verbal communication patterns were not systematically documented. However .
informal observation suggested a considerable amount of touching. smiling. etc.
kehaviors, particularly at elementary level., Casual observation also supports
the judgment that children showed more ease in approaching and relating to
adults than in traditional settings--a facility ascribed by staff and observers
to daily exposure to a variety of adults {teachers, paras, aides, visitors,

observers...) in the open community environment.

There were periodic variations in the patterns suggested by these student-
related findings, buf the general picture holds. The greater activity variation
and the increase in student—-initiated communication in spring as compared with
fall observations was explained as a function ci teachers getting to know
students and getiing them accustomed to a routine that allowed more variety of
student choice as the year progressed. In fall of Year 5, there was 2 marked
drop in observed openness across all schools (Walberg-Thomas scores). Conver-
gation with staff revealed a renewed concern with discipline and an emphasis

or external control ©of student behavior.
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JUDGHENT: Teacher practices in PSP schools can pg fairly depicted

as “moderately open"” (use adoption), their self-perceived practices as
"open" (symbolic adoption), and their beliefs (EBS} as open with regard
to instructional objectives and tendii_ to be more traditional with
regard to discipline and control, and student participation or autonomy.
Practices were more open at elementary than at secondary levels of
schooling.

Scabilization and Continuity

Stabilization. Having reviewed the nature and effects of various aspects
of learning communities--their physical, ingtructional, staffing and student-
related characteristics--we reaffirm at this point the genefal statements made
at the beginning of the chapter. During the period of the Piedmont Schools

Project a new instructional envirorment was created, at the heart of which wae

the concept of learning communities. As part of the development of learning

communities, we find that:

- The physical environment of most Project schools was changed, becoming
more open in structure and flexible in use., (Section B)

- Staffing patterns and relationships were changed, involving some differ-
entiation of functions, teaming of .teachers, sharing of. programmatic -
decision-making *, and changes in instructional practice (Sections D, E, G).

- Student opportunities and relationship were changed, particularly through
patterns created by multi aging/grading, various instructional groupings,
mainstreaming, and individualization of instrucfion (Sections C and F)

- Individualization and personalization of education were achieved In vary-
ing degrees, through programs and processes, including attention to learn-
ing modes, learning cycle, success orientation, and positive relationships
among adult and student members of learning communities. (Section F).

This ig the broad, general picture. Discussion throughout thig chapter hase
suggested gome of . he nuances of meanings and the variability in implementation

of the different componentg acrofs time and acrogs schoole, particularly between

levels of schooling.**

*Redigtribution of programmatic authority and participative decision-making are
discugsed in Chapter 5, below. .

**Differences acrogs elementary gchools at the general level of discugszion of this
chapter tended t© be relatively small. But thig masks gsome differenceg among
gchoole, Taken s£ingly, indicators of implementation do not makega perguagive cage
for inter- and intra-school differencess taken together, they clugter in ways
that do cuggest differenceg. But that ls gsubject matter for a more detailed
comparative education study than can be undertaken here.
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There were no Jenerally comparable data from clasSroom observations for
the period before PSP or for the firsgt half of the Project. However, review
of available documentation for the early period, plus data from questionnaires,
plus gystematic observations and interviews in Years 4 and 5, support the
conclugion (summarized by reference to "opennness" in environment and practices)

that characteristics of learning communities Stabilized in PSP echoole by mid-

way through the Project.

JUDGHMENTS: Physical changes were largely made .by Year 1 start-up, with
Flexibility of use increasing in the early period. Symbolic adoption

of new practices stabilized around the end of Year 2. Actu. implementa-
tion pract.’ces appear to have stabilized around the end of Year 3. In
elementary schools stabilization oeccurred at moderately open levels, and
in Middle School and High School at somewhat less open levels.
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The innovation represented by “learning communities” and the depicted

extent of openness in‘setting and practices., were achieved within an

overall context of external community which was traditional and conserva-
. in orientation, particularly with regard to discipline ancd contrel.

Stabilization does not imply stasig or stagnation. Far from it. PSP
staff continued to develop ckille and capabilities, programe and procesceg; and
it took considerable éimé for staff to feel that they could "get it all together".
There were staff changes to cope with:, and shifte in the political and economic
scene.in the County. Bﬁ& the basic patterns of inovation by level of school-

ing were in place by mid-way through the Project.

Continuity. Proble%s in the first years of impy@enting learning commynities
focuged largely upon "ho@ to do ie", By Year 5, concerng focusged on "how to
waintain it" with reduceé availability of personnel and eguipment once cpecial
Federal funding ceaced and it became apparent that the Diftrict would not be
"picking up the tab" for paraprofercsionals or even for less expensive items such
ag the xerox machine at High School, which teachers prized as a way of producing
individualized materials.; Again, interview records convey the range of concider-
ations, feelings, and intentions involved with regard to centinuity. and which

/,

i
are somewhat inadequately but briefly encapsuled in the following judgment.*
|

* “phasing out" considerqtions are discussed in Chapter ?,.below. /
<F . I }
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learning communities would continue to be the heart of the
instructional environment of former PSP-schools after the Project, but
with modification to take account of contextual Factors.

On the negative side, financial constraints in the District would pre—
clude the allocation of local resources to PSP schools to maintain
extra personnel--niotably paraprofessionals. This would reduce the
extent of IndividualizZation by necessitating increased group size and
decreased numbers of small groups at elementary level; and by cutting

_some of the supports of the short-course system at High school (e.g.
paperback books, xerox machine). The "Back to Basics” movement would
put a premium ondemonstrating that "basics” can be taught and learned
in open environments as well as if not better than in traditional.

y On the positive side, the knowledge, skills and dispositions developed
in teachers to promote individualized and personalized education would
remain, as would major aspects of ﬁlant and enuipment. Commitment was
strong at arga management level, and the general tenor of staff comments
was: "We can keep individualizing but not to the same extent as before,
and we can keep our general philosophy and climate of openness.”

The investment *n people~-their opportunities to learn, to practice, to
institutionalize changed behaviors and create a new learning ernvironment--was
eritical. The staff development process was at the heart of this investment in

people, To this we now turn.
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CHAPTER FOUR

STAFF DEVELCOPMENT

1t

A, TINTENTIONS

» -
[
.
a

General intentions of PSP concerning-Stéff characteristics, recrultment,
and training are expressed in the Letter of Interest to USOE, 19713 and in the
N, PSP P¥opésa1/P1an of March 1972. The Letter of Interest included these state-
3=ments:

The teachers will become learning facilitators. This will be
a new role for them and it is expected that this change will
be difficult. Extensive in-service training in motivation,
self-concept building, value c¢larification, rapport building,
conflict management, goal setting, writing behavioral objec-
tives, and developing real-world evaluative instruments will
be necessary on a continuing basis throughout the duration of
the project.

"
L3
4
Fl K

3

A full~time teacher will be hired to facilitate the process of
changing teacher behaviors through a two-phase model. Phase
Cne would be devoted to helping each teacher to enhance his
‘own self-concept. FPhase Two would emphasize the means by which
the teacher will transmit the realities of achievement motiva-
tion to each student.

The learning facilitator would work withk individuals and small
groups of children.... The teachers will become learners....
There will be constant reflecting back to the aims and goals of
education....

Accountability will be practiced throughout the program. The
administrator will hold the t:achers accountable for practicing
the life style that builds positive gelf-concept in others.... .

The heavy emphasis upon affective/humanistic education was elaborated in
statements of general goals for the project ("...Affective education is valued
as highly as the cognitive domain in the Piedmont Exparilental School...").
And “here were references to specific sources of activities and curricula

which would be used (e.g., "The philosophy that is found in William Glasser's

book, Schools Without Failure, will be implemented in all the Piedmont
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Experimental Schocls...)*. By the time the official version of the P3P Plan/

|

|

|
Proposal was produced (March 1972), all references to specific sources of
information, concepts and activities were removed (in response: said PSP staff,
to regquests from the Federal agencyl), but the general humanistic thrust
remained. The shift in curricular emphasis and the organizatiornal changes

explicit and implicit in the submission gave weight to the simrle phrase. "...

)
it is expected that this éhange fin roles] will be difficult....”

Leadership in Staff Development

Clearly the many new roles and role changes envisiciued by the Project

woul place heavy demands on staff débeloPment to b 14 the knowledge., skills

and motivations to implement the comérehensive innovation. Achieving clarity
about what the SD needs were, who would be responsible for leadership to meet
them, and how they would be met-~these were matters of high vriority if the

i project was to meet its geoals. .

.

Jee

I

1

AS to who would provide leadershin., the key position was the Manager of

Staff Support Services, whose functions are described in the PSP Plan thus:

" The Manager of Staff Support Services will supoly outside con-

: sultants to challenge inside nersgectives, provide public
relations and communications. coordinate the in-service training
programs. chair the Curriculum Steering Committee., maintain
regular contact with Evaluation Specialists. 1In general, he
provides support to those in the instructional phase of the
Piedmont Experimental Schoel Project.**

*See GCSD, Letter of Interest., May 1971, op. 8-9. There is refevence speci-
fically to activities developed by the Human Development Training Institute.
Achievement Motivation Processes, Humanistic Center for Education at the
University of Massachusetts, and Self-Enhancing Education. as well as to the
work of William Glasser.

**pSpP Plan, March 1972, pp. 2F 26,
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But the responsibility for leadership in change and developing staff capabili-
ties was spread widely among project staff:

Under the Piedmont Schools administrative structure, the role

of Executive Director and higs staff .mast be that of change

agents., helping staff groups develop and test educational

models. Constructive change is the regquired outcome, apd all
administrators will work to facilitate the following goals:

1, 7To help teachers in the development of programs dealing
with particular age spans and special needs of children.

. Teachers have an important constructive role in the new
model. They will be assisted to function confidently and
.securely in the change.

2, To help all Piedmont Schools personnel to recognize that
institutional change is predictable apnd can be managed and
that all personnel share the responsibility for developing
ways to manage change. fThe idea goes far beyond merely
changing techniques., It begins with an understanding of how
people learn.: and includes a knowledge 0f what supports
teachers adapting to the institution. It also emphasizes
problem solving and technical support.*

Position descriptions for the Executive Director. Fhe Manager of School
Programs, Frogram Managers, the Evaluation Specialists all included functions
implicitly or explicitly involving staff development. Resource Coordinaiors
were,‘among other things. to "help teachers develop their competencies irn
individualizing instruction", to “spend at least 50 percent of their time
working with childeen and teachers in the various Learning Communities" and to
"identify and help arrange in-~service training programs", In eacﬁ school.,
learning community coordinators' responsibilities would include "...the
develcpment and implementat}on of in-service teacher education for the learning

conmunity.” (p. 33)

The Furman University/PSP liaison personnel (two were intended, one at
elementary and one at secondary level, jointly funded by PSF and Furman U.)

had an important role in the staff development strategy. In addition to other

*pPSP Plan. March 1972, pp. 25-~26,
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functions*, they were to aid staff in implementing “the school organizational
model and the individualized instructional approach”: they were to render
"rorstant assistance to teachers as more stress is placed on the affective
dimension of the teaching process"; and they were to provide "a resource to
the current literature as related resear:; and articles are called to the

attention of staff." (Plan, po. 46-47)

Qgpired Characteristics of PSP Teachers

In keeping with the humanistic philosophy of PSP, the Plan's statements
as staff selection become most specific when detailing the personal atiributes

of the ideal PSP teacher.

The key to successful implementation of the Piedmont Plan
philosophy. organization and program is the teacher. The
in-service tasks will revolve around the changing role of
the teacher--moving into the teacher/advisor role and
becoming facilitators of the instruction. The project
needs qualified, committed, enthusiastic, and flexible
teachers.

The Plan specifies the "ideal characteristics" of the PSP teacher thus:
L)

1. He is open and free. Because of his affirmative attitude, he
exercises great freedom and openness. He lives and works in an
atmosphere of optimism and hope.

2. He has clearly defined goals. He is constané;y;alarifying his
own values and goals and helps students to do the same.

3. He accepts the diverse values and beliefs of others. He makes
no attempt to fit students into molds; he encourages Srowth,
innovation, creativity, self-expression, and independence.

4. He plays a supporting role. HNeither controller nor manipulator.
neither judge nor censor. he encourages each student to grow at
maximum speed in his own way.

*Six functions are listed in the Plzan. One involved working with Furman faculty
and administration to bring total university resources to bear on PSP. Two
others emphasized maintaining involvement of pre-service teachers in the PSP.
The rem-ining three had clear inferences for leadership in staff development
within PSP.
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5. He is excited about teaching and is committed to and competent
in his job. Having seen (and shared in} the process of leacning
and growth, he is eager to continue to develop his own potential.

6. He is dedicated to the discovery and development of unrealized
potential. He searches for the hidden strengths and talents in
his students, and takes positive action toward creation of a
climate of growth for these assets.

7. He is committed to students as individuals. He is able to see
the world through the student's eyes and to encourage individual
growth based on the student's unique potential.

8. He encourages openness in others. He understands and accepts his
colleagues and students as they are, where they are, providing
them a model for growth.

9. He creatively manages conflicts and problems. He approaches
problems with openness., with little anxiety. and with much
positive enthusiasm. He listens well, communicates well, has
team spirit, and yet can work alone.

10. He has a streng, expanding sense of personal strength. He knows
his potential and works to actualize it. He is willing to take
risks in the classroom.

Although pot specified. the same attributes were probably considered

"ideal” for administracive personnel: too.

Initial "Selection" of School Staff

Guidelines. The process for selecting stZiff for the project incorporated
nine guidelines: the first of them eMphasizing that everything--organization,
training, staffing and pvrogram--was to be based on "educating students...and
not...the convenience and ease of the adults implementing the vhilosophy and
program”. Persornel had to be volunteers and Participate in an "individualized
in-service training program".

The most gualified people~-~those who accept and embody the
philosophy of the program, attempt to implement it with
students and parents, and exhibit by their behavior the
desired characteristics--will be selected for the program.
The selection process was to be participatory-~the Executive Director by

the end of the school year before PSP (spring 1972) would identify personnel,
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taking into account recommendations of Program Managers, Supervisors, district
directors, fellow teachers, teachers of in-service courses, personal interviews,
the district personnel office, and available recommendations of students and

parents.

Priority would be given first to those already assigned to Greer schools,
second to those teaching.in the school district--pravided that the teachers in
each case met the specified criteria. Beyond that, “guallfied people"” from
inside and outside the district were to be "sought and encouraged to volunteer
for the project." All those selected were to make a commitment to PSP, "to

state their desire to participate in the program and pledge the support. time,

and effort deemed necessary to make the project successful.”

School Personnel at the Start of PSP

JUDGMENT: PSP planners exerted considerable effort to identify
roles and personal characteristics of staff for the project, and
to generate a broad selection process. The elaboration of require-
ments did serve &0 specify commitments o PSP. But in practice.
there were constraints on the selection process which increased

* the challenge for graff development.

The vast majority of building personnel were not svecially selected for
the project. The eight schools did not self-select themselves into the Fxperi-
mental Schools Program; they were identifiec by the District for that purpose.
"Selecting" teachers and program manaders was less a matter of choosing freely
anong potential candidates than of requiring those people who already staffed
the schools to make a commitment to PSP. The "volunteer” system operated not
o much to have people oPt to be in the project (though many teachers inside
and outsiée Greer schools were interested) as it did to allow those already in
place to opt ocut with impunity; they were free to transfer to a non-pfoject
school in the district without prejudice of position. Few took that option.
Thus, whatever gap there might be between ideal and actual dispositions, skills.
etc. of staff as the project began would have to be narrowed through staff

development.
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Intended Characteristics of PSP Staff Development

The in-service program is designed to help teachers develop:
choose, and test alternatives that will reach the project
objectives. To help the staff determine how to satisfy the
educational aspirations of the community, in~service educa-
tion is one part of a total educational endeavor and, as such.
should never be viewed as a panacea or an end in itself.

(PSP Plan, 1972}

This statement suggests the first characteristic of PSP staff development:

integration in the totul educational endeavor. Such integration implies that

staff development is more than what is implied in conventional views of
"in-service activities“--an understanding which was lived out in P3P but not
explicated or documented in early planning and implementation. For our pur-
poses, we take "in-service" to be the foxmal programmed part of the continuing
education of PSP staff, and “séaff develépment“ as the continuing overall
educational process, formal and informal, that would foster the characteristics

and competencies sought in project personnel.

A second intended characteristic of the PSP staff development was that it

would be based on trust and long exnosure:

Before any meaningful change can take place, genuine trust
must exist between the trainers and the rest of the staff.
This cannot be nurtured in one-shot. information-giving
workshops which have been used freqguently in the past. The
in-service trainers must gain the trust and confidence of
the teaching staff through long exposure. (p. 87)

Third, effective staff development would call for individualiggtion of
in-sexvice. Planners spoke of the need to work with individual teachers,
learniqg'gopmunitigg, building staff, groups from several buildings., and with
sPeciaiists‘and'administrators-"chh as they understood that work with students
would involve four learning modes or aggregations of learners. "“In-service
training must provide individualized learning experiences for the teachers if
they are to facilitate the individual student’s learning." The needs of
individual teachers .could be observed and met as they arose because it was

intended that in-service take place within a learning community format.
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Fourth, there would be particivatorv planning of in-service involving

design "by those in need of the training--the teacher and administrator”, and
this participatory proceés would operate throughout the life of the project
and be “"the key to effective in-service training". The Plan itself derived in
some measure from such ¢ooperative planning. Puring the developuental period
of PSP (March-August 1972) ten current professionals, including teachers:
administrators, and supervisors were released full time to serve as a liaison
between the central planning groﬁp and the schools. BAmong other tasks they
helped "develop fhe detailed in-service plans from the practitioner's point of
view".

I
4

B. IMPLEMENTATION: EVOLUTION OF
STAFF DEVELOPMENT IN PSP

Did PSP staff development as it was implemented have the above characteris-

tics? Pnd was it eftective? The broad answer is largely positive.

K

OVERALL SUMMARY JUDGMENTS

The PSP implemented a staff development process which, in general,
had the planned characteristics of integration into project life,

individualization, continuity of exposure, and participatory planning.

The quality of these characteristics varied over time. Nevertheless,
staff development was a pervasive force in the project, translated
through formal activities and less formal relationships and follow-
through among staff.

The process focused heavily upon teachers, was weaxest at the level
of building administrators and gquasi-non-existent at other staffing
levels. The overall thrust -and strategy presaged in the Plan were
seriously weakened by the elimination of the specific leadership
position for Staff Support Services at the end of Year 1, a situation
that began to be remedied only in Year 4.

fhe Staff Development process evolved over the life of PSP and, though
it varied in strength over time and in quality across schools, overall
it digd provide crucial support for innovation and was highly acclaimed
by staff. . .

Some discussion of the evolution of "in-service”" in PSP will illustrate

the nature of formal attention to staff development.
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The most intensive in-service sessions occurred during the summers pre-
ceding each year of the project (summer 1972 through summer 1976). In the
first {pre-PSP) summer there were mandatory project-wide workshops of 6-8
weeks. Thereafter a variety of 4-6 week project-related offerings occurred
each summer, but these were optional for most PSP staff; and additionally there
were ﬁ—z week school-specific workshops which were mandatory*, Workshops were

offered separately by level of schooling - elementary, midéle, high.

DespiJédg;;reness of the need for staff development to be banilt u: on
trust over a‘ibng period of time, the program cutlined and implemented for
March-August 1972 suggests heavy pressure to develop majur competencies during

the brief developmental period:
The philosophy and programs of the Piedmont Experimental
Schools Project to be implemented in September 1972, mandate
that specific teacher competencies exist or be acquired during
the developmental period of the project. The philosophy of
the Learning Community Model to be implemented dictates that
the staff engage in certain common experiences. Other skills
or competencies must be gained or be judged to exist. (p. 88)

The evolution of Project-wide activities shows some shifts in strategy

and in . leadership coordination for in-service activities. Pre-PSP and Year 1
there was strong leadership from the Manager of Staff Support Services. 1In
Years 2 and 3 that position was dropped; the incumbent left the project, and
the functions of leadership in Staff Development deveolved upon an overleoaded
Manager of School Programs. In Years 4 and 5 ﬁhere were two different coor-
dinators o1 Staff Development anéd concomitant changes in strategy. .
Year 1. The general goals of pre-project workshops were: (1) developing
competencies or gaining the skills and knowledge required to implemenﬁ the
Piedmont Scheools Project, and (2) developing rapport with self and others in

the learning community ané the school*#,

*See Support Materials: fTable SDa-1.

**See PSP, Continuation Application, p. 200, for a review of activities in
Years 1 and 2.
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The heayiest emphasis was on the range of concepts incorvorated in PSP innova-
tion, partiéularly general classroom organization and management processes.
with much attention to the IGEWisconsin Model and Glasser's Reality Therapy
Model. ’

&
o~

Year 2. The theme of the non-mandatoxry project-wide workshop in summer

1973 {preceding Year 2) was "Individual Needs". Again the majority of topics
related to particular components and concepks associated with PSP innovation~-
presumably to orient teachers new to the project (philosophy; role groups:
péocesses and instructional techniques, such as cpen classrooms, multi-age
grouping:; curricular packages and programs: student assessment; behavior modi-
fication: learning theory) mainstreaming: out-of-school learning. etc.). Aas in
Year 1 there were some workshoops focused'on particular curricular areas (e.g.,

developing games and activities in math and language arts).

: . .
J In the summer preceding Year 3 (1974) there emerxged a totaily different
approach. Project-wide sponsored staff development was offered in the form of
tuition-free attendance for 125 PSP staff in 13 courses offered at Furman
University. Years 4 and 5 were preceded (summe's 1975 and 1976) by a Summer
Demonstration School--which offered the most integfﬁted approach to experiential
learning of PSP concepts and processes.‘ A large number of PSP personnel served
as teachers in the demonstration schools. Each. demonstration school was accom—
panied by a Furman University practicum that offered up ko twenty consultant‘
presentations in a variety of topics associated with learning community develop-
ment. Although coﬁsultants were still being déawn‘from outside PSP, there was
a definite trend toward increased use of PSP staff in‘workshoP presentations.
£ -
In Year 5 (June 1, 1976 - May 30, 1277) there was by far the most
thoroughly documented staff development*. For the first time, staff develop-
ment was;coo;dinated by a staff Development Comm%ttee with faculty representa-

tion from each school. The committee based its selection of activities on-a

.

t

*The new (Year 5) Executive Director of PSP was "a real stickler for details”
and was primarily responsible tor requiring more rigorcus documentation than
characterized the prior period. '

O
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questionnaire administered to all staff and continual dialoyue within each
school. A monthly agenda of staff development activities was presented to
program managers for approval prior to being published and distributed each

month: These staff development announcements prepared during the final project

five-year perxod.
- .
Examination of the 116 PSP-spounsored staff development activities offered
in {ear 5 shows continued interest in the general areas of classroom manage-
ment, IGE workshops and "We Agree" sessions, and the emergence of attention to
Language Experience Apgroaches to reaqing, Transactional Analysis (four
‘sessions), Relax;tion Training and Values Clarification--the last three repre-~
sénting continuing concern with developing open communication and independent

‘n
l Year represented the most sophxstlcated communication system of the ertire
l learners.*

Over the last four years of the project, while participation in project-
wide activities was optional, there were mandatory one/two week school work-
shops prior to school opening, with emphases tailored to the needs of particu-

léf'situations and personnel.**

Analyses of workshop listings*** and interviews with PSP staff (in Year 4
and Year 5) support the following findings:

M

PINDINGS: The evolution of formal staff development activities over ¢
the five years of the PSP shows these trends:

To specific applications

*The new titles occasionally offered by the same experts who presented
Reality Therapy and Schools Without Failure sessions, emergé from Adlerian
precepts and are viewed as humanistic anproaches to teaching-learning. (Nasca)

**See PSP Continuation Application (1975) for school-by-school statements
about in-service, circa Years 2 and 3.

***1,istings were reconstructed for the five-year period by Nasca, there being
no systematic historic record available in PSP as of early Year 4. See
Support Materials, Tables SDA-1 and SDA-2 for summary of project-wide
activities. ‘ -

l . a. From broad orientation and concepts...

%
!
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b. From heavy use of project office and external locales...
To locating activities In schools and inside learning
communities . S

¢. From external initiation of topics...
To in-school initiation of topics

d. From externélly hired presenters and psp consultants...
To us. of project-level and school personnel within
and beyond the PSP area

e. From loosely planned and coordinated Staff Development (Year 2
and Y.ar 3} after an Initially strong start (Year 1)...
To strongly coordinated and managed Staff Development with
effective participatory planning mechanisms across schools
(increasing Year 4 and Year 5)

As to the substantive shift noted (a), analysis of workshop titles shows
that an estimated 70 percent of the Year 5 workshops focused on specific appli-
cations (e.g., Scientific Field Trips. Language Experience in Reading...) com-

pared with 27 percent in Year 1. For shift in activity leadership (d), in

Year 5, 39 of 116 PSP workshops were offered by PSP staff members (17 by class--

room teachers, 20 by resource coordinators, 2 by program managers} as compared
with a total of 1l prior to June of Year 4. The Summer Demonstration Schools

pre-Year 4 and Pre-Year 5 ware staffed by PSP personnel.

Though less easy to document, it is judged that thereHwas a decline over
time in attention to strong motivational ("psyching-up") efforts and same
slippage in assuring that new staff were thoroughly oriented to basic PSP
philosopﬁy: processes and programs 53 a ccmprEhensivé innovatidn. Thus, a few
interviewees with experience at Middle School. for example., wmentioned lack of
commitment to innovative appfoache; among some teachers. "The biggest weak-
ness is the assumption that training.will‘modify teacher behavigr. We do rot
have enough staff committed to the ideas of teaming and ihdividualizing...“
]Teacher, Year 4) and there were references to inadequate orientatiop for new

teachers. "The key to success of PSP is teacher attitudes”, said another who

advocated "a repeat of the Banquet of '72 to establish renewed faith and trust

in the project., and a valuing of personal commitments.” (Teacher: Year 4).

Along the same line., some prograﬁ managers interviewed in Year 5 regretted that

20
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there had not been more “psyching-up" activities during this project--oppor-
tunities such as the end-of-project “retreat” (for project-level staff and
program managers} to bolster their relationships and support them denerally as

they implemented PSP.

C. EFFECTIVENESS: GENERAL

Some General Judgments

n
JUDGMENT: Staff development activities were more effective for
~ teachers than for any other staff category.

The heavr- weight of staff development activities (SDA's) was for teacners.
There is little to indicate careful planning for the_developméntal needs of
administrators and support staff. At the lower level of the totem pole, para-
professionals did receive training oPportunities—ﬂin the case of related arts
personnel, largely through specific activities ‘and contznued support from the
appropr:ate resource coordinators; in the case of 1nscruct10nal paras.: from
other sources, including teachers. The general picture at the adm:n:stratlve
levels is that program managers had much the same opportun:tzes fqr 1n«serv1ce_
as teachers, but little that was tailored to ghe:r needs. Pro;ecg level
administrators and support staff had apparently no attention focused in deli-.
berate, planned fashion on their staff development and support needs. Aside
from opportun}ties in some cases for participation in coﬁferences or workshops
outside PSP, the asSuﬁbtion seems to have been that they had all tue expertise
and motivation and support they needeq. The role clarification activities
associated with confli&t between resource coordinators and program managers
early in the project, are among the few aocum;nted formal SDA's focusing on
needs of administrative and support ﬁersonnel.

~ FINDING: A broad variety of assistance was offered in the areas of

learning community organization and individualization. Very little

was offered in the areas of decision-making, evaluation., or community
involvement.*

*Support Materials, Table SDA-2.
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Although interviews and workshoP analyses showed that such areis as decision-
making., evaluation., and community involvement were not .cll served by staff
development, staff interviewed in the schools noted that there were few if any
expectations established by PSP for which staff development activities had not
been provided. Interviewers gained the impression that the presence of expli-
citly defined staff development support established the expectations. Those
areas defined in the PSP Proposal and Continuation Document were given less
credence by classrcom personnel than the priorities apparent in actual staff

development activities.

Within the area of individualization, for which many SDA's were scheduled,
the greatest weight was put on program areas with specifically assigned
resource coordinators. Recall that individualization PSP-style was largely
diagnostic-prescriptive. Effectiveness of this type of individualization is
a function of (a2} the availability of materials appropriate to varying rates
of learning. and {b) a management system designed to keep track of 25 or more
individuals. each of whom may be proceeding at a different rate. 1In addition.

it was Judged by the investigator (Nasca) that personnel variables were impor-

tant: viz: (c) personal commitment/motivation of teachers, and (d) the adedquacy

of support staff--in particular, the availability of a resource coordinater
willing an§ able to provide follow—through assistance to teacﬁers in the
learning communities. Evaluator notes indicate that available materials for
individualizing science and social studies--where there was no coordinator to
furnish supportive on-site development--were left unused in many communities.

In contrast, the most applauded staff follow-on support was in reading and

math where there were specifically assigned resource coordinators throughout

the duration of PSP.

JUDGMENT: staff development was most effective In changing practices
when sustained over time and followed through from formal activity to
specific support in classroom settings. .

¥

Specific assistance in a model situation (meaning inside the practical teaching
setting) was valued more highly., and judged to be more effective in changing
behaviors than presentations on general classroom practices. Asked in Year 4

what they wanted less or more of in staff development, teachers interviewed
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generally indicated: less theory, more practice:; less generalization, more
specificity. Fically: "We've had enough philosophv and generalities. What
we really need is specific details on the nitty-gritty management skills."
Specific suggestions included the listing of more alternatives for teachers in
5DAs so they could find something relevant on prescriﬁed in-service days, ard

follow-through in individual learning communities/classrooms after general

presentations,

‘The fgyorable comments on staff development in reading and math were
associated with this practical follow-through inside learning communities,
Interviegs with the two resource coordinators revealed that they shaved 2
philosophy and operational style. Both agreed that disseminating information

has limited value and that the surest way to promote change is through working

directly with teachers in the learning community. Both viewed a coordinated

set of materials and implementation of a management system as critically
] ) important in building an individualized (D-P) brogram. Both believed that the
I best way to help teachers acquire skills in these areas 1s to assist them

directly through participatory training sessions and c¢lassroom demonstrations, -

i
Availability of persons such as resource coordinators is a necessary but .
I not sufficient cenditicn for this type of follow-through individualized 3
assistance within a learning community setting. In Years 2 and 3, for example;
there were compla_ ts from some schools {shared to some extent by coordinators)
‘that the intended 50 percent of coordinator time was not being spent in the
schools. Their patterns of time utilization were skewed by pressures to

produce position papers on curriculum and to help in the masvive effort

involved in preparing the Continuation Application so that refunding would be

assured. Thus, it is not the availability of resources (specialist helpers)

in itself, but rather the patterns of resource utilization that are associated

were necessarily inappropriate in PSP circumstances; we are affirming that

*Other comments proffered were more person- than process-orien 2d: e.g,, "I
was already into that process™ or “I teach in five different classrooms and

I with effective staff development. We are not saying that the priorities set
I I cannot carry learning centers with me." (Nasca field notes)
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time on task in staff development, as in other areas. is a major cor elate of

efrfectiveness.

?inal;y, in this litany of general statements about what is effective in
staff dev, &opment, we note that effective staff development takes time. It
takeslt{éz, rot just in the sense of resources (person-time allocated to task).
bg},{ﬁ the sense ©f the duration needed to move from awareness ©f new practices
to their institutionalization in use through thé behaviors of teachers in their
commanity setting. Staff members who had been with the project since the
beginning all recalled the Ffirst shmmer. Recollections were commonly offered
as: "Too much all at once.", and "We sure received a taste of everything that
PSP was designed to «ccomplish.” They judged that the initial workshop was
crucial in getting the project started but agreed that it took the first year

of werking together in teams to come anywhere near understanding PSP goals.

Sample comments from jinterviews {Nasva) suggest the hectic, trial-and-error

quality of the early period:

"Non-graded, non-grouped organization probably stimulated

the teachers to participate in staff development activities.
It was a matter ~¥ survival--they just couldn’t use their
old style of teaching.... It was a matter of working with
other staff and just trying to get things done...modifying
some things, adapting others and just abandoning those that
didn't work..." ({Teacher, High School, 3/76}

"The workshops were very helpful. We were just grasping...
we were desperate!..." (Teacher, School A, 3/76)

"We really weren't Prepared for that horrible first year....
Living through the first year was a valuable learning
experience.. We finally passed into the teaming process.
{Teacher, School «, 3/76)

"Team teaching has been the big thing.... X and ¥ were very
helpful in that first summer workshop in terms of describing
teaming. However, it required a year of actually trying it
before it was well understood. X was availakle to provide
specific help in learning communities upon request..."
(Teacher, School D, 4/76)

Some teachers offered that the DemonsStration School in summer of Year 4

was an event that provided closure for them on all the original prescriptions
- -
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As one teacher commented: "Even though I've heard it described often, seeing
it operate in the Demonstration School made it really meaningful." wWhile
these teachers were by summer Year 4 at tha point of fully understanding how
PSP géals were integrated in learning community 1fe, other PSP teachers were
actually running the Demonstration School. Thus we note the variable rate at
which PSP staff felt it "all coming together", just as we noted the variable

rate at which schools implemented different aspects of the overall innovation,

Individualization of staff development., like individualization ¢f instruc-
ti;n, requires matching the learner to the right activity, at the right time for
the rigkt length of time for a2ffective learning. C(Clearly., people in PSP pro-
gressed at different rate. in assimilating concepts., changing vractices and
feeling the coherence or integration of the individual changes in practice.
and they had differen¥ needs for staff development at aifferent times -- needs
for knowledge, for skills., for “psyching up" or motivation -- depending upon

role, functions., work settings. and personal learning rates.

e Staff Developmeni Frocess

Staff development. viewed as a pfocesé designed to promdéé new behaviors
on the.paft of teachers, may be conceptualized as having four main stages.
While it is possible to offer much more elaborate sequences tracing development
from aﬁareness of new practices through to reinforcement of new behaviors, the
four stages outlined in Figure 4 suffice for present discuséion. They are
firmly entrenched in the pres.riptive literature and have gained sufficient’

empirical surport to warrant serious attention.

Formal staff development workshops may be seen as contributing most sub;
stantially to the beginning stages of staff development, while less formalized
activities (or activities not generally viewed as-“in-service“ activities) be-
come more important at later and possibly more critical stages of the process.

(Figure 5)
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FIGIRE 4: STAFF DEVELOPMENT AS A FOUR-STAGE PROCESS
S) Stages SD Activities Characterized By:
Awareness
™ a, Participant gains new informa- Disseminating information by a
tion designed to expand aware- ‘Teader'.
ness of new and/or different
educational practices.

b, Participant gains informa- Disseminating information accompanied
tion required to make a by clarification of specific
decision whether ¢r not to questions.

IR explore further a specific T
N/ educational alternative.
- Attitude ' X ' ”

c: Participant explores "impli- Participants are encouraged to .
cations of integrating educa- . explore implications of an alterna-
tional alternatives with tive through seeking specific
prevailing philosophy. information and/or through values

- W _clarifying type experiences.
. Implementation '
h‘d: Participant practices new Participant is actively involved
behavior specified within the in"simulated or real situation.
new or different alternatives. ) , .
e, Participant gains feedback about Participant 'is provided with feed-
effectiveness of new behavibr. back designed to reinforce or ~
) - modify new behavior being developed.
. .
Reinforcement

£
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FIGURE 5: FPORMAL AND INFORMAL ACTIVITIES IN THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Awarenese - FORMAL SDA‘s

e.4.- Seminars
— workshops
~ Conferences
Attitudes

. INFORMAL SDA'S
Implementation - '
. e.g. Teammate selection

- PM bbeservation/feedback
~ Vigits to other schools &

learning communities '
- Fdeculty/11C meetings
-~ Serving on committees
=~ Leading a workshop

o ) -

Reinforcement

EPRC/NageaA?7 (modified)
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A variety of informal activities--i.e., activities lacking Formally
announced meeting dates and agendas and generally carried on in one-to-one
relationsiiips with teachers and/or learning community teams--occurred in PSP
schools. Tl.ese were important for all four main stages of the process needed
to impreve educational practice. PSP leadership averred that these activities
and relationships were indeed intrinsic to a pervasive staff development mode
in the project. However. they were neither explicated in a PSP model of staff
development, nor attended to in the investigative work designed to document
and evaluate PSP in the first three and a half years. The finding (see below)
qf no strong relationship between specific formal staff development activities
in Year 4 and practices occurring within PSP learning communities., is accounted
for in part by some leveling off in attitude and behavior change by that time.
It is also a result, in part. of failing to assure attention to behavioral
chgnge processeslbetheen the introduction of ideas f{as in workshops) gnd the

opportunities to practice and consolidate new behaviors.

~In Year 5 three members .of PSP central staff (responsibleJEor staff
development in Yearll, 4, and 5, respe&tively) were interviewed to ascertain
PSP philosophies of staff development: as were Program Managers.* At thelSame
_tlme interviews with selected classroom teachers who were observed to be using
particular instructional processes (e.g., individualized programs. reality

therapy, etc.) probed the factors affecting adoption of these behaviors.**

*They were asked by the investigator {(Nasca) for their judgements of the
important. conditions for a good stéff development program; their views on how
new behaviors are devéloped (the prccess of staff development); and whether
they Ffelt that these conditions and processes were established in the PSP
staff development Drogram. . -

t**For example., teachers who had adopted an individualized math program (e.g.,
IMS, Foley: Imperial Math) were asked: When did you first become aware of
this program? What helped you actually master the mechanics of the program?
What sequénce of activities would you recommend for other individuals con-
sidering the adoption of new curricular practices?
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FINDING AND JUDGMENT: In many major areas of behavior change. PSP did
use a wide range of formal #nd informal ways of promoting awareness,
attitude change., practice and reinforcement of new behaviors--hence
the iInstitutionalization of new instructional processes. However, we
Jjudge that the absence of an articulated model delineating such staff
development stages resulted at times in no systematic follow-through
and monitoring after formal workshops:; hence diminished effsctiveness
of some components of staff development in some schools.

D. EFFECTIVENESS: OQUTCOMES

The effectiveness of staff development, if we follow the stages noted
above, could be examined as: (a) effectiveness in making people aware of new
practices--assuring sufficient information to enable a decision to be made
about whether to explore am alternative practice further; (b) effectiveness in
promoting attitude change so that participants accept the implications of
integratingieéucatibnal alternatives with the prevailing philosophy (symbolic
adoption); (c) effectiveness in getting people to try out new beﬁaviors; {d)
effectiveness in getting new behaviors adopted and incorporated into regular

prattice (use adoption). .

Effectiveness as Awareness. -

The sheer volume and varigty of staff development workshops throughout
the five years of PSP and the numbers of people participating in them-~these
alone suggest the raising of levels of awareness. about different educational
alternatives. Where attendancé was mandatory (as in the pre-Project major
comprehensive workshops and in ééhool—specific workshops from Year 2 onwards),
the exposure to new concepts and practices was universal and broad in scope.
Activities organized for staff de&elopment during the school yeaf: however,
were voluntary énd narrower in scope--which reduced general exposure but
increased the possibil%ty of meeting individual staff needs. 1Ia the few cases
where there was mandate& participation in PSP-wide workshops, it was by qchool:,
and the séhool\iepresentatiﬁe was a volunteer. It was inferred {but not expli-
cated) that the vgiun;eer would shqrelthe experience with peers in the school.

.,
Analysis of the déﬁign, the content and the participation profilesg of a
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sample of 18 workshops'monitored in Years 4-5*, and of data on participant

perceptions

findings:

of effectiveness of the workshops, supports the following

FINDINGS**: Analysis of guestionnaire data on 18 monitored workshops

in

l’
20

30

40

50

Years 4-5 shows that: .

Approaches used were largely information-giving.

Attendance was heaviest at external consultant, specific-focus
activitles, least at PSP consultant, general-focus activities.
Goal awareness and preparation for workshops was perceived as
more appropriate when workshops were conducted by PSP consultants.
Relevance of goals and the possibility of adopting workshop acti-
vities in one's school situation were viewed more positively when
the workshops had a specific than when they had a general focus.
Participants rated the workshops positively in every case on five
different indicators.

For this subset of non-mandatory staff development workshops, the focus

was largely

at the awareness stage of staff development, with participants %n

some cases indicating that they would be prepared to try out the new practice

if they had support in trying to implement it. We judge tﬁat most in-service

during the school year in PSP was of this type., with workshops being of rela-

tively short duration (less than one day).

*Criteria used to select these particular workshops for assessment derived
from attention .to representativeness and pragmatism, e 1nc1uded (a) workshops
with general and with specific focus: (b) workshows offered by extemnal and
by PSP consultants; (c) workshops of at least half-day. duration; (d) workshops
for which adequate attendance and questionnaire response data were available.
The pragmatic concerns were important. It was difficult to get advance
listings of SDAs in Year 4--some were held but not scheduled far ahead:; others
were scheduled ahead but not held. The situation improved in Year S, but most
of the monitoring activity focused on Year 4; in Year S a different approach
was judged. to be a better use of scarce investigative time.

**See Supporting Materials, Tables SDA-3, 4, S, 6, 7. As to Finding #1, objec-
tives of the workshops were expressed generally in verbs like: to describe,
present, illustrate, display, learn; and in terms of presentor goals rather
than participant outcome goals. Participation activities generally included:
watching, listening. sharing, discussing, surveying. These features are
characteristic¢ of information giving, "f£illing the vessel" types of learning

situations.

{Nasca)
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Effactiveness as attitude Change

Again, poverty of documentation relating teacher attitudes and behaviors
to staff development, particularly in the early period constrains the scope of
commentary. Year 4 evaluators {summer 1976) sought to assess the impact of
intensive doses of major planned staff development on participant attitudes.?*
Questionnaires focused on individualization and learning community organization,
defining four attitudinal dimensions of these: general individualization.
teacher-directed individualization, student-directed individualization. and

learning community organization.*#*

one-week in-service workshops for each school. Attitudes were assessed before
and after two Project-wide activities (Summer Demonstration Schools at Elemen-
tary and Middle levels) and two school-specific activities (the one-week in~

service programs in two elementary schools). The results of the analysis were

as follows.

'FINDINGS (SD Summer Workshops 1976). By Psp Year 5:

1. PSP personnel were major purveyors rather than customers of compre-
 hensive staff development relayed through Summer Demonstration Schools.
2, The principal benefzc;ames of the Demonstration SDAs were from
~° outside schools. -
3. Both pPsp and non-PSp participants in the Demonstration Schools and
in individval school workshops were familiar with and pre-disposed
to individualization and learning community organization prior to
" the workshops, so. that
4. No significant change occurred ih participant attitudes as a result
of involvement in the activities.**#

I The 1976 (pre-Year 5) activities involved summer demonstration schools and

k3

l *Phis was in pursuit of NIE redesign of evaluation for Years 4-5 which sought
assessment of attitudes before and shortly after immediate involvement in the
activities, and then assessment of attitu:des some months later to see whether
l the changed attitudes had heen internalized. Results of the first procedure,
' in fact, 4id not offer hope that the intended follow-up would be productive.
Consequently the evaluation tack was changed in Year 5 to probe with PSP per~

sonnel the sources of chserved changed behavior, rather than focusing on

l . specific formal staff development and tracking its impact forward.

**See NIE files on desigp and instruments of EPRC evaluation team for defini-
tions and the staff Development Activity and Attitude Questionnaires (Nasca).

kx*gee Support Materials. Tables spA-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and EPRC Report on Substudy
#il, October 1976)Ch. III.
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The summer demonsération schools were designed as PSP staff development

activities but non-PSP participants were encouraged to attend. Returns to work-

L/

shop questionnaires showed 16 responses from PSP staff who served as faculty

during the demopstration schools, nine from PSP participants., and the remaining
34 from non~PSP participants. While the leadership activities of staff did

contribute to their own professional growth: it would seem that SDAs in summer
1976 (and probably in summer 1975) might best be considered a form of deliberate
diffusion of innovation., or, as PSP dubbed it, "Transference" (see Ch. 8, below).*
The dévelopment of a capacity to train others may be seen as the highest stage
of staff development. and there is evidence that several PSP school staff members

excelled in this.

Detailed examination of the data confirmed other findings (from study of
individualization practices. etc.) that implementation of learning communities
had stabilized at a point of moderately flexible learning environments and
teacher—directéd forms of individualization. ILack of attitude change corro-

borated judgments by PSP staff aﬁﬁ external evaluators that:

1

JUDGEMENT: Attitude change (symbolic adoption of PSP concepts) peaked
midway through the Project and remained relatively stable thereafter. -~

We note that implementation of the new'inspructional environment and of
individualization appeared to be at a level compatible with achievement of
major PSP goals and the educational beliefs .of teachers.

Bducational Beliefs Scale data. Each sprifig, Year 1 through Year 4, the

Teacher Survey included the Educational Beliefs Scale,** data from which can be

broken out into three subscales, giving & measure of whether teacher attitudes

*The Sunmer Demonstration Schools, being comprehensive and experiential in
nature, were a fine opportunity for teachers new to PSP to get exposure to
"integrated, comprehensive change". However. it is not clear froR available
records whether in fact such participation was mandatory or voluntary for new
people. Some Middle School interviewees complained that some people never
went through this "initiation",

**See NIE files of EPRC instruments and instrument reports.

.
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are more or less traditional in the areas of (a) pupil participation. (b) dis-
Availabhle data for PSP
The I/D/E/A data

are for 1,137 teachers in 49 elementary and middle schools surveyed around

cipline and control, and (¢} instructional goals.

{;
(¥ear 1l - Year 4) and for I/D/E/A schools are illuminating.

1971-72, grouped according to whether they were primarily teaming (viewed as

more innovative), primarily self-contained (viewed as more traditional), or

mixed (about 50-50 teaming and self-contained).*

FINDINGS (Educational Beliefs Scale):

1. Pupil Participation. For every year (1973-1976) and every level
(elementary, middle, high), psp teacher mean scores were more.tradi-
tional than either the teaming.or the mixed comparison schools
(I/D/E/A, 1971-72). Within PSP, elementary teachers scored slightly
less traditional than high, and high than middle.

2, piscipline and Control. For every year and every level, psp
teachers scored more traditionally than the most traditional I/D/E/A
group (self-contained s&b—group). PSP elementary teachers scored less
traditionally than high school, and high school less traditionally
than middle school. . :

3

3. Instructional Goals. For some levels (primarily elementary) and
some years, PSP teachers scored slightly more innovatively than
I/D/E/A more innovative groups. PSP middle school teachers scored,
more traditionally in every year than the most traditional of the
camparzson groups. .

These findings lead to some interest;ng judgments--based upon the wide array® N
of data on practices {use adoption) as well as the attitudinal data (symbollc
adoptlon)

JUDGMENTS: PSP teacher beliefs (per EBS) tend to be relatively more
traditional throughout four years of the project than those of teachers
in I/D/E/A schools engaged in a range of different levels of innovation
(indicated by teaming vs. self-contained classrooms)--with regard to
pupil participation and discipline and control. (EBS data)

Nevertheless., PSP teacher practices were such that they implemented
" in significant measure a variety of non-traditional changes in the
instructional environment. (Learning Community data)

Conclusion: It is possible for teachers to _implement highly innova-
tive behaviors in changing educational pract;ce; even while maintaining
relatively conservative beliefs (per EBS) about student behavior (pupil
participation and discipline and control).

¥

- ' El

*See Support Materials, "Analysis of EBS Data" (Webster 5/78), for tabulated
data and findings. ) <
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.examples. Apn IGE "Partlcipant Observation Cycle (POCJ workshop: offered to all =

the POC in their own learning communities. %ubsequent visits to Mlddle Sohool

- school made it impossible for any. two teachers to have both planning and obser-

‘vation time available during the\day, and the teachers were unwilling to spend

Effectiveness as Changed Behavior

Attempts to trace behavior to staff development activitids in the last
two years of the project took two forms: flrst tracklng behav1or after .
specific staff development activities: and second, probing by interview to
identify the source of observed beheviors that reflected innovative practices. k
The former necessarily focused upon-fairiy narrowly defined specific staff

development activities in which pveopte voluntarxily participated. The overall

Judgment about the impact of these is as follows: a . :
JUDGMENT: (SDA Impact) The format of PSP-sponsored worksheps during
the school Yyear (Year 4 and Year 5 ﬁonitoring{ tended to be primdrily
informative, Whether there was “ultimately a related behavior change
depended usually on the level of systematic follow-through, Often
there appeared to be none.

LY

. .
. . L K -
- 4 - . . ' ' n ' 1 .
' . - . ' . n '
N . ' v - .y |

L] . -

- s " - e .
. \ . . )
There seemed to be n¢ fellow-through for sewveral of the*staff development
activities (Soas) monltored Investlgator narratlves (Nasca) offer several
teaching staff in Middle School, began with an exoplanation of process: ratlonale,
and enticipated otltcomes. A demonstration of gz feedback SESSlon: inecluaded as
part of the cycle was given by workshop leaders and Middle School teachets were

then divided into learnlng oommunlty groups to dlscu35'90331b1e applzcatlon of

conflrmed that the 1nformat1on offered ‘in the workshop, though ‘well presented
by two experts, had no observable impact upon teacher behaviors. The' investi-
gator was unable to locate any teacher who had used the POC or had heard of lt
being used.in Middle School Use of rocC requzred an opportunlty for teachers to
meet during planning tlme for prelimlnary andffollow up discussions and time to

observe one another during the data collectlng process, Schedullng in the

time before or after school in mastering the POC skill, Thus, several impor-
tant stages in the process of developing behavior change were neither planned
nor .implemented. »

Other examples of a similar type included a workshop offered by an educa-

tional Training Center consultant and on2 directed by an experienced elementary
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school Progréﬁ Manager, focused on coémmunication patterns. Both had well~

N

c:ganized deliveries, an abundance of handouts. and organized "fun and games"
type aCtﬁVltles for participants. In both worksho>s, participants entered into
‘the games:wlth enthusxasm and offered numerous positive comments on the experi-
en 3. Bgain, however, no mechanism was planned or implemented to assure that
new bghaviors were tried or practiced by participcnts in their communities, much
. lgés a mechanism for assuriqg their adoption. A math skill games workshor gon-
ducted by a PSP resource coordinator was entertaining and enlightening; parti- °
vipants eagerly joined in the activities as they discovered new and fun ways'to
deal with math skills. Again, however, random obsegvation of the teachers back
in their classrooms failed to suggest that any behavlor changes had occurred as

.

a result of the workshops. 'Same story with "How to Use a Telephone” and

“Language Experience Approach to Reading" workshops.

.

»  Bven in areas more central to PSP innovation than those cited above. there

1 . =
are some negative data. Thus one Program Manager averred in Year 5:

"We really did not view teaming or togetherness as being
as critical as we now see it. We have had no focused
in-service on developing teams and I can see where those
groups that work together are the ones that are doing
the best job. We have had a few activities that could
be called ‘'getting i: together'; for example, reality
therapy and some modified "We Agree" sessions--but not
a central focuq on teaming (PM, Year 5).

Puring Year 1, five workshops focused on team teaching concepts, two on organi-

'

.o N

zational models and three on classroom management. Thus, the statement that no
staff deveiopment was focdused on teaming reflects a perception of this project
‘manager rather than a reality. It suggests the importance of continuing review
and assessment of practices assumed to have been adopted., and periodic infusions
of appropriate staff development. The.level and quali&y of teaming, noted
é;rlier, varied considerably throughout the Project, yet there was little
focused attention to teaming as such in Years 4-5 SDAs. One source of sustained
support for this would be program managers in each school--placing a premium oﬁ

assuring that program manager knowledge and skills g&e honed to provide in-school
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leadership. monitoring;‘and assistance.*

There are moré‘positive examples of the influence of SbAs. Evidence of
changed practice associated with SDAs is available, for example, in the case
cf interest centers and the use of individual or small GrouP contracts with
students. Both of these were stressed in workshops and subsequently appeared
in_a substantial number of classrooms. AJain., the management system imple-
mented in one elementary school was directly attributed to an external consul-
tant. Tﬁe system provides a method of assuring that small groups are exposed
to aﬁpropriate variety of activities during a 2-24-hour Language Arts time
period. All teéchers in this school used the system introduced by the consul-
tant who had been invited to the school to observe and respond to questions.
The suggested managemeht method was adopted by the teachers and they evolved
a development process that assured its adoption throughout the building. <Thus
we have an example oﬁ a consultant operating within the school.: responding
directly to teacher expressed needs, and the introduction of a process that

was freely examined. tried. and adopted.

The negative tone of some of the above examples doés not imply that formal
staff deyelopment was not helpful or only of little help. Not so. What is
noted is that the examples attest the fuzziness of the PSP staff development
model. Many of the “right"” things happened (stages in moving toward changed
behaviors), but there appeared to be little planned, systematic attention to
the sequence of later stages of behavior change following upon several work-
shops that were monitored. ,

Inasmuch as PSP staff did implement in significant me;sure many major com-
ponents of innovation. requiring considerable behavior changé (see sections on
learning communities, individualization, participatory decision-making)}, there

was de facto a blend of attention to the major developmental stages relating

, { :
*Note that assistance from resource coordinators and others largely came only

by request. If there was no systematic monitoring of implementation within
% the school building, then needs might not be identified let alone ministered to.
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to awareness, attitudes, implementation and reinforcement. Perhaps these were

more clearly focused in Year 1 when there was a Manager of Staff Support Ser-

. vices who not only coordinated the formally planned activities, but also

ik

orchestrated the support services from evaluation specialists and from resource
coordinators who, it was intended. would spend 50 percent of their time in the
schools helping implement change in instructional processes and programs. In

any event. the evidence sugdgests that PSP was not immune to the take-it-or-leave-

-

it character of much in-service education

E. EFFECTIVENESS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT:
SUMMATIVE JUDGMENTS OF PSP STAFF

If there was hot an explicit developmental-stages model: whence came the
staff development that prompted cbserved changes in behavior? Year 5 surveys
of program manage;s and teachers furnish universe data on the effectiveness of
staff development as perceived by all the actors in the schools and illuminate
their judgﬁents of major sources of help in changing practice. Three major
dimensins were probed:*

-Value of Activities and associated level of participation. Respon-
dents rated their participation in and judged the value for them of
staff development in seven categories -- individualization, curri-

culum development. instructional approaches. open education philo-
sophy. teaming. and teacher-student interactions.

-8kill bevelopment. The 9eneral categories were expanded to 22 items
{17 for high schocl) reformulated as skill areas. For each one,
respondents rated their skill level before and since working in PSP.

-Sources of Heln. Using the same gset of skill areas. they indicated
for each one the major source of help in developing the skill.
Sources covered formally scheduled activities, direct personal con-
tact with various types of people, and their own efforts. They
could also indicate., if they chose, secondary sources of help that
were important to them: but were to designate only one "major" source
of help in each area.

*See NIE files of EPRC instruments. Teacher Surveys., 1977, Section IX (Elemen-
tary and Middle Surveys) and Section xl(High School Survey).
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Perceived SDA Participation and Value

FINDING: $DA Participation and value. Teachexrs said they had
participated significantly in formal staff development activi-
ties and considered these activities to have been valuable to
them. Perceived participation and value were somewhat higher
for elementary than for Middle and RHigh School teachers.*

géiven ratings choices of ‘extensive', 'moderate’', and 'minimal’, tegchers
{mean scores by level) indicated moderate to extensive participatioﬁ: and *
attributed muderate to great value'to the activities. The relatively high
level of perceived participation is at odds with data on formal activities
monitored in Year 4 and Year 5. However, long-term staff undoubtedly were
heavily involved in formal activities during early years of the project., and

a variety of school-based activities were develoomental in intent and effect.**

High School teachers tended to rank highest on perceived staff develon-
ment participation and value on the “teacher-student interactions” staff
déﬁelopment {associated with emphasis on advisor-advisee relationships in their
school) and lowest on "teaming" {(which was not emphasized at High School) .
Aside from those two items. the general pattern was for elementary school
teachers to indicate greatest participation in and attribute most value to
sDAd, whereas Middle School teachers indicated least. The differences are not
largep‘but the tendencies apparent in the data support other indicators.

h

Perceived Skill Pevelooment

FINDING: Skill Development. For every skill area (of 17 listed) and
every level of school, teachers felt they had developed their skills
during their time with pSp to a degree ranging from "extensive” to
"moderate” (on a continuum of ratings from extensive to moderate to
minimal). Elementary teachers leaned towards "extensive" and Middle
School teachers towards "moderate” ratings.***

*Support Mater:ials, Tables SDI-6, SDI-7.

**For example, in a few schools by Year 4 learning communities. in turn, were
the locus for staff to meet, and teachers in the LC would lead a discussion
~ ;?of their current instructional practices, successes., problems.

***See Support Materials, Tables SDI-8, SDI-2. Mean ratings by level.
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* Ratings of skill development before joining PSP were "minimal" tending

toward "moderate", depending upon the skill area. Of the 17 skill areas, the
ones in which elementary teachers felt they had experienced greatest develop-
ment as.a result of involvement in PSP were these:
-Individualizing instruction in Reading., Language Arts, Math {separate
7 items)
~Managing multi-grade groups
-Developing instructional materzals
~Creating learning centers
-Organizing an open space classroom

-Team teaching
-Interpersonal skills {(communication) with students

In the view of those mort heavily involved--the teachers--there was thus
extensive change in levels of key skills., associated with working in the_pro-
ject. This shows up in the perception data most heavily in elementary schools
and most heavily in areas closely associated with changing _educational prac-
tices in order to develop learning community organization and to individualize
and personalize instruction. These self-report data on skill development accord
well with ouwr Iindings about relative implementation of concepts and practices
by area and level of schooling. 1In this connection, we note. too. that Migddle
School teachers tended to see themselves as participating somewhat less in
formal staff development activities, valuing the activities slightly less, and
increasing their skills during PSP significantly less than elementary teachers.

FINDINGS: Program Managers experienced z lesser increment in skill
development than teachers. They found staff development valuable--
but more rgo for teachers than for themselves. They *"wought staff
development was good but somewhat less effective than necessary for
changing teacher brhaviors. and they were divided as to whether the
amount of staff development specific areas should be about the same,

or more if they had it to do over. (Negligible responses that it
should be less}.*

Middle and High School Program Managers. like teachers at those levels,
reported less skill growth during the pProject than their elementary school

counterparts. In general, however. Managers reported having higher skill

-

'{Supporf_aaterials: Tables 5DI-10, SDI-12, SDI-13.
‘.
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levels prior to working in PSP than did teachers. Areas where seven of the ten

managers would advise more staff development if they had it to do over were:

-Methods of‘individualizing instruction
~Curriculum development (including objectives. materials, learning
centers) )
-Management of student behavior/discipline
and six of the ten Program Managers {or Asslstant PMs) would advise more staff
development for:

~Staff~student interactions
-Adminis.rative teaming
-Participatory decision-making

The most divided responses were on "open education philosophy". Three Program
Managers thought there should be ‘more', four 'about the same', and two 'less’
staff development on that if they had it to do over.
FINDING: As a group, Program Managers judged the various stages of
staff development all to be highly important, and rated PSP staff
development between '‘quite good' and 'very strong' for each stage.
The biggest disparity between perceived importance and actual
quality of staff development was at the final stage--"opportunity

to gain feedback from an expert about progress toward agquiriag
new .behavior”.*

These program manager judgments about overall PSP verformance in the various
stages of staff development are more favorable than evaluator £indings (Nasca)
which indicated@ that the last three stages of staff develooment {opportunity to
examine implications of adoptiny new behavior: ogportunity to gractice under
supervision; and opportunity for expert feedback) were weak for specific SDAs
monitored in Year 4 and Year 5 {see above). &s we shall see, however, PSP

. personnel perceived that their skill development derived from a variety of

sources, and not just from formal activities.

Major sources of Help in Skill Development

Using the same list of skill areas (22 for elementary and middle teachers,

17 for hagh), teachers indicated the major source of assistance they personally.

*Support Materials, Table SDI-14.
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had :eéeived in developing specific skills during their experience with PSP.

The listed sources were:

Formally scheduled activities:

1. Project-wide activities
2. School-specific activities

-

Direct personal contact, via help from:

3. PSP resource staff’

4., OQutside consultants

5. Other teachers

6. Program managers .

and a final option was:

7. Your own personal efforts

FINDING: Teachers as a group in elementary schools (where we judged
there was strongest implementation of the new instructional environ-
ment) rated formal staff development activities (PSP-wide and school-
specific) as the most important source of help twice as often as they
did personal contacts or their own efforts. pMiddle and high school
teachers cited their own personal efforts more freguently as the major
source of skill deveélopment, personal contacts second, and formal
activities last.

. There are many apparent variations across the elementary schoolss  For
example, School D teachers cite direct personal contact and their own efforts
more than twice as often as formal $pas. School C teachers, on the other hand,
give heaviest weight to formal SDAs. considerable but lesser weight to direct
personal contact, and rarely checked their own efforts as being the prime
source of help. These ratings tie in closely with other findings ahbout the two
schoold.

When examineé by skill area, the data show further notable variations.
For example, in the area of individualization, elementary teachers as a group
indicated that major source of help varied by subject area. For individualizing
Reading. most help came from PSP workshops and 'other teachers': for indivi-
dualizing Language Arts, most help came from PSP workshops and PSP regource
staff; but for individualizing Science and Social Studies, personal efforts
were rated a3 most important with PSP workshops equally important in Science.




- Further interesting patterns may be highlighted by listing them thus:

-
%

Major Squrce of Help in -

Skill Area ' Developfhg Skilis

‘Managing multi-grade groups Formal PSP workshops rated most

Mainstream: g handicapped students important; "other teachers" a close

' : - . second ’

Team teaching ) The reverse: "Other teachers" most
important; PSP wonkshops a close
second

Developing learning objectives Formal workshops and "my own efforts"

Developing instructional materials rated equally fregquently as most
important

Interpersonal skills with colleagues

Using reality therapy Formal workshops most important

Using behavior modificatioq principles

Interpersonal skills with students
Personal self-awareness

Personal decision-making capabilities "My own efforts“ ranked most fre-
Managing student behavior/discipline guently as the major source of help
Establishing home-school relations {Q'J

Teaching students how to improve their
decision-making capabilities

’

o
Program Manager perceptions of the major sources of help in developing

skills differ somewhat from those of teachers- While respondents were asked
to rate only one source as "most important”, they could if they chose. check

"another as being "extremely wvaluable".

FINDING: Both teachers and Progrgm Managers attributed considerable
influence to formal psp staff development activities. Aside from
that, Program Managers indicated that school-specific activities,
resource staff and consultants wdre "extremely valuable! whereas
teachers tended to rank these sources relatively lower, placing much
greater emphasis on their own personal efforts.*

-

*Support Materials, Tables SDI-18, SDI~19. . 8
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P@ogram managers were pértially responsible for securing staff develdpment
assistance, particularly from the three sources where the greatest differences
from teachers in perceived value are noted. They would tend to feel some owner-
ship of these activities. Again. the data suggest the interest of differences
across schools. For example, in School A, the Program Manager and the teachers
rated formal staff development activities as the most important source of help;
in School € the Program Manager felied more on interaction and the teachers

tended to do so also.

-

As we reach the end of this discussion of staff development. the indicators

are accumulating to support some general themes of this document:

o Implementation of learning communities, with the multiple charac-
teristics described in Chapter 3,was strongest at the level of
elementary schools. That, too, is the level at which formal staff

*  development activities were strongest, where the greatest increment
in skills was experienced, and where SDAs were viewed as the most
important source of help in skill building.

o Implementation of learning communities, with the multiple charac-
teristics described in Chapter 3,was much less strong at post-
elementary levels. But so was staff development. Staff tended to
cite other sources than formal SDAs .as the major source of help to
them as they tried to implement innovative practices.

o Needs for skill development among building aduinistrators were not a
strong focus of the staff development program. Program Manager
leadership in instructional development and staff development emerged
when it did, less as a result of deliberate staff development effort
to recruit or hone such skills, than through the personal interests
and attributes of individuals,

°o gimilarities and differences across schools apparently implementing
the same complex innovation in the instructional environment merit
much closer attention than they can be given here. Whereas there
were broadly eqgual opportunities for all elementary schools. for
example, to benefit from available staff support resources. the
schools perceived their needs differently, valued the resources
differently, and retained some individuwal character throughout the
change process.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DECISION-MAKING WITHIN THE SCHOCL COMMUNITY

A. INTENTIONS

Decision-making mechanisms were created in the PSP to fagilitate a flow
of influence and involvement from three separate and distinct s;urces: the lay
community, the professional community {other than educators employed by the
District), and the school community. Here we focus on the involvement of the
school community {specffically the staff) in project decisions and management.,
while Chapter 6 will discuss the involvement of the broader comnunity outside

the schools.

The basic intention of PSP planners was that the decision-making process
within schools change during the project such that programmatic authority.
previously vested very heavily in school principals, would be redistributed
more broadly among the teaching staff. Those most affected by instructional
decisions were to paréicipate more ef fectively in the decision-making process.
The principle Ef devolving authority for decisions to the level of the group
responsible for implementing the decisions was to permeate the PSP system. It
was variously referred to as "participative management" and “school community

involvement" by PSP staff, and as “"the new programmatic authority" by NIE.

PSP created a variety of mechanisms 2t school and project level to involve
students and staff in decision-making. The lines of authority and responsibility
are portrayed in the organization chart as flowipg from Executive Director to
Maﬁager of School Programs.: to school pfogram managers., to learning community
teams, to studentss and the lines of formal influence flow back through those
channels. To complete the ggrmal structure, cach level was organiked into a
committee, which was assigned aathority over sﬁecific types of program-related
decisions and was to provide inputs to the levél above it, thereby influencing

decisions made at that level. Figure 7 depicts these structures.
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F1G.7: DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURES IN THE PSP SCHOOL COMMUNITY

— . — ——————

Line Positions . . Line Committees
SUPERINTENDENT ‘
< 3 PROJECT MANAGEMENT
. . - TEAM
. EXECUT1VE D1RECTOR N
—
£ /
Z —

PROJECT INSTRUCTIONAL

MANAGER, SCHOOL PROGRAMS re —_ =] DPROVEMENT COMMITTEE
: . —
- o —
. SCHOOL INSTRUCT1ONAL

PROGRAM MANAGERS

, o ~— =Y IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE
- f- *
- '&

LEARNING COMMUNITY [ -

LEARNING COXMUNITY

COORDINATORS TEAM
*
TEACHERS —— STUDENT COOPERATIVE
_ ] STUDENT COUNCIL
- o o
— —
STUDENTS " =

* The High School Student Cooperative and Student Council are unique in thai
they provided input to several unite, including the District Superintendent
through the Cooperatives Board (See Ch.6, below).

The key decision-making vehicles for project staff were the learning com-
munity teams, the School Instructional Improvement Committee: and the Project
Instructional Improvement Committee. Evaluation focused on whether these
mechanisms were implemented, the extent to which they operated as intended, and
the reactions of participant; to thelir involvement in the decision-making

process.
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I OVERALL FINDING: PSP achievéd its objective of “improving the
gquality and guantity of involvement of the school community in the
I dedision-making process” and established a process wherein "the
persens most closely affected by decisions have an influerice in
¢ making the decisions." While there was variation among schools and
“f over time and problems were éncountered. the overall level of imple-
I mentation of the objective was high. :

B. GENERAL INDICATORS OF TEACHER
INFLUENCE ON DECISION-MAKING

Indicators of Teacher Power

l‘-
-

At the end of each of the first four years of PSP, a Teacher Power Ques-
tionnaire was administered to all teachers.* The basic instrument involved a
list of 21 decision areas and respondents checked whether they felt that
teachers in their school did/did not have "a lot of influence" in each area.

l;In Years 2, 3, and 4 they also indicated whether they thought teachers should/
should not have influence in these areas. Morover., Teacher Power data from 49
schools in western states allow some comparison with non-PSP schools that were

also involved im a change process.**

FINDINGS: Increase in Teacher Power to influence decisions**

1. In every PSP school between Year 1 and Year 4 there was an Increase
in perceived extent of teacher influence in decision-making.

2. At the same time there was a general jncrease in teacher satis-
faction with teacher influence.

3. In Year 1 few PSP schools registered the same level of influvence

as did the high level innovating schools in western states. BY Year 4
most of them egualed or surpassed that level.

4. There tended to be greater agreement among FSP faculties (less

l uncertainty) than in the western schools.

*The Teacher Power {Juestionpaire was orlglnally developed by I/D/E/A (Inst1-
tute for the Development of Educational Activities).

**Same schools for which we presented Educational Baliefs Scale comparison in
Cnapter 4. Support Materials TP-1, TP-2, TP-3, TP-4 summarize the data and

support the findings noted here.
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5. Middle and High Schools lagged behind elementary on the power index,
_ and Middle in terms of the index of change (lowest increment in’
- Influence Year 1 - Year 4) and on index of satisfaection.

6. Perceived levels of influence varied according to decision areas,
but were fairly consistent over time. Perceived levels of satisfac-
tion tended to increase over time,

We judge that., had there been pre-PSP data available for the schools.
teacher power to influence decisions would have shown even more dramatic change.

As it is, there is evidence that PSP teacher power was viewed (we Jjudge rightly)

as substantially greater than that of other Greenville County teachers. In

fall of Year 5 we administered the instrument to teachers in all "transference
schools "--schools within the County that were part of the planned attempt to

spread PSP concepts and practices beyond the.Greer area (see Chapter 7). The

resulting data support the finding:
Y

FINDING: Decision-making in PSP schools was more participatory than
In other district schools. In all but one transference school sur-
veyed, PSP teacher influence and satisfaction were perceived to be
greater.*

lone transference school that exhibited a pattern of teacher influence

similar to that of PSP schools was managed by a principal who had been director
of| the planning stage for PSP and hadnheld the key vosition of Manager of Staff
5 ﬁort Sexrvices in the project in Year 1. When he left PSP he developed a new

PgP~style schoodl in another part of the school district.

ig neral Reactions of School Staff
th the Redistribution of Authority

« The participative style of management promoted in PSP called for redis-

tribution of authority and responsibility for decisions affecting the instruc-

. tional program. As of the end of the Project. reactions of school staff to

the c¢hange were largely positive.

*Backup materials: Mini’ Report on Teacher Power in fransference Schogls.
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FINDJNGS. Overall, by the end of the PSP, teachers and program
managers reported:* ® .

~Personal satisfaction with the qwount .of author;ty of teachers in
instructional dec;s;on—maklng

“Teachers were being accorded . sufficzert authority

~They were assum;ng their share of responsibility accordingly
~Teacher authority in PSP schools was greater than, or at least
egual to, that in non-PSP schools

-

There were some variations across schools, Staff of Schools A, B, and €
indicated clear satisfaction_bn all the indicators. In remaining échools the
high majority showed favorable overall reactions. but there were indications
of pockets of disgruntlement. In two elementary schools and in Middle Scﬁool‘
a small minority felt that teachers were not assuming their share of respoﬁsi-
bility. This ties in with beriodic expressions of frustration, notably by
some learning community coordinators in School D and Middle School that some
peorle were "not carryiqg their weight". In these schools and in the high
school there were some teachers who felt "somewhat dissatisfied” with the
amount of authority vested in teachers. Program Managers, making an overall
comparisgn with non-PSP schools, all felt that PSP teachers had more authority
than othgfs in the district; teachers tended to split between those who thought

they had more authority and those who thought - they had about the same.

Our .judgment, supported by the array of data, is that there was substantial
redistribution of authority in PSP which increased teacher influence and
involvement in instructional decisions. As might be expected., the authority

was greater within learning communities than at other levels of the system.

-

*Support Materials, Table Tp-15,
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C. DECISION-MAKING IN LEARMING COMMUNITIES

-

FINDING: At the elementary school level PSP teachers functioned in
the decision-making process as project designers originally jntended.
They had substantial influence on piogrammatic decisions alfecting
i.-dividval learning communities in every elementary school. At post-
elementary level teachers functioned as prescribed in some decisional
areas and not in others.

The programmatic decision areas prescribed for learning communities involved:

£

Establishing content ¢of educational program within the community

B

. Establishing student objectives

. Assessing or diagnosing each child

. Selecting student activities

Selecting materials, media and supplies

. Selecting mode of instsuctional presentation

~ oo b L
*

. Managing time, space and personnel
B, Setting daily schedules
"9, Establishing standards of pupil behavior

10, Establishing physical arrangement of classroom

Data from variogs survey response sets in Years 2 through Year 5 support theb
finding noted. Thége‘was a high degreef?f staff consensus in elementary
schools on what should be and what is the influence of teachers in these ten
decision areas. At Middle School programmatic auvthority was exercised by
teachers at learning community level in the last six aseas. but not so much in
the first four. {(The school administrators reported that tea;hers influenced
all areas.) The ligh school h?d no identiliable student learniqgjcommunities,
although three teacher planning groups were labeled thus. Accoﬁé}mg to teacher
self-reborts,_they did influence four of the above arcas (5, 6, 9, 10), they
did not exert influence in two (2 and 4), and they were divided in their per-

ceptiors of influence in the remaining areas.*

- . W -

S e A - —— i

*See Support Materials, Table TP-5 for display of agreements by school on 14

learning, compunity related items, incluvdéing the ten ljisted above. EPRC: Year 4

Final Report on the New Instructidnal E v1ronment. gives elaborate analysis of
these and other decision-making data for Ywar 4.
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The distinction between influencing a decision and actually making one
was pointed out in discussions with some PSP personnel, So Year 5 surveys of
teachers and&program manaders included a Question asking directlylfor Dercep-
tions'of who maﬁes most decisions in specified areas and how much influence

teachers have. The results confirm the earlier findings.*

As to comparison schools, a broad indicacor of differences betweeﬁ PSP
and transference schools in the county is suggested by a summary statistic:
the overall mean percentage of teachers indiéating that they do have influence
in the decision-making areas affecting learning communities., For PSP elemen—
tary schools this was 90 percent (range 843-973%); for transference elementary
schools it was 66 percent (range 33%-80%., with the exceptional school noted
above scoring 90%). At middle school level, the PSP mean was 76 percent,
whereas the mean for transference middle schools was 69 percent (66%-74%).

The lone transference high school had a mean agreement score of 60 percent,
whereas the PSP high school with which it was palred scored 69 percent. Thus,
despite deliberate systematic exposure of transference schools to PSP concepts
and programs., PSP teachers <s a group clearly felt they exerted considerably
more influence on key decision areas than their counterparts in a subset of

other district schools.

D. DECISION-MAKING AT SCHOOL LEVEL

The primary locus for decision-making in matters involving more than one
learning community was intended to be the School Instrgctional Improvement
Committee. The resolution of curriculum problemg. the formulation of instrue-
tional goals: the planning of in-service educationr and the coordination of

home-s<hool communication -- these were major funclions assigned to I1Cs. In

*Support Materials, Table TP-10.
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traditional schools: these would be realms of authority and responsibility of

building principals. To whatf extent did PSP committees succeed in c¢hanging the
traditional pattern?

GENERAL FINDING: By the epd of the PSP, school IICs were functioning
basically in a manner congruent with project intentions, with the

major qualification that the contents of their deliberations were not
as instructionally oriented as pSp planners had originally envisioned.

Before examining the operation of IICs a little more closely., we feport
briefly the componenvs of ‘Teacher Power data that focus more upon schgol-wide

than upon learning community/classroom decision areas.

Teacher Ififluence on Schoo” -wide‘Decisions

We noted above the ¢lear increase in overall programmatic authority of PSP
teachers in Years 1-4 of FSP. 1In Year 4 the Teacher Power list ;as expanded to
33 items to accommodate more items reflecting PSP-specific intentions. Of
these, 19 items dealt with decisions affecting more than one learning community.
The pattern of responses by all teachers to these school-wide items is much
more complex than in the case of learning community areas, as might be expected.
There is no consistent pattern of programaatic auvthority exercised by teachers
on school-wide decisions across the schools. Influence was perceived to vary
by school and type of decision. However, though no specific influence upon
school-wide decisicns by teachers generally was delegated by PSP deisgn, save
through the school Instructional Improvement Committees, the response data
indicate that teachers in each school did feel they exerted considerable
influence, the exient varying by scﬁool: and in this sense the school-level

decision~making process was felt to involve more than Just members of the IJCs.*

School Instructional Improvement Committees (IICS)

* -
Intentions. 1In each school the IIC was composed of the nrogram manager

and the learning community coordinators. with the program manager serving as

*Support Materials, Tables TP-13 and TP-14.
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chairperson. Other staff members, students, and parents could serve on the

committee as regular memkbers or as ad hoc representatives when special contri-
butions were desired. The groups were to meet weekly to:

-discuss and resolve problems related to curriculum matters

involving two or more learning communities

-to formulate instructional goals

-to plan in-service education

~to coordinate home-school communication
oy

It was intended that school-wide communication would be facilitated by learning
community coordinators serving as liaisons between teacher teams and school

administrators through their membership in the 1IC.

4 - .
Implementation. Organization and operations in the early part of the

project, accordaing to PSP self-reports., varied across schools and productivity
was report as “somewhat limited"*. Some met after school hours. others during
school hours, with teammates "covering” for teachers who attended sessions.
Members were expected to discuss concerns with teammates prior to meetings and
then be the voice of the learning community within the ICC. Afterwards they
were to report out decisions to their teams. Early problems noted in PSP
documents included communication difficulties (teachers feeling inadequately
represented in some communities), and agendas that focused too much on adminis-
trative details and were controlled primarily by the program manager. PSP
judged that these difficulties diminish#d in later vears., averring hetter com-
munication, more wmarticipatory development'of agendas. and increased attention

to instructional matters.

Some committees restiuctured their membership and modified or expanded I1CC
functions over time. For oxamvle, the High School used the IIC as an informal
liaison between administration and teuchers the first vear rather than as a

policy-making or problem-solving group. In Yecar 2, a group of teachers met

*See PSP Final Report. Section 5, p. 14 et sea. (1977) &nd PSP Continuation
Application {circa 1975).
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with the new program manager and functioned virtually as an advisory committee.
By Year 3, the school had estéblished an Educational Improvement Committee
(EIC) to include authority in non-instructional as well as instructional areas.
The EIC included program managers and learning community coordinators: addi-
tionally it involved the FPacilitator of Operations. a member from the Guidance
Department: a member of the media staff, and two student representatives. This
group drew up a set of by-laws that took effect from Year 4 when it was renamed
the Program Improvement Committee to indicate involvement in total program.

At that point the composition was expanded to include a member of the Parent

Advisory Council (PAC), effective Year 5.

IICs did not all have a history of such changes in membership and function.

However, the illustration of the high school does suggest concerns about repre-

sentativeness, communication., and the relative instructional/non-instructional
scope of the committees.*

Both survey data (staff perceptions of IIC operation in Years 4 and 5} and
a series of systematic observations of IIC meetings in Year 5 (four in each
school) support the specific findings that follow on the implementation of

intended IIC functions.?**

FINDINGS:

I. All PSP IICs were dealing with problems involving more than one
learning community.

2. In Year 5, only a small proportion of time spent during observed
IIC meetings was devoted to curriculum and instruction, including
formulation of instructional goals.

*Hote: By Year 5 some project schools were using the term Frogram Improvement
Committee (PIZ), a term congruent with current IGE terminology, and reflecting

a perceived scope of responsibility extending beyond the direct instructional
prograin.

**Sunport Materials., Tables IIC-1 through IIC-5.
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In only two schools (A and B} did a large majority of teachers report that the

IIC was substantially involved in ¢urricular development--confirming the

observation findings. Whatever may have been the case in early years Of the
PSP,'towards_the end of the project the IICs were not as deeply involved in
instructional matters as PSP planners envisioned. And. we add. judgmentally.

this was probably to the detriment of the Project.

3. Host PSP IICs were involved in staff gdevelopment concerns.

buring observed meetings in Year 5, IICs in Schools A and F spent over one-
fourth of their time On in-service concerns. and teachers in School A reported
the highest degree of IIC involvement in in-service., 1In Schools D and H,
observed meetings, in-service was not discussed at all. In School C the time
allotted to this was small: yet School C had earned a strong reputation for
quality and leadership in staff development--suggesting that whatever role the
IIC had in this area peaked in some schools earlier in the project. We conclude
that the amount Of in-service planning conducted by IICs varied considerably
aéross schools and o§er time, with some exerting a major :}fcrt and others

[}
displaying only a minor undertaking by Year 5.

4, All PSP school IICs spent considerable nmeeting time on announce-

ments and discussion and most were perceived by teachers as

facilitating school-wide communication of staff.,
Although no gualitative assessmeﬁt was made of the type or efficiency of com-
munication recorded during observed meetings: a review qf items discussed
revealed that substantial amounts of infoimation were shared at 1IC meetings.
With the notable oxception of Schools D and F, most %rachers reported that the
1IC facilitated communication. We conclude that the JICs indced wcre effective
communticat ion vehicles, although the content of communication maY not have

been as instructicnally oriented as PSP olanners originally intcnded.

5. There was gencral agrevmont among staff that the TICs were
eificient In instructional decision-making. but diversity of opinion
on the amount of time spent on decision-making. the nature of IIC
influence, and the actual locus of decision-making.

This finding reflects disagrevment ameng teachers ond RProdram managers as 10
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whether the purpose of the IIC was to provide input to the Program Managocrs

for their decisions or to actuwally mzke instructional decisions. Likewise.
there were differences of ecpinion as to who should make instructional decisions
at school level--1IC, entire faculty, or Program Manager--with High School
teachers (H) favoring the Program Manager., School A the faculty, School B the

1IC. and other schools showing no clear Majority opinion.

6. Elementary and high school teachers were satisfied with the
level of their influence on the content of IIC meetings (Year 2 -
Year 4 annual surveys),; but for Middle School teachers there was a
notable gap between desired and actual influence.?*
The general indications are that staff at elementary and high levels thought
that they had a voice in the-IIc and knev what was going on there, but that
Middle School teachers would have liked to have more influence on the IIC than
they felt they had., The High School data support the cla!m in PSP's Final
Report: "Through establishing an easily accessible channel of communication

from staff merbers to the decision-making body and by providing prompt response.

the PIC assured participation in school-wide decision-making."”

Continuity. Most teachers perceived the 1IC to be needed in their school
as it currently operated in Year 5, but there were indications that suggested

some likely changes of diréction or emphasis in post-PSP years.

Survey and interview data suggest some directions of change. In Schocls
b, F, and G {Middle),.35-50 percent of the teachers and 1CCs thought that
changes’shdula be made in the operation of the IIC., In School P and Middle
School, this appeared to be associated with ambivalence or division of opinion
among staff as to the purpose of the IIC and the extant to which it f£illed
prescribed functions. The prognosis for continued need and support of the IIC

after the project at Middle School was judged to be high--given the sheer size

*Related Materials, Table TP-3, Item #10,
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of the school and the perception of 80 percent of the faculty that the IIC was
efficient in making instructional decisions. On the other hand, in School D,
the future of the IIC was less predictdble {low indicators of perceived ful-
fillment of functions, and somewhat low indicators of LCC initiatives in item
presentation and decision orientation). In the smallest schools it scemed
likély that, in the interests of staff solidarity as well as effective commu-
nication, there might be a move to constitute the whole staff as the IIC. 1In
all cases, it seemed highly probable that after PSP the Committee would be
used as a vehicle for non-instructional as well as instructional concerns and
decisi.ns--a deliberate broadening of function recognized by renaming the IIC
the "Program Improvement Committee" in some schools ('program' being conceived

as wider in scope than 'instruction').

E. PARTICIPATIVE MANAGEMENT AND DECISION-MAKING
. AT PROJECT LEVEL

The management structure of an organization can usﬁally be determined from
two sources. In the first place, the official blucprint organizational charts
reveal how the organization was intended to function. In the second place}
interviews with participants and oﬁservations of their interactions reveal how
in practice the organization functions. At school and learning community levels,
as we have seen, the actual and intended functioning were broadly cunsonant, and
there were no changes in basic organizational structure over the period of the
project. At project level, the picture is more complex.

GLNERAL FINDING: AL project level the blueprint organizaticnal design
was changed over  the course of the project. There were podifications

in structures, functions, and roles which were occasioned by, and then
in turn affected, implementation experience.

GENERAL JUDMENT: It is judged that early changes in management struc-
ture reduced potential effectiveness of some key components of the
change strategy: later cbanges served in part to strengthen and in
part to exrand the scope of PSP activitics.
We will discuss in turn the nature and effectiveness first of the general manage-
ment organization and then, more specifically. of the Project Instructional

Imnrovement Commiiltee which was a particular interest of NIE,
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The Original and Revised
Management Organization

The first official organizational chart of PSP was written into the ori-
ginal proposal {Figure 7). Significant modifications were made at the end of
Year 1, resulting in a structure which operated during Year 2 and Year 3. The
second official management organization chart was written into the Continuation
Application (1975} and represents more closely how the organization evolved and

was working during the last years of the Project (Figure 8).

Some features are noteworthy when we compare project-level management in
the "two official charts. First, some new positions appear in the revised
version. Of these, the most significant are the Coordinator of Staff Develop-
ment and the Coordinator of Transference. The first was given specific respon-
sibility for sets of tasks that had been dispersed to others on part-time or
ad hoc basis during Years 2 and 3. The second was a new position attesting the
significance attached by federal sponsors and the District, and hence the pro-
ject, to deliberate plans and action to promote components of PSP-type innova-
tion beyond the project schools. The first type of change, thus., was to adad
personnel to the oxganizational structure to perform new functions or to per-
form in more specialized fashion tasks that had been undertaken by others with

more general functions. .

Second, we note that both lines of communication and the implicit hierarchy
of positions were altered. In particular, program managers and resource coor-
dinators were placed under the same person--the Manager of School Programs--
and not under separate managers as before. This move occurred at the eng of
Year 1 and was primarily occasioned by role conflict between resource coordina-
tors and program managers in the. early period of the project. The groups had
squabbles over "turf", the pProgram managers seeing resource coordinators as
having too much power, particularly over decisions about what prog;ams should
be bought for schools: while the resource coordinators often found éhe program
managers to be "too authoritative and uncooperative in agreeing on how best to
use instYuctional money". fThe conflict was considerably reduced by the intro-

duction of a mangement consultant who conducted role clarification sessions.
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Fi1g.8: ORIGINAL ORGANIZATIONAL CHART OF "I‘H’E PIEDMONT SCHOQLS PROJECT
ae printed in the Project Plan/Proposal, March 1972
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Fig. 9: REVISED ORGANIZATIONAL CHART OF THE‘- PIEDMONT SCIIOOLS PROJECT
As printed in the Continuation application during Year 3
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Whild there continued to be some friction, the program managers emerged with
authority over decisions about programs and staff in their schools‘whereas the
resource coordinators had "the authority of expertise” and operated as skilled
consultants. One positive feature of the inordinate time spent by all staff
on preparing the Continuation Application. was the shoulders-to-the-wheel
camaraderie that developed among different role groups: under pressure. the

s resource coordinatOrs being perceived as working well in crisis,

Third, certain positions were eliminated from the original chart and
others added in their ﬁlace. Most significant among these, the position of
Manager of Staff Support Services was eliminated at the end of the first year
and the salary used to hire a rew person as administrative assistant to the
director--handling many of the latter's functions as Area Superintendent in the
District. PSP formal reports suggest the rationale for these changes*, while
obsexrver documents of the time convey the underlying ténsions and circumstances
more fully.** pside from the real need to relieve the administrative overload
of the project director, tensions had developed among senior project managers
and among Pdrsonnel immediately reborting to them. fhese were in mart engendered

by thé stress involved in launching such an ambitious project and the nead to

learn new roles. In part, too, they were a reflection of differences in per-
spective and working style that developed as the script began to be acted out
in the real life setting of the Piedmont schools. By the end of the first year
important decisions were mad . which changed some of the roles and some of the
actors, with roies being bent in some céses to fit the actors. At the end of
Yéar 1, two top managers left -~ the Manager of School Programs, who @as
succeeded by another person, and the Manager of Staff Support Services, whose
position was "eliminated" and salary transferred to the new assistant to the
director. At the same time, three program managers left PSP schools and a

fourth changed schools: two resouwrce coordinators left: and the Furman

*See, for example, PSP Final Report., sections on Differentiated Staffing and
Pecision-making.

**Notably: Records of meetings of Resource Coordinators, and of Project Instruc-
tional Improvement Committee, and Interviews with key personncl
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University liaison. who had significant influence on instructional programs
and process, also left. These changes in major actors in the drama of change
were partly the result of personal decisions., and partly of management decisions.
The decis{ons to redefine lines of authority and responsibility were adaptive
management decisions made to solve real problems that arose in the course of
implementation. However, they were not without cost,
JUDGMENT: Organizational changes made at the end of Project Year 1
solved some problems at the price of dissolving the role and some of
the critical functions of the Manager of Staff Support Services, and.
of overburdenzng the Manager of School Programs. This had an adverse

effect upon 'staff development, particularly. whlch Iacked strong
leadership and coordination in Years 2 and 3. .

The Project Instructional Improvement Committee

In addition to the formal positions of authoritv in the organization,

\
. 1
) .
4 G S AN TN T =

there was a committee structure at project level (see Figure 7, p. 15). At
this level, the major committee of interest i3 the School Instructional Improve-
ment Committee (PIIC). There was, additionally. a Management Committee, a

Curriculum Steering Committee, and a Steering Committee of Teachers.

The PIIC was intended to function as a "broad policy determining and
decision making body in program areas".* It followed the organizational paf—
tern of the’School 11Cs (program manager plus learning community coordinators),
- by bringing together the Project Executive Director, the Manag: of School
Progirams., and the program managers of each school--all of whom were volting

members of the Committee, While it was foreseen that the group's tasks would

ineclude "routine matters of program coordination", it was primarily designed
to "improve and coordinate educatipnal activities", including considering

*problems involving tweo or more ééhools". Regular meetings were to be held
throughout the project period, ;ith agendas "planned in advance and built on

Priority needs".?*

*21l quoted functions are from the PSP Concinuation Apvlication, 1975, p. 19--
Projected Status of Project Instructional Improvement Committee.
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GENERAL FINDING & JUDGMENT: The PIIC functioned regularly through-
out the pcriod of the PSP, with some broadening of membership., wWhile
it fell short of being a broad policy determining and decision-making
group Iin the eyes of program managers, it did provide a siynificant
vehicle for cross-school communication and for Influencing d_.visions.
However, the group devoted more time to non-instructional matters
than originally intended, and less to sharing problems than some had
hoped for.
Membership was modified throughout the five-year pericd. 1In the first
year the Executive Director ‘presided and only he and the program managers and
Manager of School Programs were permanent members. Other persons were involved
¢n an ad hoc basis (Director of Level I Evalaation: Communications Specialist,
Faorman University consultant). 1In Year 2 thz Furman liaison consultants were
+dded. A .4 ip Years 4 and 5 the Coordinators of Transference and of Staff
Developmant were, added as permanent mermbers--reflecting increased concern with
these afeas in the last years of the project. From Year 2 on the MSP was

designated by the Director to preside over meetings.

agenda items were content analyzed by PSP in a 15-month period spanning
Years 1 and 2, and by Level II evaluators in Year 4. 1In brief:
Early period: 44 percent items decclt directly with the project
instructional program; 28 percent gceneral announcements; 12 per-

cent business items; evaluation and testing, 7 percent: budgetery
and district policies, 8 percent. (Continuation Application: 1975)

Year 4: 21 mercent dealt with programmatic aspects of PSP invol-
ving extended discussion or a decisions 30 percent with general
announcenents about program: 4] percent with general announcenents
about non-programmatic aspects.*
As to decision-making: the Year 4 analysis determined that some 23 &ccizions
wrre nale LY the PTIC.** Only one was an insirvuctional policy decision having
“ai0r lmpact on overall PSP Program. Six others involved review or aceeplance
of curriculum specifications--m-stly based on position papers written up to
*wo vears carlier ‘hich had long . de their influence felt on curricula throudh
Ene e forts of resource coordinalors. The others did not inveolve Luegram
arcas of PSP, Program ¥anagers complained then and into carly Year 2 that the
*Support materials, Table PIIC-1.
s*Takle PEIIC-2
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PIIC spent too much time on administrative gdetails and not enough un decisions
about instructional program. and grumbled that they speng too much time in
Gmeetings and not enough on their individual responsibilities. Some felt that
“the méetings actually undexmined their performance of these necessary tasks
(RSP self-report*). Action taken to improve the situation included having
meetings every two weeks rather than weekly. publishing a project administra-
sive bdllg;in and generally reducing the amount of administrative gdetail

bréqght ipto meetings.‘

1

Examination of observer records of meetings in the first two years suggests
that while the PIIC made few formal decisions, they were concerned with
resolviné\issues'affecting program areas, as well as dealing with ad)inistra~
tive rconcerns. £arly isfues included concerns about how the project budget
would be allocated to schools; how to improve the functioning of school IICs
so that they spent less time on mechanical details and more on instructional/
curricular questions: and, of course. the tﬁorny problem of the relative roles
of progrémimggagers ané resource coordinators. While such issues are not
directly instructional, they clearly have much to do with instructional pro-
grams across schools and "problems affecting more than one school”. As noted
above, the role .ssue--which overlapped the issue of expenditure of federal

.\ -

cash for prodrams--was ultimately resolved by giving the'program managers

-

authority and the coordinatorg exhertise power to advise the managers. In'

this and other ways., the PIIC may be seen to have functioned at least partially

as intended, although it seemed not .to make many formal decisions as Such in
meetings,

The curve of attention to more instruction-oriented agendas was judged by
PSP to have been highest in the middle years of the project when agenda items
frequently included planning for staff developme.t, curriculum development.

better allocation of resources for instructional materials and equipment.

*PSP Final Report. Section 5, p. 18, .
152
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transference of PSP concepts to other schools in the district (PSP self-repor<,

1977). VYears 2 and 3 saw the heaviest efforts in curriculum areas, Year 4

_mounting attention to transfering concepts beyond PSP schools. Year 5 dis~

cussions focused heavily on phasing-out concerns.

Continuity of the PIIC? iInterviews with project versonnel (program

managers and people aLove school level) in the last two years of the project
suggest that program managers--the core group of the PIIC, had become much

more than a group of principals who participated in routine principals”

" meetings, but much less than a cohesive, integrated community of people. They

did share in a fairly open way and expressed views: feelinds, and opinions--
in general, being reagier {and perhaps more skilled) in debating issues of
consequence and showing assertiveness th.. was common cutside the project:
"Prcgram managers speak out more at district meetings than do other principals
in other areas." {qOmment of senior staff member confirmed by many similar

comments.)

Yet little had been done to build them up as a group of people, a suvport
community. an integrative element. They were_to some extent competitive in
ways that countergd a collaborative model and they appeared to have little
inteérpersonal congact Qith each other outside of the PIIC: "Program manayers
don't trust_each other...they are not like the resource coordinators.... It
is a competition yroup.” (Compent of senior siaff supported by other state-

ments confirming the ahsence of relationships in informal settings.)

With the termination of the project, the PSP schools returned to the
mainstroam of area management in the district and their program hunagers Lo
the larger group of prihcipals involved in area and district meelings. The
PIIC as it existed for the Project would be dissolved. Whether the area
group: composed of a much larger set of school leaders {about 20 :schools
invelved) , would take on the characteristics of an area Tnstructiocnal Improve-
ment Committee or the old-style administrative principals’ meetings would: we
judge: depend upon the commitment and style of the new area superintendent--
the PSP Director in Year 3 who had such commitment having decided to move out

of state. The program managers, if they remained ir. Lthe system would retain
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some of the skills, assertiveness and openness honed during project years:
but, though they would have the camaraderie of shared history, we judge there
would be only fragmentary team spirit. Here again: much would depend upon
whether the new area superintendent was committed to PSP-style participative

management and had the leadership ability to build some group cohesiveness.

Other Project-level Committees

Project-level committees other than the PIIC were not a focus of external

evsluation. One. called a Steering Committee, was composed of teachers from
project schools and operated much as such a Jroup would with an area Superin-

tendent (which the PSP director was). Another, the Curriculum Steering Com-

mittee had an important developmental role in the project. The members were
project resource coordinators and the Manager of School Programs who chaired
the meetings. (In Year 1 the leadership came from the Manager of Staff

Support Services.)

The Curriculum Steering Committee had as its overall purpose: "to coor-
dinate a well-articulated prograﬁ i1. all curriculum aveas, bringing their
influence to bear on the instructional program". This purpdse was translated
into a formidable array of functions., including: maintaining awareness bout
X-12 program: identifying in-service needs in curriculum and instruction:;

analyzing Level I evaluation reports on on-site programs and processesj

devéloping a process for detailed curriculum development in each area, meshing

individual disciplines into a "meaningful interdisciplinaxy model"; and
generally helping to implement the PSP curricular design in a wide range of -

ways.

This group: like that ofi program managers, feil short of becoming co-
hesive and of achieving its integrative goals at the level aspired to. Dif-
ficulties enountered included the conflict and competition between coordina-

tors and managers, discussed above.
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There was little criticism of the performance of individual

consultants [by prodram man;gers]; but the notion of pooling

them together for collective influence in this nebulously

defined situation was viewed as a threat by some administra-

tive personnel in individual schools. (PSP, Final Report.

Sn. 5, p. 21) -
The role conflict was resolved in ways that diminished the coordinators' sense
of efficacy and caused some continuing frustration. They were to be consul-
tants, with the "authority of expertise" to advise. but not the autherity to
assure that their advice was sought or implemented. padded to that. were the
diverse personalities, styles and disciplinary commitments of the coordinators
themselves, with little commonality of interests save in working toward PSP

goals of developing individualized programs in the various subject areas.

A third difficulty arose because of conflic ing demands on th2ir time.
The intention ti.at half the timezwould be spent in the schools working with
staff was frustrated in certain periods by pressures to develop curriculum

position statements and by the heavy toll of time taken by the Continuation

Bpplication. However, such activities as these did have the benefit of some-
what cohsolidating people who shared the stress of the pressure-cooker situ~
ation occasioned by the cffort to meet Federal deadlines and assure c0ntipuity

of the project.

Given these difficulties, it is probably remarvable that the resourcve
coodinators operated at the level of effectiveness that they did. They
developed position papers in every curricufar arca and tianslated aew indivi-
dualized programs in core areas into the schools, were valued, sought out, and
‘nersasingly a pervasive farce in staff development--both in formal workshops
and within the schools. Yet titey were not meldcd into the cohesive group
that could have increased the integration of program; and there was little
evidence of any priority being given in lecdership to strengthen the relation-
¢1.ip$ belween program managers and key support services of evaluators and

resource coovdinalors, and among all three groups.

Finally, we should mention the "Management Tcam"--not ghown in the formal

organisationel charts, pyt perceived as influontial by major aclors in the
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project in the last two years of psp. Thé Jroup was "informal" in the sense
that it did not appear on the formal organizational blueprint, but was for-
malized in the sense that it had established members and regular meetings.

In Year 4 it consisted of the Manager of School Programs, the Executive
Director. the Coordinator of Transference, and the Coordinator of Staff bev~lop-
ment. This group was referred to only hglf-facetiously as "The Big Four" and

. was perceived outside the géoup {(by others at central staff and Frogram’

manager level) as having “power" and ;making decisions"”. The members of the

group itself did not perceive it thus:

People probably think we are a very powerful group but we aren't.
Most decisions people say are made by the management team are
made by the Executive Director and some other person; €.9., the
personnel man or the Business Manager.... I think the PMs are

a lot more powerful though they don'‘t think so. They exert more
influence on the program.... To tell the truth I don't know who
really made most of the decisions in the project. It was not the
management team. It is more of an advisory group... (Member of
Management Team, Years 4-5) »:

The Executive Director for Year Five confirmed: “The Manhagement Team is not a
decision-making body. It was not strugtured that way and does not function
like that." And he proceeded to offer what we Jjudge to be an accurate

appraisal of the nature of shared decision-making at Project levels:

One of the places that the problém {= misunderstanding} lies is
in the shared decision-making label given to us in the project.
I think it means that there is an interactive process that is
much more open and positive than perhaps some of the other
structures happen to be. This is reflected in the way these
people speak out in general gessions at district level. I think
sometimes this may be misundérstood as not being part of a team.
In reality, they are doing what they have been taught' to do.
That is, to examine the issue, raise Questions about it. Hope-
fully. then the best decisions can be made about.it. (PSP Dir.,
Year 5, 6-77)

"Do PSP people speak out more than their counterparts in the districe?”
"fhere's no doubt about it!"
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F. CONTINUITY?

PSP made genuine attempts ;o introduce a more open., participative climate
into the decision-making process at all levels--with students in their learning
programs, teachers in learning communities. and various committees at school
and project level. Teachers did experience an increase in power to influence

decisions--heavily at learning community level, and in significant degree at

school level.

None of the various.committees filled the high ideal of polic& making and
decision-making except sporadically: but they did offer significant opportuni-
ties to debate; to influence the resolution of issues, and to feel a measure
of “ownership" of some decisions. BAlthough not all role groups in the project
were convinced that the best possible decisions were made, the final‘PSPysumi
mation noted that no single role group dominated the decision process and that
vdecisions were the best to be derived from the collective wisdom". Further-
more, the wide range of forums available for expressing concerns and offering
suggestions provided opportunities for building skills in problem solving and
issue analysis, and for practicing ass;rtiveness in the give-and-take of group

discussion.

While some form of the eﬁpanded struc@ural arrangements and increase in
decision-making skills might be expected Lo‘persist beyond the‘life of the
project, formal and informal constraints on participative management and
decision making are strong. The degrees of freedom available at the beginning
of a venture to make new decisions and introduce changes tend to become sys~
tematically eroded over time as budgetary and olher resources become committed.
The constraints of prior decisions are further subject to external demands--

influences of Federal and district-level requirements as well as procedures

‘determining such details as textbooks, record-keeping and other operational

details. Arenas for decision-making tend to become reduced and Lhus provide

less opportunity for affecting policy and practice. In addition, at an infor-

mal level, people engaged in a unigue enterprise which encouraged openness of
expressions may experience difficulty functioning in a mainstream environment

where learned behaviors may be perceived by others as aggressive or Lhreatening.




The problems ?f re-entry suggest that indicators of continuity may be indirect
and subtle rather than direct and overt in area and district arenas of manage-
ment and decision-making. Within PSP schools: there seemed a strong likeli-
hood that -- short of radical change in building leadership -- the patterns

of participativé management described in this chapter would be maintained.

-
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CHAPTER SIX
COMMUNITY AND PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT AND SATISFACTION

A. PSP INTENTIONS
=

PSP's commitment to increased commuRity involvement in the schools is

specified in the original Proposai {March 1972) in these broad terms:

“To involve actively students, parénts, ‘community groups, and
professional educators, through Educational Cooveratives, in
a continuing process of deciding the purposes of education in
an eyolving society, in suggesting concrete ways to achieve
those purposes, jin recommending policy governing .ducation to

- the Board of Trustees, and in vroviding feedback and grass

-, Yoots evaluation relating to local education." (Proposal/Plan,
1972, p. 186}

",

Y

In the Continuvation Application (1975), this "origiral objective" was expressed

1

in a set of "restated objectives”, thus:

’

~Process Objective 1: To improve the quantity and quality of
:invPlvement of .the lay community in the decisionﬁmaking process.

-Process Objective 2: -To improve the gquantity and quality of
involvement of the profé&ssional community in the decision-making
process.

-Process Objective 3: By May 1977, to increase to 50 percent the
percentage of the lay community who perceive the discipline in
Piedmont Schools Project schools as having improved during the life
of the pro;ect as compared with 3L percent in 1974.

{Continuation Application 1975, p. 6)

Beyond the commitment to involving the community in decigion-making processes,
the early documents convey a pervasive concern with reducing barriers between
school and community, with making the community a school., and with assuring
community involvement in schooling. dn the latter, there was a desire "to
inform and actively involve parents and other community persons in school
activities and programs to promote aporeciation. understanding and support of
the philesuvphy, organization and educational processes involved in the ?iedﬁ

mont Schools Project."
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To involve citizens.in the decision-making process, the PSP created two
new formal structures. The Board of Cooperatives was to be the major vehicle
for "lay community” involvement in decision-making: and the Board of birectors
{subéequently renamed The Profess nal Liaison Committee), the mechanism for
"prof?ssional commun%ty" involvement. Involvement 4in general (as distinct
from involvement in decision making processes) was to be further reached
through the home-~school communication strategies in each school, the informa-
tion and communication programs of the Project Communications Specialist, and
in some measure by the work of other project-level staff, notably the Community

Agent.

We consider first, in turn, The Board of Directors and The Board of
Cooperatives. Then we examine indicators of community/parental knowledge of
and satisfaction with PSP schools, to suggest the extent of effectiveness of

strategies adopted to inform and involve the community.

B. INVOLVING THE PROFESSIONAL COMMUNITY THROUGH
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS/PROFESSIONAL LIAISON COMMITTEE

Intentions

The initial PSp proposal called for the establishment of a Board of
Directors to review overall progress of the project, to offer suggestions, and
to respond to concerns of the Educational Cooperatives and the Piedmont Schools
staff. Through monthly meetings, the Board was to formulate broad policy
directives, although such poiicy suggestions were subject to veto by the
Superintendent and the Board of Trustees of Greenville County School District.
The design for the Board of Directors reflected the assumption that “signifi-
cant change canmnot take place in education until the social and political
forces of 16ca1, State, and Federal agencies. and teacher training institutions
can find new and more effective vays of working together--thus bringing their
collective influence to bear on educational problems." (PSP preposal, March
1972, p. 21). 1Initial membership included one representative'from each of the

following oryganizations: The Board of Trusiees of the School District of
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. Greenville County, the South Carolina State Department of Education., Furman

University, the Greater Greenville Chamber of Commerce, and a public service

agency: with the PSP Director serving as Executive Secretary.

Implementation

FINDING: Because of lack of a sense of purpose and absepce of
decision~ or policy-making authority. the Board of Directors failed
as a participatory structure and was dissolved by the end of the
thirgd year of the Project.

Plaws in the Board of Directors appear in structure, composition, and
function. There are indications that, had it been left to the discretion of
the frdject’s organizers, there would have been no Board of Directors at all.
One representative went so far as to credit the three-year suxvival of the
Board to external pressure: "It was one of those things that-the folks in
Washington had as a requirement."” Berause the ties binding members were
esse;tiéily academic, they had ‘few direct interests to motivate them and not

even a common geographic base to unite them.

interviews in Years 4 and 5 reflect a range of views on problems
encountered by the Boari. The Superintendent of Schools observed: "The
trouble with the Board Directors was that they spent more time talking
about what they should be ing, as opposed to doing something." Members
themselves prinpointed the problemn of lack of assigned responsibility: "It was
: |

a policy-making board with no policy-making authority." and "In all that time,
about the only decision we ever really made was the project school calendar....
I'm not suggesting we were ever stifled from doing anything. I'm just saying
we didn’'t ever have any real responsibility.” The university reprecsentative
added further detail to confirm this view:

{The State Department of Education rc¢; :sentative] X and T scemed

the only ones with any real knowledge of the project. We felt

sorry for the lay representatives on the Board. They felt a

civic responsibility to be there: put they had no idea of what

their role was to be, of what was going on, and they had to

endure those dialogues between X and me. I also felt through-

out that, unlike the lay people, X and I had a means of carrying
on a relationship with the project and exerting influence

1¥;




independentiy of the Board. That's where I think I made a real
contribution.... We weren't the real peolicy making group.
Everybody [referring to project administrators} said why waste
time with this group when we ought really to be pleasing the
group down at Cleveland Street [the district office}. That's
being blunt about it, but it's my feeling. I was willing to
spend some time responding to things, but we weren't given the
opportunity. We weren't going to be held accountable. We had
no real responsibility."

The Professional Liaison Committee

The experimental structure for professional participation disbanded at
the end of .Year 3 to be replaced by a Professional Liaison Committee which

the Continuation Proposal intimated would serve similar purposes: tb ensure

the involvement of local, State, and Federal agencies and teacher training
institutions. The cohpositiOn of the group, however, was changed to include
representatives from the South Carolina Stéte Department of Edﬁcétion, Furman
University, the Board of Trustees of the School Distfict of Greenville County;
the Super%ntendent of the School District of Greenville County; and the
Executive Director of PSP, Two pruoject staf. members who maintained communi-
cation with the represe;tativéé from Furman University and the South Carolina
State Department of Education also served on the PLC. A hint of reduced

eXpectations was a'so présent: “The idea being explored is whether this gxoeup

of professionals can bring their expertise and influence to bear collectively

on decisions which will improve education for childrgn'in tke project school."
(Continuarion Application, peo. 34-5)
FINDING: The Professional Liaison Committee failed for the same
reasons that its predecessor, the Board of Directors, was disbanded:
fuzzy definition of purpose, no real atithority or decision-making

power, participant rea:ization of relative powerlessness, and absellce
of abiding tles to £he project.

The new group met quarterly rather than monthly in meetings that appeared
to be largely pro forma events to meet the project's commitment to NIE. Field
notes for Year 4 describe the sparsely-attended final meetiny of the year con-
sisting of a 10-minute slide-show on data which had been collected and dis-
heminaéed to the public and within PSP groups. The session reflected typical

meetings in which information on some aspect of the project, s h as
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Transference or Student Achievement, was presented for comment. Noting the
character of the meetings as a formality, one participant noted: "“But at least
we're only meeting quarterly now instead of once a month. Hot as great a
waste of time as before." The representative of the State Department of
Education who had not attended a single meeting in Year 4 identified points
of influence outside the formal meeting structure:

‘The real input comes not from these quarterly meetings...it's °

the informal things...while I haven't been that active, I

have been on the phone.... That's the advantage of it--not

in the meetings but in the close working relations.... If X

go back to the original stage [of PSP], I probably had more

input in the beginging than now. The program managers and

facilitators of operations concept. That was mine. I mean

I picked it up elsewhere. but I was the one who brought it

in. fThe IGE pregram basically was from my perspective. The

Cooperatives Board itself was an input I made, and wouldn't

have had an opportunity to make otherwise. [SDE, rep., 8-76]
These comments highlight the oppbftunities for input at the initiation of a
new venture rather than after an operation is established and the discrepancy
between informal and timely professional input and formal but irrelevant

official meetings.

¢

Continuity

The structure of the Board of Directors and the Professional Liaison
Committee was superfluous for the decision making pertinent to PSP internal
operations. The composition of the group was dysfunctional: membe%s from
cutside the Greenvilie County School District had no clear stake in the
project-~institutional, professional or personal. Given the fact that the
functioi's assigned to the group related to PSP rather than to the implications
of the project for the institutions they represented, the structures dis-
appeared at the close of PSP leaving no formal or informal mechanisms for
continued effort to translate the experience for other institutions, organi-

zations. or professionals.
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C. INVOLVING THE LAY COMMUNITY
THROUGH THE BOARD OF COOPERATIVES

Intentions

"Educational Cooperatives," said PSP planners, "are groups of citizens.
organized or loosely structured. with a high degree of interest in the educa-
tional program of the Greer Community." The groups were organized as coopera-
tives during the planning process when PSP Planners made a major effort to

"involve "students, parents, community groups and professional educators" in
"deciding the purposes of education in an evolving society." This organization
of cooperatives was "founded on the belief that educational progress will
occur when members of the community are infoxmed and have influence on the

policies and goals of the educational system.

The cooperatlves were intended . ontinue "to function as a vital element in
the project” largely channeling their input through the Board of Cooperatives

(BOC)*. The.Centinuation Application elaborates BOC functions thus:

The Cooperatives are generally designed to involve citizens,
in communicating with the schools. in reviewing the purpose
of education and the goals of the project and in advising
school personnel of local education matters. Specific
duties and purposes defined for the cooperatives are to
advise the suparintendent and the Board of Trustees of the
School District of Greenville County through the Educa-
tional Cooperatives Board on the purpose, goals and objec-
tives of the Piedmont- Schools Project; to suggest broad
directives concerning policy with respect to the Piedmont
Schools Project to the superintendent and through him to
the Board of Trustees...and to question programs or
policies which are in effect: to provide a mechanism for
evaluative feedback to the school administration and the
Board of Trustees concerning the educational program being
provided by the project; to provide a means for dissemina-
ting information concerning the school program to a large
segment of the community; and to assist the professional
staff in an advisory capacity through ad hoc committees

on curriculum and general policy. (Cont. Avp.. p- 12)

*For a good discussion of the BOC, see: Joseph Mercurio, Community Involvement
in Cooperative D<cision-making: Some Lessons Learned", Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis, ~ 1. 1, No. 6, Nov.-Dec. 1979. The article offers a
more extended account of the history of Board, illustrated with telling quotes
from field interviews.

lﬁg
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The overall judgment on the BOC, based on investigation during the

exterhal evaluation process is that the Board did not £i.’fill the ambitious
Ll

objectives set forth in PSP plewns, although examination of the implementation

process is instructive.

. OVERALL JUDGMENT: . The Board of Coopératives functioned only ¢t
1imited degree as a vehicle for lay community involvement in PSP.
It was not representative of the community, for reasnns largely out-
side tre control of the PSP, and i was not widely known and utilized

by the community at large as a channel for inphts to PSP policies and
decisions.

It did fupction well as a listening and, increasingly, as a ques- .
tioning body; and, in its assumption of responsibility for some tasks.,
it was an active body. It "ker' the project honest", sensitive to
community concerns, and was one of several thermostats indicating

the temper of a limited but vocal segment of public opinion,

-

Ebarq_Membership and Community Representation

‘Thirteen different commuﬁity organizations were involved with the PSP

through the Board of €ooperatives over the life of the Project, including:

Greer Chamber -of Commerce - Garden Clubs Couacil

PTA Cooperative Church Lay Gioups Cooperative

Student Cooperative. . Farmers’ Cooperative

Teachers' Cooperative Industrial Production Workers Cooperative
e Ministers' Cooperative Rl'ack Concerned Citizens
T €Civic/Fraternal Cooperative Educational Interest Groups

Community Clubs Cooperative

These individual cooperatives each selected a representative to the parent
Board of Cooperatives. _BOC members, in turn, elected their own officers. The
Board met monthly with the Executive Directur and various staff members of the

PSP, during the five years of the Project.

v
»

f
Patterns of attendancé at Board meetings over the years show the er-

gence of threes groups after PSP implementation had begun, and the demise by
midway thruu,™ the Project of three other groups.* Groups in the category of

declining participation werc: fndustrial Production Workers {no representation.‘-

ot .

*Support 5ls, Table BOC-I. N
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after Year 3), Parmers Cooperative and Black Concecned Citizens. These
specially formed cooperatives represented three fairiy populous, but generally
u less affluent and less formally educated se%ments of the‘coﬁmunity. Contrast\
the three cooperatives which sought and obtained representation on the Board
midway through PSP Year 1. These were: Church Lay Groups, Community Clubs.,
and Educational Interest Group Cooperat.ves. Althou;h they did not draw from
"ready made" constituencies, these grouPs maintained both'hiqh and stable
- attendance throughout the project. They tended to include relatively more
affluent and mors formally educated segments of the community. J
The patteras suggested by analysis of attendance over five years and of
socio-economic characteristics of Board members in Year 4 and Year 5 support
this judgment.
JUDGHMENT : Citizen interest and involvement in the Board of Coopera-
tives, over the five Years of PSP was a function of (1) the extent

to wiich individual cooperatives were already part of an independent
organized body. and (2) socio-economic characteristics of the members.*

Discourting the student representative. who was Headed for college anyway.
in Year 4 snven of the eight representatives of the BOC were college graduates;
and in Year 5 all eight had a college'edppation:.six of them in the post-
graduate category. The comparable figures from the Year 4 Community Survey
were.17 percent with college education in the community-at-large sample., and
10 percent in the parents' sample. Moreover, if we gstimate socio-economic
standing from an approximation of the character and quality of residential
area, most of the Years 4 and S'Eepresentatives lived in areas rated at highest

socio-economic level {upper-middle income. professional, all white).**

It was not the case that the farming, mill worker and black segments of

the population were not welcome to attend or to be represented in proportion

-

*support Materials, Tables BOC-1, BOC-2.

"*%The way these socio~economic areas in the community were determined is de-
. scribed in EPRC Report on The New Instruciional Environment in Yeeo»r 4 {1976)
" .and the areas are represented by shadings on maps in that report.

4
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to their NUIWers . Indeced, the current membership decried their absence. But
the plain fact the matt r is that they did not atrtend and had not been in
regular attendance -~ depending on the specilic group -- for anywhere from

two to four years. %bus: the Cooperatives Board clearly represented parts of

the community better than others, and some parts not at all.

Several factors tended to impede the Board's realization of representative
membership, not the least of which was (1) retaining the interest of the less
affluent, less educated segments of the community in a level of activity that
was viewed by them as either irrelevant to their immediate interests or beyond
their understanding, and (2) the difficulty of drawing from the unorganized
ranks of the mill worker, black and farming segments of the community.

JUDGHENT: The Cooperatives Board, in short, was largely upper m'ddle
class, because the style, level and character of BOC activities were

consistent with, and came to be dominated by, the upper middle-class
orientation of its membership.

In its desire to be representative of community concerns the Cooperatives
Board operated against still another handicap: The vast majority of the
community was unaware of Its very existence. OF the 210 citizens constituting
the community-at-large sample of the 1976 (year 4) Community Survey, only 29
percent claimed to have even heard ©f the Board. ©Of the 238 parents guestioned
separately on this same survey, only 36 percent in-dicated they nad beard of
the Board. 2and most 0f these indicated 1 basic lack of acjuaintance with the
Board's purposes and functions. The 1977 Parent Survey showed a slight
improvement in this respect, with the level of parent awarencss of the Board's

existence rising to 41 percent (n=346).

Thus.: the concerns brought to the attention of the Roard came from a
limited segment of the community., to the degree that they camé at a* . It is
rlausible that they c.me mainly from individual reoresontatives' colleadacs

prers, friends, and neighbors.
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The Mature of BOC Involggggijin the PSP

PSP's self~-report on the Cooperatives system during the first two years
of the project suggests that it was no easy task to gustain interest and
action through the Cooperatives. The judgment in the Continuation Application
was that effectiveness w's viviable. Pre-existing, formally organized groups
were thought to function best, while others were "not fully operational™ and
did not have a regular meeting schedu%e. The writers cite a BOC member thus:
"Even though they didn't seem productive at the time, the early meetings gave
a number of people an opportunity to get a lot of things off their chests,"
to which PSP adds the comment: "This was good and it helped lead to better
and more open communication between parents and the administration." The
document then proJeeds to elaborate a large array of "projected activities”
designed t> improve the effectiveness of the Cooperatives and the BOC.* The
most striking feature of these is the extent to which responsibility for
involving citizens was being heavily shouldered by the PSP as compared with

the Board and its constituent cooperatives.

This impression of low pressure from the community to become involved,
and large initiatives falling to the local school system (=PSP) to get the
8CC and the cooperatives functioning less sluggishly to attract community
involvement, was confirmed by observation and interview investigations in
Years 4 and 5. BOC members were increasingly active:; however, the intention
that the cooperatives system through the BOC would be a mechanism for con-
veying community concerns to PSP and vice versa, was only partially realized.

FINDING: The BOC ﬁas able to only a limited extent to convey
certain community concerns to PSP administration and to relay
Iinformation about PSP to the grass roots community. The channels

for attaining this objective were weak and did not reach intended
effectiveness.

*See PSP, Continuation Application. 1975, p. 14
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The topics addressed by the Cooperatives Bnard and the concerns
expressaed by its members over the course of the project were diverse, and they
varied in the level of intensity with which they were raised and examined. A

study of Year 4 Board meetings 2llustrates the type of content of discussion.*

Year 4 meetings and activities.** Items discussed may be grouped in four

categories: PSP communications, community concerns, BOC activities, and Dro-
cedural items. Members. additionally, had the opportunity at each meeting

to report from their individual cooperatives. However, their relationship to
their constituencies was somewhat tenuous in some cases. and in others more
in the nature of information-giving than a two-way exchange. Thus inputs to
the BOC from individual cooperatives by this reporting mechanism were minimal

and sporadic.

initiatives oé PSP presaged in the Continuation Application (Year 3} and it
suggests in some measure the nature and type of communication flow between
project administration and the Board--more often infcrmation flowing from PSP
to BOC than an interchange involving major input to PSP from the Board. While
some PSP presentations generated little and others somewhat more discussion.
recorded observations suggest little in the way of extended or heated exchange

over "burning issues".

As Year 4 progressed, more of the Board's agenda items fell in the com-
munity concerns and BOC activities category. A state senator attended one
meeting to clarify plans for reapportionment of the Greenville County School
Board, and at another the Board discussed the realignment of areas within the

school district. However, records show no further sursuit of these questions

*The study by Joseph Mercurio drew upon field notaes, recorded observations
of meetings, and review of BOC minutes.

**gupport Materials: Table BOC-3.
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by the BOC and no evidence to suggest that their discussions had any influence

upon district policies.

As to activities (action as distinct from discussion) in Year 4, these
were associated with the Year 4 Community Survey and the organization of a
spring "Town Meeting”. Board members were involved in various stages of the
Survey from design: to training, to household interviewing, to sharing
"results" and for some this represented considerable invesiment of time and
effort. Similar involvement occurred in Year 5's Parent Survey which was
primarily an initiative of external evalhators in cooperation with the internal
evaluation team. In each case: the survey was presented to the community as

the Board's suxvey and they felt considerable "ownership" of it,

The Town Meeting was organized by a small subcommittee ©of the Board and
focused on the recurring topic of "discipline in the schools", certainly an
"issue" area. However, it is clear that the topic and a related survey
{administered to some community members and project personnel) were promoted
primarily by one very active member ©f the Board, based on the Judgment that
"discipline seemed a selling point" for the Town Meeting. In fact, audience
attendance was far below expectations and the "discipline surxvey" antagonized
some PSP personnel who expressed irritation at its negative thrust. The
meeting was dominated by data-laden presentations made by a "platform" panel
and there was an absence ©f any real interchange between audience and PSP
representatives winer than in a short and curtailed guestion session at the

close of the meeting. (Field notes)

Analysis of BOC minutes ovex five yerars (a total of 54 meetings) was
undertaken as part of the effort to determine syecifically what the Board did
and what, if any. impact it had on PSP administration thinking. Contents of
Minutes were analyzed by:

~Category of item {related to BQC: to PSP; to achonlsi
to Community: to the School District)

-initiator/presenter of item (PSP director; PSP stalf member,
BOC member; others)
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-pecision level {(low, medium, high significance/impact¥*)

-Information flow (PSP presentation to BOC; information
requested of PSP by BOC: individual Cooperative reports:
BOC Study/Committee reports; specific requests for infor-
mation by individual cooperat.res)

~BOC impact on pSp (items from PSP for BOC consideration/
action: BOC policy recommendations to PSP or bDistriot:
PSP or District adoption of BOC recommendations)

Analysis of the recorded occurrences by category and type suppor® these
findings:*
FINDING: (1) board members were concernad most with matters closest
to “home", namely, their own functioning and organization, and PSP/
school-related concerns. Concerns related to the community generally

or, for that matter, the pistrict did not enter prominently into the
picture.

FINDING: (2) The Board was Increasingly used as a forum for dis-
cussion between its representatives and the PSP staff. Members were
exposed to a varlety of presentations, whether at their cwn request
or otherwise.
The three consecutive PSP directors presented around a Quarter of the items
recorded and PSP staff members were increasingly iﬁvolved in presentations owver
the years of the Project. While a larger proportion of items was initiated by
Board members over time, observations at meetings in Years 4 and 5 suggest
caution in equating Quantity with 9guality or impact. Some of the PSP staff's
appearances may have been at the Board's request: if go., this is masked by the
minutes. Few requests for information from the Board to PSP are recorded over
the years.
PINDING: (3) The majority of the Board's "decisions" were
essentially routine and of low impact. cThe five decisions judged
to have relatively high potential impact Iinvolved implementing &wo
town meetings, two community surveys, and one parent survey.
Given the quality and character of the large majority of specific decisions
recorded, it cannot be said that any of them appreciably &affected either the

operation of the PSP or the thinking of Project administration. Some might

*Sece Tahle BOC-5, Suvport Materials. for frequencies of occurrence and
explanation of the decision-level categories.

153

17;




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

doubt the ._tual effects of the five decisions over the course of the Project,
judged by the evaluation team to have ,..ad a relatively high potential impact
on psp. The Town Meetings were not heavily att&nded and did not appear to
generate much involvement of the community in df?qyssion or debate. The
community and pParent surveys. however, 4id reach out‘thrOugh face-to-face
household administration to systematic samples of the Greer population and the
results were vtilized by staff at Project and school levels.
FINDING: (4} The Board was, on balance, more a "listening” body than
a guestioning body. It kept interested and potentially more influ-
ential citizens of the community infermed of the Project’s activities.
On the other hand representatives' reports were, at best, only mini-
mally expressive of the concerns of the constituent Cooperatives.
The Minutes record 152 instances in which information (announcements, presen=-
tations) passed from Froject to Board as against only . recorded instances in
which information was requested by PSP or Board members. Presentation of
reports from constituent cooperatives ywas sporadic (averaging slightly over
Lwo per meeting over time):; in many cases, there were no reports. "The BOC
representatives thus appeared to be left mainly to their own devices in reswvect
to the character and quality of their participation in the Board, suguesting
that links between the parent board and constituent boards were, at best
tenuous, at worst non-existent. The BOC reps thus stood as something of an
in-group unto themselves" (Evaluator's venort).
FINDING: (5) The BOC Jid not function as a policy-making organ of
the Project. It had minimal impact on PSP operation or administra-
tion thinking beyond keeping the Project "honest” by asking guestions.
Minutes of BOC meetings over five years yield a total of 28 instances in which
the PSP referred to the Board for consideration or action and, by and large.
the kinds of raguests appearing in the record are perfunciory. EXamples: a
request for "Board members to provide Project staff with information about
cooperatives’ activities during Years 4 and 5" {(oct. 1974); a reguest for
"the Board’'s reaction to a possible community mreting involving the Director

of Experimental Schools Program, along with otrher Jionitaries” (May, 10673).

Oover the five years, the Board made a total of 1)1 officially recorded

policy revomnmendations Lo the PSP, iamples; (1) that "the administralion
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should report to the Board on any new multi-age grouping plans for 1974-5
(Feb. 1974); (2) that “in-service activities be planned to help teachers with
the utilization of packets and other indiv%&ualized materials" (Sent. 1974);
(3) that "“a Cooperatives Board Cbmmunicatiéns Commit tee be appointed to coor-
dinate Board public relations" {Oct. 1975). .

Although there are no recorded instances that any of the Board's policy
recommendations were adopted, this is misleading. We know: for example, that
a Board Communications Committee was estéblished. and, it is evident from the
increase over time in the number of pres{entations to the Board by Psp staff
that PSP was increasingly sensitive to t-‘ihe desire of the Board to be kept
informed of the kind of things that thefProject was "up to".

)

Board members' assessments of efgéctiveness. Interviews with BOC members
1 -

showed mixed estimations of the effec?iveness of the Bcard. Typical comments:

"I don't think it's as effective as if could and ought to be. But it's on the
road to becoming very effective...if/the schools and the people want it....
"It's better than what we had beforq{ ‘Cause before we had nothing!..." "The
channel is there for everyone in Ggéer. But you have to face the fact that
it's not being used...the weaknes%jis that too many people don't know it
exists. Part of that is apathy.yfa lack of interest in what's going on in
Greer." {Interviews 11-75 and ?LTS)

The tenor of comments i?f;ear 4 interviews was optimistic--a sense that
the Board had potential as an effective vehicle for community involvement in
school policy areas. By'ﬁﬁe end of the project much of the optimism had
evaporated. There wer?/éxpressions of disappointment that the Board had not
met its original objectives. repeated references to its unrepresentative
makeup, doubts aboaxxits future viability. Asked about the BOC in what turned
out to be the last month of its life, one member responded:

"I gggés my first feeling is I'm disappointed. I feel like
ovegall, somehow, the makeun has varied so, particularly

this year. where we have some members very willing and active.
and some with no concept of the Board.... I don't think it's

‘been representative of the community...." Asked if she felt
the Board had made much impact on the project and on the
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thinking of PSP administration. she offered: “"Probably nct.”
{(Why?) "Could be because of the changes [in representatives
and staff]. Dr. B was the third director.... As for Dr. J
[= district superintendent], his appearances at our Board
meetings were very brief. It seemed when he needed us. like
with the tax referendum, he'd be in a few minutes. Very
seldom was he seeking our input.” (Excexrpt from interview
6-77)

The harsh realities of vYear 5 included budgetary decisions of the Board
of Trustees of the District (which had suffered defeat in a tax referendum)
that meant the District would not be picking up coskts of sustaining some
elements of the PSP innovation in the Greer schools {paraprofessionals, for
example). fThis occasioned much despondency and disenchantment in Greer. Yet,
although Board members and FSP made submissions {(Year 5) to the District soli-
citing support for continuing programs, there is no record that the BOC had
any impact on district decisions either then ox earlier in its history. 1In
fact, the records do not attest that the BOC gave sustained attention to the
objective of "recommending policy governing education to the Board of

Trustees".

Nor do we find that the Board met other elements in the original state-
ment of objectives. The "educational ¢ooperatives" overall were judged by
Board members and evaluators to be largely ineffective in meeting those
objectives. Yet, the roots of difficulty lie perhaps more in the social
history and environment than in the use of cooperatives and a cooperatives
board as vehicles for community involvement in educational policy and action.
Thus, one of the representatives to the Professional Liaison Commitiee of PSP
commented;
Whether the current siructure [fof boards] is a viable one
for this particular community, I don't know. ‘There does
not seem to be the interest from the community. after set-
ting up all these avenues for community involvement, that
the community itself claims t© have wanted in the first
place. The story I get is you could never get the Coops
te deal with anything substantive. But then I don't see

. how you can expect these mill workers in Greer to suddenly

run down to the Project with a long list of what they think
they need. ...I guess I've always .ondered just how much
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honest feeling there is for a need for community participation.
And yvet, from what I've heard and seen, 1'm not sure the Pro-
ject peonle haven't male soma honesti efforts to make it hapgen.
#aybe there comes a time when you just have to admit that sSoOme-
thing like that isn't wor%ing, and isn'@ going to work.

{Excerpt from interview with PLC representative., October 2, 1975)

Continuity?

The core intention expressed in PSP plans for the Board of Coorneratives
was that it should function as the prime mechanism £or involving the lay com-
munity in the decision-making process. It was designed as the hub of a system
of cooperatives which would focus educational concerns and involvement of
broadly based "Srass roots" segments of the Greer community. In essence. we
conclude that (a) this did not happen, and (b) it was probably unrealistic to
e<pect that it wouuld. The Board was not significantly involived in the PSP
decision-making process. It was not effective in influencing policy decisions
of the Project or the district administration. It was, however, effective as
a legitimated forum for debate--listening, questioning: "keeping the project
honest™, and sometimes reaching out into the community with information and
genuine requests for input and feedback (25 in the various surveys and town

meetings).

Towards the end of PSP Year 4, changgs were afoot in district structures
for citizen participation in education concerns. In May 1976 the Board of
Trustecs approved a recommendation from the District's Citizens Advisory Com-
mittee that "...the plan for Citizens Advisory Committees in use since 1970
be discontinued in lieu of a new and different structure for greater efficiency
to citizens of the community. the school administration and the Board of

Trustees.”

The new structures called for a Citizens Advisory Committee to each
school in the District "to provide citizens of each school with meaningful
participacion and involvement in sahool/comﬁunity affairs." 1In each area
there would be a2 communications group composed of one member from each school
council and the area group would meet at least twice a year with the Area

Assistant Superintendent. Five representatives from each area group in the
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district would meet at least once a year with the District Supevintendent.

The Superintendent vclunteered (in interview with evaluators) that the
iéea for the change was Partly influenced by the concept of the PSP Coopera-
tives Board. In essence, each school might be seen as having a cooperatiive.
Leginning with PSP Year 5, and representatives from the school committees
would constitute a group somewhat like the BOC. The new structures were seen
as rendering the PSP Board of Cooperatives redundant and it ceased to exist

once the Project period ended.*

Notwithstanding our evaluation that the Boarxd fell short of the intended
levels of representation and influence on decisions and policies, we note that
PSP area experience was considerable in public communications, school-community
relations, and citizen and parental involvement in the schools. It seemed
likely, therefore, that the mew school- and arca-level gouncils could build
upon that experience. Moreover, prima facie, they had the merits of (a) being
part of the mainstream of district involvement mechanisms (which BOC was not),
and (b) making individual Schools the locus of "grassroots" inputs to area and
district forums of discussion (which the cooperatives aid notj. As we show
below., citizen (particularly parental) knowlédge: interest, and engagement
in schooling arxe greater when focused on specific schools. Such local
knowledge and:jnvolvement can become a more effective base for debate and

action on education issues than opinions about schools in general.

!

*Note that at the end of Year 5, PSP schools became part of a larger area
group of around 20 schools: whose communities extended beyond the confines
of Greer and the Greer community orgamizations which consituted the coopera-
tives system.
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P. KNOWLEDGE OF AND SATISHACTION WITH PSP SCHOOLS:
INTENTIONS AMD STRATEGIES

Aside from the Cooperatives and the Board of Cooperatives as mechanisms
for channeling community input to the decision-making process, PSP had a
broader concern with extending and deepening relationships between schools and

the community, particularly parents.

Problems in public relations and dissatisfaction with schools had been
prevalent in the district before the advent of psp. It was a time of some
upheaval and dissension, particularly associated with desegregation compliance
{see Chapter 1, Context). In 1972, the pistrict Board of Trustees promulgated
the following statement of general public relations policy.

. .
All personnel of The School District of Greenville County
accept the responsibility of using every ethical approach

ir developing among the citizens of the community the
greatest possible understandirg and support for public
education. The general public, as well as all professional
personnel of the District, must have full access to infor-
mation about the administration and operation of the schools
if their involvement is to be meaningful, .responsible, and
useful. Believing that the quality of education is deter-
mined by public understanding and support and that effective
communication requires the constant exchange of ideas.
attitudes, and proposals, the District will use every pos-
sible means to encourage interaction with the public in
providing the best educational program for every student in
Greenville County. (GCsSD Board of Trustees, Statement of
Public Relations Policy, 1972}

During the PSP planning phase, citizen groups had urged attention to
"improving communications between all members of the educational community.”
They identified several problems in the area of home-school relations. They
thought that communication between administrator;, teachers, parents and
students were poor: that the schools were not sufficiently accountable tc the
community: that the community was not sufficiently involved in the learning
process. And, as elsewhere, there was considerable citizen concern about
*discipline”. (It is perhaps an indicator of the level of concern with‘dis-

cipline that the only specific objective stated and assessed by PSP on

159

177




community/parental satisfaction related to improving perceptions of discipline
in the schools.*) Note that all of these concerns were raised before any
changes were introduced in the schools by the Project. Given the highly inno-
vativé nature ©of the environment and practices introduced by PSP into Greer
area schools., the PSP faced a particularly strong challenge in translating

the district ~ommitment to "devéloping among the citizens of the community

the greatest possible understanding and support for public education."

What were the strategies and tactics used by PSP to improve knowledge of
PSP among community members and involve them more in the schools? pas part of
implementing the Instructional Process Model, the schools had responsibilities
for home-school communication; and in the Staffind Model there were two posi-
tions with specific responsibilities in the community relations area--the

Community Agent and the Communications Specialist.

The Continuation Application (1975} details a variety of methods used to

promote home-school communication: including:
-Telephone contacts. letters to parents: news releases, open houses,
coffees, teas.
-Programs initiated by the BOC.
-High school expansion of ocut-of-school learning program.

-Bringing parents into meetings of the IIC and learning comnunity
teams.

-Activa PTA and Parent Advisory Councils (representatives from the
latter for each school constituted the Educational Interests
Cooperative).

=Involvement of paraprofessionals, parent volunteers, ard other
community members in the schools.

*This was Product Objective #8: "By May 1977 to increase to 50 percent the
percentage of the lay community who perceive the ¢iscipline in the PSP as
having improved during the life of the project as cumpared with 31 peccent
in 1874." The objective was not met--a PSP ju.dgment based on responses to
a single guestion in the 1974 and 1976 surveys. (See PSP Final Report.
Sn. 21, pp. 16-17)
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~advisor roles--particularly in middle and high schools and especially
through the mechanizm of parent-teacher-stude:t conferences.

~Comrinity dgent role- -e.a., re.students with special necds, actirg
. as ombudsman: dealing wi conflict situations, coordinating
community resources.

Throwt the Dissem.nation Program, organized by the Comminications
Specialist of PSP, information about the Project was spread by various means
in Greer, in Greenville County and, to some degree, to State and nation.
Loca:. corumunity a ivity included producing and showing numernus audio-visual
Droy ras; producing, printing and disseminetirT publications on the Project

tincluding newsletters, brochures, and a publication called The Open lLine

shlch was mailed four times a year to 9,500 Greer area families}; items in
loral newspapers and radio/TV stations. Moreover: the Projevt had a Communi-

tat1ony Center which helped orient visitors to the project and its schocls.*

Betausé the philosophy, organization and educational processes involved
-?in PSP differed considerably from traditional schooling (as found in Greer

scnedls‘befqre thé pProject and within _the personal history of community mem-
" bers} the task of informing and inveolving and comﬁunicatlnq with varents and

community members assumed partizular importance.

A*seqsiﬁg_effectivene%s Was the PSP effective in its efforts to imj rove

pareht/communlty knowledge of and satisfaction with the PSP schoolq-—an Jar-
ticular]v the new.instructional environment? The primary sources of dat *o

angwer these guestiors are two sample surveys conducted in the spring of

- Year 4 and Year 5 {1976 and 1977}, supplemented hy interviews with paren’ s,

-cowmunity mepbers and PSP staf”. The prime sour.z of data on parental
.invpluemb .+ knowlaedgeability and satisfaction by the ead of the project is

the Year - su..ey,» with Secondary support for findings and judguents coming

*Sec rsp Finas Report. Section 16 (Dissemination) and Section 9, pp. 13-16
(Home«Schcol Communication in the Process Model) for further information on

pup sfrategies.
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from interview records and Year 4 survey gata.*

E. PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND KNOWLEDGE

~  OVERALL FTNDING: Involvement in decision-making processes was very
low; invol "ement in more general, largely non-decisional areas wae
substantial.

-
Involvement in Decision-Making

Survey data confirm the low level of inyolvemént in the Roard of Coopera-

tives. The great majority of Greer citizens (though parents scored better
than non=parcents in eveny'respact) neither pargicipated in, nor availed Fhem-
selves of, nor were much 7are of the purposes of the Board. More thanhhalf
of those surveyed had never heard of it {(five guestions Year 4 survey; ten

.

questions Year 5 survey).

At school level, with parents responding based on their relations with
particular schools in which they héd children, again the level of involvement
in broad pw.icy apd decision areas was minimal, though the data are illumina-
ting. Bagked in Year 5 about whether they wanted to be involved in specific

[

|

*pDetailed accounts of the Year 4 survey methodology and analyses were provided
to NIE in EPRC's report on The New instructional Environment Year 4. Ch. €.
Tnstruments and design notes are in NIE files. In brief: The surveys differed
in response groups, overall focus, degree of specificity and utility of gata.
The 1976 surzvey used a parent sample and a community-at-large sample. and
asked a set of general questions about schools in ¢general. "It had the advan-
tage of comparability with some 1974 survey information., but it was not judyed
particularly helpful to the BOC (which co-sponsored it) or the schools: and

it was not ineisive for external evaluation purposes. The 1977 Survey: in
contrast, concentrated on parents, offered multiple indicators for specific-
components of PSP, and required respondent judgments to be based upon experi-
ence with a spwcific school, rather than with schools in general. 'Both sur-
veys were administered by household interviews.

P
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decision areas., the majority indicated that they did want to be involved in
decisions affecting: what should happen in their c¢hild's school once PSP is
finished: zoning patterns affecting the school their child attends: and the
subjects that their child gets to study. On the other hand, the majority pre-
ferred to leave to school staff questions of: choice of textbooks: the way the
school is run, the evaluation of teacher conyetence: the nature of the report
card system, and the way the child js taught the three R's. However, a sizable
minority of parents in each case would like to participate in meetings invol-
ving decisions in those areas. There was an even split on desire for involve-
ment in meetings about discipline policy (half would like to be involved:

half would leave this to the school staff).*

The large majority {over 90 percent in each case) said they had neither
been invited to nor: in fact, had attended any meetings affecting any Of these
brdgd policy or decision areas. Most teachers, on the same set of issues,
felt that parents should have "some" though not "a lot"” of influence; that the
influence parents d» have in these areas is less than they should have;** and
that (aside from 'discipline’' and 'choice of subjects') there had not beenk'

much increase in parent influence on decision-making during the period of PSP.

Field records in Years 4 and & suggest that there was nRoO pusi on the pa~t
of parents to become more involved in the decision-making process--probably,
we judge, because it had not been the norm for this to be the case historically
and because PSP adopted a genuine open-door policy which allowed individual
concerns to be dealt with responsively (see below). Asked a summative gquestion
in Year 5 about how much they felt they could influence the way their child's
school is run, 71 percent of parents smapled {n=386)}, said they had 'some' or
‘quite a bit' of influence: as against 20 percent who felt they had 'little

or no' influence (with no nocable differences across schools).

*Support Materials, Table P -9.
**Support Materials, Table P-13.




FINDING: Parental involvement, conceived &s input into broad
decision-mal.ing processes, whether generally or at school level, was
minimal, but we Judge that this was not a matter engendering much
heat,
The general picture from available records is that, given an initial community/
parental say on the goals and concerns of education during the PSP planning
period: the translation of those goals into specifics and the strategies used
to address them were left to the professionals. While Year 5 data suggest
that pa&rents would like somewhat more influence and involvement in decisions
than they have, there was little evidence of parental or citizen clamor to .,
storm the gates of decision-making in schools or district; nor of PSP inter-

preting "parental involvement" in terms of the broad decision-making process.

+

Involvement in School Activities

The picture is much improved when we look at parental involvement iq
general school activities--for example, PTA meetings, teacher-parent con-
ferences, open houses, etc. There was substantial outreach on the part of
PSP schools and respeonsiveness from parents. Invitations opened the way to
such less-traditional activities as parents visiting the school during the
school da¥ to see at first hand how their child was being taught: and over a
third of parents sampled had done such in~school cbserving. More than half
said they had been invited to and ha2 accepred invitations to talk with
teachers, attend PTA meetings, and attend open housées.* As devices for helping
parents become informed about schooling: the majority of parents favored
talking with a teacher, visiting the school in session to learn about how
their chil@ is taught, talking with the Program Manager, ang attending an open

house--in that order.**

— | Ign

*Support Matesials., Table P-14.
**Support Materials, Table P-16,

164

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N R N N BN TR T N -




Iy

&

Of the various general communication strategies that the PSP schools and
Communications Specialist used to inform citizens and parents, those found
most helpful by parents were c¢learly the ones offering the most immediate
information about their own child's school performance (e.g., parent~teacher
conferences). The more distant the contact the less helpful it was perceived
to be dowever, over a quarter of the parents rated the radic station and
local newspaper as "very helpful" and another gquarter as "somewhat helpful"
ways for schools to inform parents, reflecting a much higher than normal
prevalence of school-specific items in the local media. Student word~of-mouth,
incidently, was rated as "very helpful" by only 25 percent of the parents and

nine percent of teachers.**

That parents felt welcome to visit the schools is affirmed in several

“sources. In Year 4, B2 percent of parents sampled {(n=240) f-lt it was elther

definitely or probably true that "c¢itizens feel welcome to visit their schools:
and only two teachers (n=168) said that parerts were "not very welcome"”, with

15 more suggestirg "parents are not interestea enough to come".

Field records of interviews with staff and citizehs/parents suggest a
pervasive practical application of pPsp's "philosophy of openness”. From top
to hottom, PSP staff wanted parents to feel welcome to visit their schools, to

feel a part of the PSP. Some brief excerpts suggest the flavor of comments.

~"They do feel welcome here. I've told them. you don't' even
have to call. Just come and the teacher will talk to you
as soon as she's free., or I'll take her class s0 she can talk
to you, or I'll be glad to talk to you myself..." (Program
Manager, School 8, 1-76)

-"I've always felt parents were the most interested people in
the world. Here they're given the opportunity. In other
schools I've taught in, it used to give us the shudders if a
pareat came by. Here. I couldn't care if pr. J (Superin-
tendent) walked through the room. (Teacher., School A, 3-76)

*Support Materials, Table P-16.
*kgupport Materials: Tables P-17., P-18.
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="We had a bicentennial lunch a little while ago. ang we
had so many parents come in that Mrs...., in charge of

the cafeteria said: 'I don't know if I want to do that
again'. That would not have happened five years ago."
(Teacher. School C, 11-75)

and, typical of parent commentary:

-"One of the things I've appreciated about the project is
that parents as well as the community can feel free to go
into the school and observe. More SO now than in-the
past. I feel welcome. I think our community as a whole
has felt this..." (Mother. 11--75)

The sincerity of this open door pelicy did bring about more quantitative
and gqualitative involvement of parents. Yet field records suggest that there
were impediments to involving some parents even at the low level of getting
them jist to visit the school: in parxticular, despite the efforts to make
people feel welcome: the school setting was perceived by some as an alien and

even intimidating environment.*

It was apparent, however, that parents generally felt welcome to 90 into
their schools, whether simply to become more aware of the kinds of things
going on there: or to bring a proklem, a question: or a suggestion to the
attention of staff. Thoue who did this, very largely felt that the staff
were responsive.** Only ten percent of those sampled said they had not been
in their child's school Guring Year 5, 3¢ percent "au been there more than
five times, and 41 percent two to five times. percentages being higher at
elementary than secondary levels. In terms of direct personal contact between
teachers and parents, staff data indicate that there was much less of this at

Middle School than any other school--with over a third of the Middle School

teachers stating that they had direct contact with less than a quarter of
!

their students' pParents in Year 5.%*#*

*This ic a general statement about schools ard not about PSP, PSP did much
better than most to make people welcome. Yet there were still those who
felt uncomfortable in schools who talked wore freely about their children
and education in more "homey" enviromments. (Field noLes)

**Support Materials, Table P-19,
***Sapport Materials, Tables P-21, P-22.
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OVERALL JUDGMENT: There was substantial quantitative and Qualitative
involvement of PSP parencs with individual schools. The more perscnal
and the closer the nature of the communication to "my child" concerns.
the more effective it was perceived to be: thus, both parents aad
teachers rated teacher-parent conferences as the most effective
mechanism for informing parents about their child's education. All
the outreach strategies adopted by PSP, however, were found to be

at least "somewhat helpful" by the majority of parents. And cthe PSP
did irmplement a genuine and pervasive "open door" policy which made
parents. generally, fecel welcome (If not always 'at home'l) in the
schools.

Parent Knowledge of the PSP '
Instructicnal Environment

Responses to four general items in the Year 4 Community Survey suggested
that although parents cornsidered they knew more than non-parents about PSP,
only one-fifth of 311 parents felt they knew "a lot"™ about the project; half
felt they had more than just a little information, leaving about a third
uninformed or knowing very little. In general, as might be expected., teachers
and students were cited as the main source of information for parents, with
friends, neighbors and school staff most frequently identified as the primary
sources of information for non-parents. Only glightly more than half the
parents and slightly less than half the non-parents felt they were get.ing
enough information about the PSP--despite considerable efforts to communicate

PSP to the public, and particularly to parents.*

In Year 5, questions focused on parent experience with specific schools
and in a survey section entitled "Educational Pract.ces in the Greer Public
Schools", parents were reaquired to identify, for 11 different components of
innovation in the instructional environment, whizh of two descriptions (one
"traditional”, one "open") most closely described the situation im the school

that year. The ecleven sets of descriptions (for elementary and middle schools)

*Support Materials, Table P-23.




dealt with:

1. Furniture arrangement
2, Class size
3, Multiple-grading
4. Individualized texts/materials
5. “Paraprofessionals
6, Team teaching
7. student grouping (4 modes)
8, Individual pacing of learning
9. sStudent choice of materials/activities
10. self-directed learning
11, Related Arts paraprofessionals
Responses to these questions showed a generally high level of parental know-
ledge of the character of the PSP instructional environment at the elementary
and middle school levels.* A gizable majority identified the "correct"
descriptoxs (i.e., those reflecting PSP intended practice) in all but two items
(both on student vs. teacher-directed learning) which are worth a short comment.
Asked whether in their child's school 'Students work some of the time most days
without adults directing their activities' or 'Teachers direct student learning
at all times', 41 percent chose the first description: 44 percent the second.
There was & similar split on whether: 'Students can choose their learning
activities some of the time most days' or 'Teachers choose all the materials
and activities for students'- The split in parent perceptions of practice in
their children's schools may. in part: reflect the variable degree of learner
autonomy in learning communities. given the more teacher-directed type of
individualization in some major »rogram areas. In @art, too, both the per-
ceptions and the actual practice reflect a parental and teacher bias, noted
elsewhere, toward feeling that teachers should have control of learning and

behavior.

Parents in the high school sample were asked a similar type of Question,
using descriptors that dealt with six aspects of the high school instructional
delivery system. wviz:

LY
1. advisee groups 4. small group study projects
2. Short course ‘system . Study halls
3, On-the-job vocational education 6. Wwho chooses courses of study

*Support Materials, Table p-24,
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Survey results attest that high school parents., also., were largely knowledge-

able about instructional practices in their children's school.* For only two
of the eight schools were the percentages of 'don't know' responses of parents

sizable: Elementary School F and the Middle School ({23% and 21% composite

'don't know' scores over eleven items):

JUDGMENT: Parents appeared to know a good deal about specific
features of the PSP instructional system and practices at all levels
of schooling {(survey data). We judge that their level of knowledge
was much higher than would be true of schools generally and that this
was attributable to the extent of direct parental exposure to the
schools and to PSP-generated information~-plus the interest one might
expect in schooling by parents when something new and different is
being tried out with their children.

Whatever combination of PSP strategies and parental interest and initia~
tive may account for the good level of knowledge of most aspects of the PSP
environment, parent expressions of satisfaction and dissatisfaction which we
will discuss next, were based on reasonably sound knowledge base and hence we

are inclined to place greater faith in their legitimacy.

F. PARENT SATISFACTION WITH PSP SCHOOLS

Satisfaction with Major Features
of t+he Instructional Environment

Using the same sets of descriptors as were employed to check parent know-
ledgeability of the new instructional environment, parents were asked in Year 5
which practice they would prefer in each case, if they were given the choice.
In each set, the choice was between an "open” or innovative practice and a
traditional practice. The resuits show a general positive disposition to PSP
instructional environment and practices, with some noteworthy patterns

appearing vhen we look at the picture by school and by item. Tables 2 and 10
of fer a summary overview.

Overall, the majority of parents show a preference for the PSP-style
instructional environment over the traditional: but they convey across the
board a majority preference for teachers assuming full responsibility for
directing student learning at all times. The majority would prefer not to

have "students work some of the time most days without adults directing their

*Support Materials, Table P-26.
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TABLE 3: MAJORITY PREFERENCE OF ELEMENTARY/MIDDLE SCHQOL PARENTS
FOR PSP (0) vs. TRADITIONAL (T) INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT
PSP YEAR 5. (n=280)
) Schools Majority
Focus of Item (abbreviated) A B C D E F G Preference
- . Micd
1. Flexible furniture.and use of space o 0 0 v} o o o o (7/7)
- 2. Double or larger vs. single size
'class' settings 0 0 T T T T T T {(5/7)
3. Multi~grading vs. single grading ) ) T o o/T T T* o/T  (50/50)
4, Individualized texts and materials v} 0 .0 o o o v} v} {(7/7)
5. Use of paraprofessionals in instruction o o T T o o T o (4/7}
6. Team teaching vs. single teacher 0 0 0 0 o O O O (7/7)
7. FPour learning modes vs. mostly single group &) &) 0 &) s) s) s) o (7/7)
- Individually paced learning/instruction O 0 0 O O 0 O O {(7/7)
© 9. Some gtudent vs. all teacher choice of
materials/activities o v} T T T T T T (4/7)
10. Scme self-directed vs. all teacher-directed
learning T T T T T T T T (7/7}
] 11. Related Arts daily by paras vs. weekly from
specialists * o o T o/T T o (T)* o (3.5/6)
Majority preference by school
over 1l practices o] o T 0 o] o o/T psp  (5.5/7)
= 4 2 3 =2 3 8§ s&
- -
S S S 5 8§ & 5 &%
— — . “~
r~ O &
L1)]
m r
EPRC/M/9-77
*Note: Middle School had instruction from certified specialists 44
throughout and thus did not have exposure to the innovative ‘1 T4
practice of using paraprofessionals. 2and Middle School did not Ejn)
practice multi~grading, though there is a future possibility.




TABLE 4: MAJORITY PREFERENCE OF HIGH SCHOOL PARENTS FOR PSP (0) VS,
TRADITIONAL (T) INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES - PSP YEAR 5,
(n=65. Percentages rounded) ’

item Preference
(relating to) Ovs. T#%
1. Advisee system O (89% to 6%)
2. Sshort course system 0 (52% to 40%)
3. On-the-job vocational education 0 (64% to 29%)
4. Student group initiated projects with advisors O (65% to 25%)
5. Study halls T (52% to 43%)
6. Student cholce involved in what courses are offered O (89% to 6%)
EPRC/M/9-77

/

activities!" (item #10, elementary/middle); and would prefer not to have
"student§ choose their learning activities some of the time most days" {(Item
#9, eleméntary/midd]e). Thus, according to these indicators, the méjority
tended not to favor the devolution of "programmatic authoritf' when it reached
down as far as lettinyg students {(or even paraprofessionals in the view of some)
have more authority and responsibility in relati;n to learning choices. How-

ever, we note that in this area of control/freedom, while the majority opt for

more control, sizable minorities favor the more open practices (30% to 41% of

all elementary and middle school parent respondents).

A school-by-school examination shows that five of the six elementary
school parent groups expressed a majority preference for PSP (open) vs. tradi-
tional (T) instructional approaches, with School A and B parents most strongly_(
supportive. School C parents come out with a majorlty against the yse of paraﬁ'
professionals in Related Arts (#11) or instruction (#5), reinforcing the
pattern of parents in th: School C community wanting certified professional
teachers to direct all learning. Middle school data show a similar pattern.

FINDING: parents of children in PSP schools generally indicated a
relatively high level of knowledge and acceptance of most broad
aspects of the changes that occurred in their children's instruc-

tional environment in pSp schools. At the same time most conveyed a
preference for teachaers to direct learning activity at all times.

We turn now to some further data on specific aspects of parental satis-

faction/dissatisfaction to fill in this broad picture.
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Satisfaction with Specific
Aspects of PSP Schools

]

Parents were asked (Year 5), for each of 26 items, to rate their school
{very good, OK, not very good, don't know). The data allow us to identify the
areas of greatest satisfaction and those of least satisfaction by the end of

the Project.* The top eight satisfaction areas were as follows. (Percents of

the 346 parents rating the item 'very good' are noted in parentheses).

What the school does to make parents feel welcome to visit (64%)
That students enjoy going to school (57%)

The quality of equipment and facilities inside the school (53%)
The way the program manager runs the school (52%)

That students are interested in school {49%)

The quaiity of the school building {48%)

Improving the daily rate of student attendance (44%)

The kind of textbooks used (44%)

- "
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Parents thus seemed to be saying that the schools had made both students
f . .
and parents attracted to them; that they were pleased with the quality of the
physical plant--inside and out, and that they were happy with the manner in

which the program manager ran things. The general picture of satisfaction with
school climate is supported by interview data conveying that parents felt their

schools were doinj a very good job of making schooling attractive to students.

-

The following quotations from two parents and one non-parent are illustrative:

-When I see chiidren going to school and enjoying going,
and I think of; the years I grew up when we utterly hated
school, that says something. I think they're much happier
children on the whole. (Mother, interviewed 11-75)

il
T

~Now, did you n?tice when you came up this street (black
neighborhood) you didn’'t see any children on.the street
here. This isinot because of pressure from parents to
go to school. {They want to go to school. Before the
project, you could see kids everywhere, any hour of the
day. But vou don't see that any more. Don't see a child
nowhere. {Father, interviewed 11-75)

*gee Support Materilals, Table p-30., Parents were regarded as being most
satisfied about a particular item if the item had a "very good™ rating from

at least 40% parents ang no more than a 10% “not very good" rating. Parents /
were viewed as least satisfied with a particular item if less than 40% gave

it a “very good" rating}gggbmore than 10% gave it a "not very good" rating.

i
/
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-1 think the project has come along. I'm really impressed...
kids more optimistic, show more pride., show more interest.
This yvear especially, I have never [beforej seen kids say
willingly, 'I'11 be glad when school copens.' This tells me
that something has to be going on. {(Clothing store operator
- interviewed, 11-75)
/
/

/ What were parents least satisfied with? In the set of 26 areas which were
a

o en
e

,'rated, the top eight digsatisfaction areas were as follows. (Percentages of

the 346-parents rating the school “not very good" are in parentheses.)

1. That your child's class is about the right size for learning
{23% neg.) :
2, The state of discipline in the school (20% neg.)
3. fThe number of textbooks available for use by each child (19% ned.)
4  Teacher control over activitims in the classroom (19% neg.)
5. The way students behave toward their teachers (17% neg.)
6. The wayfthe school deals with student misbehavior (16% neg.}
7. The way] black and white students get along together (12% neg.)

8. The way students behave toward one another in the school (11% neq.)

In every case, the Majority responses were positive (30%-39% rating the item
'very good'; 53%-76% rating it either 'very good' or 'OK'), though these are
items where a significant minority of parents were dissatisfied. The striking
featu;e is that six of the eight items with which parents were least satisfied
were §becifica11y discipline related. This is not surprising on tyo counts.
First, 1976 and 1974 Community Survevs indicated a similar level Q% dissatis-
faction with discipline and student behavior in Greer schools.* Seccndly,
"lack of Giscipline” had topped‘the list of major problems facing the public
schools of the nation for the eighth time in the nine years up to 1977 when

PSP ended.**

o

*The guestion format and sampling nrocedures were different, making strict
comparison invalid. The 1976 data are reported and interpreted in EPRC
Final Report on_the New Instructional Environment in Yeay 4 (1976), Ch. VI.

**Ninth Annual Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitude Toward the Public Schools
(1977). "Discipline”" was still the top problem in rolls through 1979.

173

192




] Iod

FINDING: while parents of PSP school children in Year 5 were

clearly more satisfied with some aspects of the instructional environ-
mept than others, surveYy results on the whole convey a fairly high
level of satisfaction overall. Moreover: of those able to compare

the environment in Year 5 with that pefore PSP (Year 0), the majority
rated multiple aspects of the schools as "petter now". Overall, most
parents were decidedly positive in their estimations of the effects

of PSP.

Comparison with pre-PSP. The data comparing PSP Year 5 to pre-PSP confirm

the overall positive feelings of parents to project schools. .lany felt they
could not make the comparison for the particular schools they were appraising
(28%-56% "don't knows" by item Of the 346 sampled).* Of those who did make a
judgment, those saying "worse now" were a distinct minority. and more parents
felt things were "better now” than said they were "about the same". Hence a
positive picture. Most improved** agspects Of Greer schooling since PSP were
" as follows. (Percents of total sample saying "better now" are in parentheses.)
-The quality of equipment and facilities inside the school (42%)
-That students are interested in school (36%)
-Teaching to meet the needs of each individual scudent (36%)
-How students are taught reading, writing., and math (36%)
-That students enjoy going to school (35%)
Least improved** aspects of Greer schooling since pgSp (percents of total sample
saying "worse now"):
-Peacher control over activities in the classroom (15% neyg.)
-The way students behave toward their teachers (13% neg.)
~The state ©of discipline in the school (13% neg.)
-The way the school controls student behavior (12% neg.)

-That your child's class is about the right size for learning (12% neg.)
-The numbev ©f textbooks available for use by each child (10% neg.)

{

*Support Materials, Table P-31. Some respondents did not live in the area
pre-FIP. Some did not have direct pre-PSP experience with the particular
school they were asked to appraise and felt they did not know the school
well enough at the time to offer a comparative judgment.

t*Most improved areas = items with at least 35% parents saying "better now"
and less than 10% saying "worse now"”. Least improved areas = items with no
more than 30% parenis saying "better now" and 10% or more saving “"worse now".
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We note again the relatively low percentages of negative juduments and the dis-
ciplinary focus of the items that attracted them. It is worth emphasizing that
among the most improved asvects of Greer schooling, according to parents, were:
studént interest in and enjoyment of schooling; individualized instruction;

and the teaching of the three R's.

Satisfacrion and "The Basics"

Epg;hi__:§;;5512 A focus on the "basics" as PSP parents viewed them was
an important component of satisfaction assessment. The “"Back to Basics" move-
ment was in full swing nationally by the end of PSP. And in Greer, too. Year 4
field notes suggested: there were parents who shared - >ncern about "basics”.
"I've visited the Middle School.” said one mother: "It's too casual. I'm
pretty traditional, but they ought to have more of the 0ld reading, writing

and arithmetic. What worries me is they're not getting anything... {Inter-
view, 1-76). "Getting anything" was often associated in interviewee comments
witﬁ a return to schooling of earlier years: heavily laced with law and order.
Critical comments were peppered with phrases like "structured classrooms”,
“obedience", "good manners", “politeness". “"resvect for elders", “respect for
teachers”. Thus “basic“.referred not just to cognition but to behavior and

was allied with concern about "discipline™.

While the war cry "Back to Basics” was being sounded abroad and its
echoes heard in Greenville County. the PSP continued to nromote the importance
of the whole ¢hild--with the affective and psycho-motor domains and not just
the cognitive seen in the PSP visic. as "basic". The holistic view was a
reflection ©of the goals and objectives estiblished by community involvement.
Still, with the change in ¢limate {tightened pursestrings and "Pack to Basics"),
it seemed important to probe what parents yicwed as "absolutely essential”

(basiz) to their ¢hild's education in Year 5.

Parents were asked to rate each of the 14 major subjects/ereas in which
the schools were involved as "absolutely essential™, or "nice to have but not
absolutely essential" or "not really necessary" (with the further omtion of

"don't know").
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above. Note, however, that unfavorable ratirgs are Given by a small minority
of responden*s (3% to 11% by item). Taken with data on dissatisfaction with
behavior and discipline, the possibility emerges that parents may judge a
school as doing a "very good" or "OK" job in an area such as “responsible
social behavior" (90% said so) and still be dissatisfied with student behavior

{48% thought it was worse than when the parent was in school - gee below).

additional Indicators of Parent Satisfaction

To round out the guestions asked in the Year 5 survey, most of which were
rather specific and detailed, we asked parents for some broad judgments at the
end of each household interview. Tooics included: how hard children werk: how
PSP schools compared with those parents attended; whether parents would orefer
their child to attend a different school and, if so, why; whether the overall
effects of PSP wetre for better or for worse; and what they would like to see
happen in their child's school next year (i.e., post-PS?). The findings offer
the last set of indicators of parental satisfaction.

Question: Do you think your child is made to work too hard/not hard

encugh/about the right amount at X school? Question: Do you think
your child gets too much/not enough/about the right amount of homework?

FINDING: Most parents (61%) felt their child had to work "about the
right amount” and most (53%) felt that their child had "about the
right amount” of homework. However, ope third of the parents thought
that their children were not made to work hard encugh (33%), and did
not get enough homework {(35%).

In talks with some parents over the course of PSP Years 4 and 5, they at
times conveyed that they had worked harder and ‘..t things were better at the
school they went to as a child. 1In an elfort to solicit judgments rather than
nostalgia, parents surveyed were asked to compare their ¢hild's school with
the one they attended as a child on (a) teaching reading, writing and arith-
metic, (b) students learning reading, writing and arithmetic, and (¢) student

behavior.
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FINDING: Parents mostly felt that teaching as well as léarn;ng of
the three R's compared more than favorably with the school they had
attended as a child., although around a guarter (22% teaching. 25%
learning) thought they were worse. Most judged student behavior to
be worse (48%), although one-fifth (20%) thought it was better.*
The patterns of response varied by sthool.g School B parents clearly Judged
things overall as better in their.ch{}d‘s school than in the one they had
attended, even in the controversial area of student behavior.** On the other
hand, 65% of Middle School parents surveyed said that student behavior was
"worse now" than when they were in school; and: as we shall see., this feeling

was reflected in the broad judgments they recorded about the school in response

to the remaining questions.

Question: If you had the choice, would you prefer to have your child
attend a different school?

FINDING: The large majority (79%) said "no" they would not prefer to
send their child to a different school. 2 significant minority (19%)
would 1ike to be able to make that change, and a Somewhat smaller

proportion (12%) gave as the reason. "unhappy with the kind of educa-

tion child@ presently is getting at X School”. *#*#

. Once more, school-by-school data show that indicators of dissatisfaction are
variable, with Middle School again standing out as a focus of discontent: a
qgquarter of the parents surveyed for Middle gchool said they would prefer to
have their child attend a different school because they were unhappy with
education at the school. Thus, no matter what the levelz of satisfaction with
specifics of instruction Or environment, a sizahle grouo of parents would move
their children out of Greer Middle School if they had the choice--begging: of

course, the issue of whether any other middle schools would be “better” . *##*

*Support Materials, Table P-46.
**support Materials, Tables P-47
***gypport Materials, Table P-49

#xrdgriter’s hunch is that junior high and middle schools might tend to attract
the greatest disenchantment indicators wherewver the schools are located.
The hunch is based in part upon the perception that the young adolescent
age group presents to both schools and parents the greatest challenge-~
associated with the complexities of that developmental stage in life.
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Finally, two very general but telling questions about PSP as a whole.

First, Quustaion: In general, do you feel the Piedmont Schools Project has
made a difference in the quality of education in the Greer Public
Schools for the better, for the worse, or that the Project has not
made much dif ference one way or the other?

Response: (n=346)

PSP made a difference for the better. . . ., . . . . 53% {pro)
Psp made a difference for the worse . . . . . . . . 19% {con)
PSP did not make much difference either wav . . . . 8%
(Don't know)- « « « « « « v v v <« c 4 4w u o« o . (18%)

Discounting those who felt they could not make the comparison, the large
majority said that PSP had made a positive difference; yet once again we note
a minority of about vne-fifth of the surveyed parents whoge judgment was

negative.*

Second, Question: "What woulé you like to see happen at X School when the
Piedmont Schools Project ends this May?" *

Response: (n=346) I would like:

1. To have school remain just as it is now. . . . 18%
2. A few changes, but mostly as it is now . . . . 46% 64% (pro)

3. A lot of changes, so it operates more
like a traditional school. . . . . . . . . . . 22%

4. Return completely to a traditional
style operation. . . . . . . . . . .., ... 8% 30% {(con)

5. Don't know/no opinion - 6%

Resporl..« S by school confirm the pattern of other data: the most highly positive
to the PSP instructional environment and delivery system are parente of School B
{87%), Schonl A {83%) and High School (73%)--though we note that physically

t.e Hign School was a traditicnal plant. The most negative are Middle school

(49% pro, 43% coa) and School F (44% pro. 393 con).**

*Support Materials, Table P-50).

**gupnort Materials, Table P-51).
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GENFRAL FINDING: On balance, more parents from each of the eight
schoels lean more towards than away from the PSP school instructional
environment and delivery system, with individual school parent groups
lying on a continvum from heavily favorable to the Innovacion (A and
B), to reasonably favorable (by margins of two and three to one), to
split into sizable factfons preferring PSP or traditicnal (Middle
and F).

G. CONTINUITY

The design for PSP called for parent involvement in both decision making
and in more traditional instruction-related activities. Throughout the five
years of the project, parent participation in policy decisions or discussions
about schooling was negligible. This situation was consonant with established
community norms: while parents indicated that they felt they should have
general influence ar school and community-wide levels, they preferred in many
situations to leave decisions affecting ediration in general to the school
staff. Data on other types of irvolvement. however, present a picture of_ sub-
stantial participation in staff-parent conferences, PTA meetings, and_responae
to the open-doors policies of the schools. fThere is clear evidence that pSp
schools exerted much effort, successfully, to make parents feel welcome in
th. schools. including some types of direct involvement in settings of active

instruction.

This success in creating a ¢limate of openness in the schools established
a pattern of relationships considered likelY to continue. Furthermore, to the
degree that PSP parents become infolved in district initiatives to promote
multi-citizen advisorY councils, they will bring a range of experiences perti-
nent’ for strengthening communication and interaction between home and school.

and between comrunity and district. <

Perhaps more important, however, is the evidence of the high level of
parent satisfaction with the new type of instructional enviroament introduced

by PSP. The indicators of parent satisfaction with the performance of schools
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in eleven basic subjects/areas and the perceptions that schooling was more

enjoyable and interesting for Greer school ¢hildren are clear, Despite some
ambivalences about discipline, parents generally appeard to understand and
support the changés, ‘This new level of parent knowledge and expectations
suggesﬁéé that conditicns for sustaining the spirit and the style of the
changes were éresent at the end of the Project, and would continue--given some

degree of continuity in ia-school operations.
1 P
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CHAPTER SEVEN
BEYOND PSP: OUTCOMES, TRANSFERENCE, CLOSING THE BOOKS

General Note +

Chapter Sever was written by DR. MIRIAM CLASBY, based upon review of:
{a) Level II Fvaluation Substudy Rendrt on Cognitive and Affective Achieve-
ment (Millman, 1978); (b) Level II Substudy Report on The Process and Effects
of Transference (Kaplan, 1278); available records on the close-out of the

Proje¢t, including relevant excerpts from PSP documents and Lewel II interview
and survey ‘data.

The many issues involved in outcomes evaluation, Transference, and phasing
out of Federal support cannot be fully addreszed within the confines of the
present document, though there, exists an array of information which speaks to
them from PSP experience. This chapter seeks to give readers some general
answers to the questions: ‘“what about the test scores?", "How did the Transfer-
ence Program work out?" and "What was the situvation when Federal funding stopped?”

A. INTRODUCTION D

A richly-finanped five-year effort to implement a program for comrehen-
give change in a set of eight schools could reasonably be expected to generate
outcomes beyond the life of the Project itself--outcomes emerging from the
integtions for the enterprise. After reviewing the intended outcomes for PSP
and summarizing evidence on "product outcomes”, this chapter examines data on
fo. effoéts to "epread the word" and to instjitutionalize PSP concepts in
gelected schools. The final section reviews conditions and activities influ-

encing the continuity of PSP commitments in Greenville County School District.

/

B. OUTCOMES

Intentions 1

During the initial planning for PSP, organizers worked with a group of

Greer citizens to frame the overall goal of the Project#*:

xSee Appendix 2, for the full statement of Goals and Objectives, 1972.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

To assist each child in the develovment of the resources

needed to cope with life in a free and democratic society

in such a way that he can participate in a useful and

Qesirable capacity, appreciate his own role =25 well as the

role of others, enjoy living, confidently meec the challenge

of change, and willingly use his resources to do better than

“just all right" in these endeavors. [PSP Proposal, 1972, p. 15}
Eleven sub-goals were identified by Greer citizens. Of these., nine enphasized
human deVelqpment-—assisting students in knowing themselves, appreciating others,
understanding freedom and its limitations, accepting responsibility fox self angd
others: broadening ranges of experience, increasing awareness of the .eauty and
delicate balance of the physical world, developing creative talents., seeing
education as a continuous process, imaginatively meeting the needs of the future.
Two sub-goals fall within conventionally measured areas: learning basic skills
of communication and mathematics and gaining & marketable skill or resources

necessary for post-secondary education. .

The initial design for PSP identified three distinct processes intended to
assuxe a "truly individualized educational program: for students in Project
schools. The decision-making process included arrangements for input from the
lay community, the professional community: and the school community. The
instructional process combined innovations in staffing patterns. classroom
organization, management technigues. and instructional practices with programs
in ter curricular areas. The evaluai}on process encompassed feedhack on hoth

process and product behavioral out comes.

Review of Process Outcomes

Both the initial Project omphasis on buman develoiment and the design
erph.asis on processes for restructuring an educational environment to imﬁrove
the quality of 1ife and learning in schools necessitated major attention to
process cutcomes. Preceding chapters have presented key findings on process
cutcomes associated with creating the new instructional cnvironment {the major
focus of evaluation), framed some judgments about successes and failures of
specific components.: and examined conditions supporting or constraining con-
tinuity. Some of the broad findings and judgments mav be recalled here, in

brief:
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Implementation of the Leaxning Community conecept in the schools (Ch. 3):

With some variations by level of schooling.

-

° The physiral environment of most schools was chanyed, becoming more
open in structure and flexible in use.

Staffing patterns and relationships were changed, involving some
differentiation of function. teaming of teachers. and sharing of
programmatic decision-making. =

* Student relat:onsh:ps were changed, particularly through patterns
created by large open-space communi ties. multi-aging/grading,
regroupings for instruction, and mainstreaming.

The orientation to individualization and personalization in the
instructional process was translated in varying deyrees through
programs and processes, including attention to learning modes,
learning cycle, learning centers: and a prevailing philosophy of
“openness” and "success orientation”.

Staff Development (Ch. 4):

? The PSF implemented a staff development process which, in general,
had the planned characteristics of integration into Project life.
individualization, continuity of exposure:, and participatory planning.
The quality of these characteristics varied over time. Nevertheless:
staff development was a pervasive force in the Project, transiated
through formal ac*ivities and less formal relationships and follow-
through among staff.

The process focused heavily upon teachers, was weakest at the level
of building administrators and quasi-non-existent at other staffing
levels. The overall thrust and strategy presaged inm the rlan were
seriously weakened by the elimination of the specific leadership
position for Staff Support Services at the end of Year 1, a situation
that began to be remedied Only in Year 4.

® The staff development process evolved over the life of PSP and, though
it varied in strength over time and in quality across schocls. overall
it did provide crucial support for innovation and was highly acclaimed
by staff.

Particivcative Decision-Making in the School Community (Ch. 5):

® PSP achieved its objectlve of "improving the cuantity and guality of
involvement of the school community in the decision-making process”
and established a process wherein “the persons most closely affected
by decisions have an influence in making the decisions.” There was
variation among schools and over time and problems were encountered.
but the overall level of implementation of the objective was high.

- v
L3
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Community/Parental Involvement and Satisfaction* (Ch. 6)

® The formal mechanism for proféssjonal community involvement (The

Board of Directors/Professional Liaison Committee) was ineffective.
It lacked sense of purPose and Zecision- or policy-making authority.

The formal mechanism for lay.cSmmunity involvgment (The Board of
Cooperatives) was not widely known or utilized by the commur<ty at
large as a channel for inputs to PSP policies and decisions. It did
function well as a listening and guestioning body; and, in its
assumption of responsibility for some tasks (notably major surveys),
it was ap active body.

There was substantial quantitative and gqualitative involvement of
PSP parents with Individual schools, largely attributable to PSP
"open doors" and communication policies. ‘The mgre personal and the
closer the nature of communication to "mg child" concerns, the more
effective it was perceived to be, by both parents “and staff.

The overwhelming majority of parents gave thelr schools @ job perfor-
mance rating on the teaching of eleven bzgic subjects/arcas as either
“very good” or "OK". Performance in the three R's was rated highest
of all and they rated "How students are taught reading, writing and
math” among the most improved aspects of Greer schooling.

Overall, more parents from eacit school leaned towards the PSP environ-
ment than awa¥y from it, with individual school parent sroups l1uying on
a continuur from heavily favorable to the innovation (A, B, H), to
reasonably favorable (margins of 2 and 5 to 1), tb split into sizable
Factions (Middle and F).

Product Cbjectives

To examine product outcomes, it is necessary first to review eight product
objectives cstablished in 1975 (PSP Years 2-3) to measure product outcomes. Two
of these objectives~-to increase the mean learning rate of students in basic
skill areas and to decreese the percentage of students in two lowest categories
of achievement--focused on cognitive skills. Two of the objectives--to incr-ace

self-concept of students in lowest cateyories and to increass positive attitades

o, T —— Sl A ki,

*Note that the indicators of community/parental satisfaction may be considered
as related to process {creating a new and more favorable community environment
for instruction) and as "product outcomes"--in the same gense that PSP jdenti~
find a measure of public attitudes to discinline as "product objective".

ig6
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towards selected progr ms, procedures and personnel--were attitudinal. Three
objectives used measures of increased attendance, decreased dropout, énd,dis—
ciplinary suspensions as indirect evidence of att;tudinal change. The final
product objective set a product outcome for public involvemenL by measuring the

increase in positive public attitudes towards discipline in PSP schools.

JUDGMENT: Given the discrepancy between PSP intentions.for students .
and the specification of product outcomes, the range and type of
Information generated for product evaluation provides very Iimited

evidence of the degree of success or failure in realizing original .
PSP goals.

This lack of fit is exacerbated by problems of instrumentation, data avéilabglity,

and interpretation. Furthermore, data from various sources highlight ambiguity

of the findings.

Cognitive Qutcomes

Although Level I and Level II evaluators differed in methodology and
interpretation, trey agreed that standardized test scores provided no evidence
‘that the Project contributed incrementally in ba$ic skill areas.

L3

The PSP FinalhReport, Evaluation: bData and Interpretation, summarized

. " ¥ :
findings on cognitive achievement for grades 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 as measured by - -
the Stanford Achievement Test administered between May of 1?74 and May 1977.*° .

. - 4 L)
The 1éarning rates for the total-populatidh of PSP studenis J f‘_i
did not show any persistent patterns of growth...PSP Wwas .
successful in mdving students from the very low achievement ' ot v 31
levels into the middle ranges oOf achievement, but many ST N oo
g students who were in the very high ranges dropped in achieve- . .'-‘
ment into the middle ranges. G@onsequently, the mean aghieve- . 7
ment levels did not thange appreciably. " (PSP, P. 21} &
s : L3 ! |
. \
’ 'O . - .
' wm ’ - l‘
*Phe report displayed total scores in three categories:. Reading Total {including °* i
vocabulary, reading comprehension, word study skills); Mathematics (including o
concepts, computation, applications): and English/Auditory (including spelling, 1

language, and listening comprehension. ). . ‘ g
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A.Level II evaluation substudy report., Cognitive and Affective Achievement

{(Millman, 1978), provides a descriptic- and discussion of both the Stanforad
Achievement Test (SAT) and California 'rest of Basic Skills (CTBS) anéd a review
of problems related to the quality of the test data (which, for example, pre-
cluded the possibility of analysis by learning communities). The analysis of
scores includes a comparison of PSP scores with non-PSP schools as well as an
exgectancy score analysis comparing actual test scores of elementary schools
with scores expected on the basis of selected characteristics of the student
population. The results reiterate the general tone of the Level I findings:
FINDING [based on analysis of SAT and CTBS data): Cross-sectional,
longitudinal and expectancy score analyses all gave the same result:
there was no evidence that the Project incrementally contributed to
student cognitive acbievement. {Millman, p. 38)

In discussing the appropriateness of the instrumentation, Millmnan identi-
fied tﬁree serious limitations of the CTBS and SAT tests in the PSP context:
They do not match local instructional objectives; they sacrifice subject matter
representativeness to optain maxilum discrimination (items tlist measure what
schools emphasize most are often eliminated in favor of those which discriminate
more among students); and they lack diagnostic capabiiity (which limits the

capacity of a school or district to take remedial action).

JUDGMENT: The use of CTBS and SAT as uirtually'éhe sole criterion to
Jjudge student outcomes of the PSP is considered to be a most serious
flaw in the PSP evaluation design. (Millman, p. 3]

In pointing to the mismatch between tests and local instructional objectives,
he summarized data on student perceptions of the relevance of standardized
tesEs. Student surveys in Years 4 and 5 asked students at elemen.ury., middle
and high school levelf: "Do stardardized tests [explanation given] ask duestions
about things you have been taught in school?" Students at all three levels of
schooling responded similarly: usupliy over half of the students felt that most
of the questions on standardized tests Qere not abkout things they had been
taught in school. Moreover, only 32-46% of K-8 s;udents in psp schools (with
one exception) thought that most of the test item% referred to what had been

- LY

taught, as compared with 54-66% in the comparison &chools.
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~ ("not well") ave sizable with greatest dissatisfaction noted in Social Studies

FINDING: From the students' point of view, the content of the stan-
dardized tests only partially matches what is taught in school. More-
over: elementary and middle school students at PSP scnools perceived

a greater gap between the content of testing ard teaching than their
counterparts Iin non-PSP schools. (Millman:. p. 7]}

Pata from teacher and parent surveys underscore ihe ditficulty of inter-
preting test score findings in the PSP context. When PSP teachers were asked
(Year 4}: "The standardized tests which my students take are a fair measure of
the things I have taught them”, 74% of all elementary teachers (93% in one gchool)
responded "False"; 57% of middle and 40% of high school teachers responded
"Falge"; and only 23% of the total PSP teacher population responded "True".* A
more discriminating question in the Year 5 survey asked: "How well do stan-
dardized test results reflect student skills and learning in your learning com-
munity in Reading, Math: Social Studies., and Scierce?” In some subjects in some
schools a good majority felt the test results reflected skills and learning .

"fairly well" (few said "very well"”):; but the percents of negative responses

and. Science.** Ag to parents., we have already noted that in Year 5 they regis-
tered a high degree of satisfaction with the teaching of basic subjects and with

student learning in those areas; and they identified "how students are taught

reading, writing, and math” among the most improved aspects of Greer schooling.

FINDING: Teachers, like students., perceived a gap between what
standardized tests measured and what they taught. In some schools.
in some subjects (reading and math more often) they felt test results
reflected skills “fairly well". And., test scores notwithstanding.
parent data convey satisfaction with teaching of basic subjects and
with gtudent learning.

Similar ambiguities emerge in discussing evidence related to affective outcomes.

*See Support Materials., Table EV-1
**5ee Support Materials, Table EvV-2
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Affective Qutcomes

The original PSP objective most relevant to the affective data set was:

"To provide experiences for students and teachers designed to promote positive
attitudes coward self, learning, and positive relationships with others." This
objective was rendered more specific by stating that for the last four years o’
the Project, the percentage ©f students giving positive responses to guesticns
about self, school personnel, selected programs. and operating procedurcs would
increase by an average of 5% a year.

FINDING: Changes in student affect from Project Years 2 and 3 to the

final two years of the Project were as likely to be negative as posi-

tive. No consistent pattern was noted, although the High School seemed

to emerge in a better light than the elementary schools. S~0res uvn the

test of self concept did show some gains, but they were seen s

more modest than those implied in the Level I Final Report. [Millman,
p- 80]

Five instruments were used to measure affective outcomes and they yieldéd
a range of information on student perceptions: The Piers-Harris Children's
Self-Concept Scale: the Locus ©f Control Scale; and three specially constfucted
survey questionnaires--Elementary (Form I), Elementary (Form Ii), and Secondary

Survey.

Piers-Harris Sel“-Concept Scale offers an assessment of pupils' self-

reported perceptions of themselves and the Locus of Control Scale a measure of

the degree to wh._'h gtudents believe that events are caused-by factors external
to themselves. Both were administered during each of the five years of the
Project. The PSP FPinal Report displayed findings longitudinally and interpreted
the findings as showing great improvement in student sel.-vnncept. Because the
longitudinal data captured responses of students at different stayes of matura-
tion and in different school settings, the Millman Substudy displayed the data
cross-sectionally for both Piers~Harris and Locus of Control Scales. comparing--

not the same students at different grade levels, but sets of students in the

same grade level two years apart. Changes were generally in a positive direction,

although not so marked as presented in the PSP report. The Piers~Harris data
showed differential gains among elementary schools., with School D registering

dramatic increase and School F showing a loss over the ftwo pe.iods.
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Elementary School Survey Form I had nine items and was administered in

alternate years to second and third grade students in PSP schools orly.

FINDING: The second and third graders appeéred to find their learning
community a very happy place:. to like their teachers. to be satisfied
with themselves as students, and to like who they are. Modest increases
in positive affect were noted In several Instances. [Millman. pp. 52-54,
and Table 20]

Elementary School Survey--Form II (10 items) and the Secondary School

Survey were administaered to grades 4, 6, 8, and 10 in Year 2 and Year 4, and to
grades 5, 9, and 11 in Year 3 and 5. Comparable data were collected for non-PSP

comparison schools in Years 4 and 5 only.

FINDINGS: [Millman. pp. 52-66. and Table 23]

- The PSP objective of a 5% per annum improvement In student attitudes
towards school in general was not met at elementary and middle school
levels, but students gave roughly the same ratings as thelir contem-
poraries in non-PSP comparison schools. At the high school level.
the situation improves dramatically, with students finding the school
more Iinteresting., better organized, more worthwhile, and sc forth:
and PSP High School was clearly more favorably perceived by its
students than was the compar.son school.

- Data on student attitudes toward specific school s.bjects showed more
positive responses for elementary grade compared with secondary,
although readirT enjoyed a more favorable response at secondary
school level than other subjectsg. In 8 of 10 comparisons, PSP stu-
dents rated the subjécts as being more interesting than non-PSP
students.

- Items dealing with attitudes towards student control showed less
positive ratings by elementary students at the end of the Project. .
but more positive ratings by High School students.

- Data on attitudes toward school personnel showed that a majority of
students felt positively about their teachers and Program managers:
and responses were relatively stable over time.

Many items in the Elementary (Form II) and Secondary Surveys were targeted
to special features of PSP and measure opinions about aspects of school over
which the Project had control. However: analysis of the affective data is
plagued by problems associated with some of the instruments used, incompleteness
of data, and the fact that no baseline data exist for a pre-PSP comparisoy of

student affect. Anlagain, other information hints at complexities not addressad

191

208




in the formal evaluation report.*

The Year 5 Teacher Survey solicited teacher perceptions of non-cognitive
outcomes for students in Year 5 nd as compared with the first two vears of the

Project.

FINDING: Teacher ratings of student self-esteem were positive at all

levels, being greatest at elementary level in Year 5 (71% of teachers

judged it "very good"). And 66% to 82% of teachers by level said

Year 5 self-esteem was "better now" than in years 1 and 2.
Other Teacher Survey data indicate teacher perceptionts that students gained in
interactional capabilities. For example, responding to items on the amount of
student-teacher interaction and students' ability to interact with teachers,
between 63% and 80% of teachers by level Judged Year 5 'better" than Years 1
and 2 with none making a negative comparison,

_Additional indirect measures of student affect associated with PSP

objectives for attendance, dropout, and suspension.. all showed positive change,

but even these results are not clearcut:

JUDGHENTS: [Millman, pp, 76~78)

- Improvement in attendance was difficult to achieve because all
schools began averaging between 91% (for High School) and 93% (for .
elementary schools)--although High School attendance did improve by
2.5% over the life of the Project.

- Interpretation of a de¢recase in the dropout rate is problematic
because of changes in State attendance laws and changes in Districk
procedures which altered the definition of dropout.

~ The decrease in number of suspensions at the elementary and middle
schools has to be intecpreted cautiously because of alternate
explanations for the phenomenon related to changes in administrative
practice.

*For example, the comparison schools had somewhat different population charac-
teristics than those of PSP schools., and they included a school that was part
of the PSP Transference Program and another with a history of innovation.
There are, moreover, interview and further survey data which broaden the base
for interpretation, while not eroding the careful analysis Eresented in the
Millman report.
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The final indicator included in the product measures was a measure of

public perception of discipline in PSP schools between Year 2 and Year 5. &an

item included in Community Surveys administered to a stratified random sample
of lay persons in the PSP attendance area in Year 2 and Year 4 indicated a
decline in positive responses concerning discipline in elementary schools and
no change in percentage of positive responses for middle or high school. These
responses to a single item, however, should be compared with data on parent
knowledge of and satisfaction with PSP reported in Chapter Six which affirmed a

high level of satisfaction with PSp despite versistent concerns about discipline.

€; THE TRANSFERENCE PRCGRAM

The absence of clearcut statistical evidence of impact on student perfor-
mance proved no deterrent to efforts td communicate information on the processes
of change developed by PSP. A range of public information/relations activities.
workshops and cgnfereﬁces were designed to disseminate information on the Pro-
ject experience'to professionals and the public at District, étate and national
levels. Two special uissemination conferences Qere conducted during the last
year of PSP: a one-day "drive-in" for South Carolina School District adminis-
trators and a national three-day conferencelgor out-of-state educators (drawing
abcut S0 and 75 persons each). A more focused effort to introduce PSP to Green-

ville County schools was designated as the PSP Transference Program.

- .

Intentions

The original proposal to SOE for an Egperimenﬁal Schools Project was
generated within a school system coﬁmittedwto educational change and the Project
itself was envisioned 'as a way to triggef such change. Intentions in this
regard, however, were no more than a general ;tatemént in the original proposal/
plan, expressed thus on the fir;t page: in the context of describing the general
setting for the PSP:

The Piedmont Schools Project is an effort designed to bring

about planned, systematic. and comprehensive change in the
existing educational programs of the School District of

o .




Greenville County. A seqment of the school district, the
Greer area. has been gelected for the testing of this
design--a design which vill be constantly evaluated and
components of which will be adapted and translated into
educational programs in the rest of the school district.
PSP Proposal., 1972, p. 1}

The document contains no further reference suggesting when or how the "trans-
lation" would occur:, and we note that it refers to "components” being adapted
and translated. and not to the comprehensive change which was “the PSP innova-

tion" being diffused.

The whole of the planning process for PSP and at least the first two
years of PSP implementation focused only upon the Greer schools, with deliberate
efforts to constrain the amount and type of visiting from other District schools.
This policy established the image of the PSP schools as a "living laboratory for
testing new structures, relationships: methods. and curricula" (p. 103}, as
Project personnel concentrated éne;gies on implementing complex and démand%ng
chanéé.' Thus, systematic diffusion was not an integral part of the original
PSP design. Rather, it was an understanding. a general exgressiqn of intént:
until some features of the situation by Year 3 impelled'detailed plannihg of

what became known as the "Transference Program™.

Pressures to sPell out a commitment for the spread of innovative practice
and to design and implement a plan of action tame from inside and outside the
District. During the péinful and protracted negotiation resulting in the

Continuation Application {which took months of time and physical and emotional

energy to complete), NIE pressed hard for a program design for sharing the inno-
vation. At the same time. there were convergent pressures and stimulus within
the District. One element in the situation was some disconteﬁt’and jealousy
éutside Greer over the relative riches and privileges of PSP schools and the
notion that somehow these should be shared. More positivel&: during Project
Year 2 the District's Board of Trusteeéﬁadopted a set of 16 goals as a basis
for comprehensive educational improvement. Every school in the District was
regquired to design and/or inplement programs which would better meet individual

needs as well as District commitments.

R1]
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In the context of the District's policies on individualization and educa-
tional improvement. FSP was intended to play "a vital role in overall educational

renewal”. As expressed in the Continuation Apvlication, the intentions were as

follows:

l. Most importantly, approximately one-~third of the schools
in the District will become directly involved in trans-
ference of the Piedmont Schools model by Year 5.

2. OQther schools will submit written proposals to the dis-
trict administration for alternative methods of educa-
tional improvement. PSP representatives will be involved
in review of proposal&ind make recommendations as appro-
priate to ensure comprehensive rather than piecemeal
improvement.

3. Other schools will develop extensive inservice plans for
improving staff competencies and instructional outcomes-
The PSP staff will not only participate in the review of
these plans but also serve as resource consultants in the
implementation process. ¢

In summary, the Piedmont Schools Project will influence ali
avenues of educational renewal in.the District with the most
d%rect impact coming through" transference activities....
[Continuation Application, 1975, p. 204) :

The Transference Program was thus viewed as the cornerstone of PSP involvement

in district-wide agendas to improve e@ucaéional practice.

Strategy Design

The process of diffused implementation of Pép concepts and practices began
during the third year of PSP. The Dlstrlct and PSP devised a plan to involve 34
(approximately one-third) of the system s nnn-DSP schools in the Transference

Program during the final ‘three years of the Pro:ect. The design involved four

phases: Selection, Information, Implementation, and Continuation—--the last three

each taking one year.

The Selectlon Phase described in the original plan laid out a procedure

for selecting "transference schools” for each of the three years, a different
set being selected exch year. BAs a first step in the process, the total
faculty of each nominated school would vote on whether the school should be

included in the Transference Program. Schools consenting to participate in this
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way were then tc¢ be ranked by PSP and District administrators on the basis of

the following criteria:
- evi@ence of good community interest in the school:

evidence of prior utilization of resources available to schools;

i

willingness to consider moving toward@ an "open" philosophy of
education; '
duality of instructional and administrative staff; ang

- condition and design of the physical facility.

Once selected; school personnel were to participate in a one~year Infor-

matdon Phase designed to familiarize them with the PSP model and its implica-
After this- exposure, school staffs would then

tions for educational change.
vote on whether t© continue as pilot schools Or to withdraw from the program.

Those choosing to remain in the program were offered a two-year c¢ycle of acti-~
vities: the Implementation Phase included activities to facilitate actual
adoption of PSP-components, while the-firal year Continuation Phase emphasized

on-going support for implementing selected concepts and practices in the indi-

vidual schools. . . S
_s . -

Transference activities. -A major decision was macde at the outset which

substantially affécteé the character and effectiveness of the Transference _
'.frogrém. ‘It was determiﬁeé that .the Trqnsference Program would restrict itself

to aspects of PSP .that could be replicated with little or no direct financial )
cost to the District or the transfefence schools. Very small am?unts'of Federal

and local funds were allocated for direct support to transference schools

implementing. PSP concepts-or practices. (The total amount of PSP funds spent

for the trahsferenge component was 5243,500, or 3.9% of the total $6.2 miliioﬁ

granted to the District by the Federal govermment. Those funds were spent pri-

marily on substitute'teachers'-pay, stipends: materials, and eguipment.)

Consequently, the Transference Program's emphasis was corfined to the

demong;ration and replication of the folléwing ten "low cost" concepts or

practi;és\from the PSP, ' .
_ y e
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Figure 1}

COMPONENTS OF PSP INCLUDED IN THE TRANSFERENCE PROGRAM

Instructional Improvement Committee: A committee composed of the princi-

pal, the learning community coordinators and sometimes other key persons
in the scheol which meets on a regular basis to make decisions regarding
instructional matters related to more than one learning community.

Team planning: Two or more teachers meet regularly to share ideas and
jointly plan a learning program for students.

Learning communities: Learning environments where two or more teachers
share the responsibility of planning and implementing the learning pro-
gram of individualized instruction.

Facility/furniture/space redeployment: Chaﬁging the phyvsical qualities
of the learning enviromment in order to facilitate a program of indivi-
dualized instruction.

Learning modes: A set of four ways of grouping students for instruction
to facilitate their achievement of learning objectives: a) a large group
for presentation of material, b} small group for disdussion or to teach
a specific skill, ¢) one-to-one (student-to-student, student-to-parapro-
fessional, student-to-teacher, student-to-volunteer) used primarily for
follow-up instruction or for student research, and 4) independent work.

Learning centers: De51gnated resource areas 1ntended for the enrichment
or extension of | prev1ously introduced concepts which are organized around
a specified objective and contain materxals and/or equipment which Stu-
dents can use independently. -

'Learning cytles: A four-step process which helos teachers move students

through the learnlng program in a way that considers every individual.
The four steps include; a) establishing specific learning objectives, b)
pre-assessing to determine objectives already mastered., ¢) providing a

' variety of activities to .achieve the objectives, and d) post-assessing to

determine. the amount of learning which took place.

Success orientation practices: Capitalizing on student strengths,
offering students, opportunities that ensure progress rather than continual

. failure, helping students assume responsibility for their own beha&ior and

learning, emphasis on human development and positive self-concept for
students and teachers.

Student involvement: Giving students opportunities in keeping with dheir
ability and maturity: a) to be involved in determining their learning
objectives and learning activities, and b) to influence, when approprlate,
decisions regarding the operation of the school.

Community involvement: Keeping members of the community informed of and
actively involved in influenczng the oolicies and goals of the educational
system. -
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Those aspects of PSP not included in the Program (primarily because of cost fac—
tors} involved specialized roles: facilitator of operations: resource coordina—
tors, and paraprofessionals. Because of District Plans to develop local School
Advisofy Councils. the PSP séructure for the Educational Cooperatives Board was
also largely ignored.* The ten components. however, encompassed key features
of the PSP instructional environment including priorities for personalization/
individualization of instruction and for participatory decision-making within
the schools.

-~

Implementation of Transference-Participation

Selection and voting. The process for selecting the ten schools to parti-

cipate in the initial yvear of transference activities deviated from the original
plan: schools which had responded to the District program for school impﬁovement
by producing strong plans were identified as participating pilot schools. The
first selection process. therfore, differed significantly from the voluntary
Process 1mp1émepted with the second and third pilot groups. This varia}isn

takes on additional meaning in light of the plan for on~going self-selection
which allowed participating schools to continue or withdraw after the Information
Phase. . )
During the three-year period. a total of 34 schools participated in the

one-year Information Phase. Of the 34 schools. 22 decided by majority vote to

engage in succeeding phases of the Program. Table T-2 displays the phases and
numbers of schools involved from the spring of Year 2 through the end nf PSP

Year 5.

*Recall, however, the Superintendent's statement that the BOC model was infliu-
ential in designing the structure of the network of Councils, with local
citizen groups sending representatives to an area level council.

&
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Figure 12

PHASES OF THE PSP TRLNSFERENCE PROCESS AND NUMBERS
OF SCHOOLS INVOLVED THRQUGH PSP YEAR &

v

Fy '74 FY '75 FY '76 Fy '77

Phase Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 _
-

Selection Group Group Group

I (10) II (12) IIT (12) -
Information —-— Group Group Group

I (10) II {12) IIT (12)
Implementation - - Group Group
I {5) II {4)

Continuation -— - - - Group

' I (5)

The ten schools mandated to. participate as the first pilot schools
included eight elementary schools, a middie School, and a high school. At the
end of the Information Phase, five elementary schools voted to continue th{Pugh
the next two phases. In Group II, four schools (three elementary and one middle)
from a tota; of twelve chose to continue. The twelve schools in Group II} had

just arrived at the decision point at the termination of PSP.

A Level IT qvaluat;on sub~study, The Process and Effects of Transference

{Kaplan, 1975) drew on Diétqiéé documents and field interviews to detail com~
plexities of the'prqcess'of identifying aﬁdtseiécting pilot schools‘as well as
to prgbe some of the conditions influencing decisions not to continue. Despite
the potenéial for negative effects from mandating participation for the first
pilot group, teaqhers.in 16 schools npminaéed for Group I1f voted overwhelmingly
after an introductory seminar to take part in.the Information Phase and‘twe%ve‘
were then designated as piloﬁ_schools. The array of factoxrs influencing con-—
tinuation decisions can be illustrated by situations pertinent to Group I

pilot schdols. Faculty of one elementary school., for example, wanted to,barti-‘

cipate, but set some conditions (such as in~school rather than after-school
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planning time) which could not be met. The transference high school faculty
also voted to continue participation, but the school was dropved from formal
involvement by a deciSion of Transference administrators in favor of a more

direct and informal relationship with Greer High school focused on the faculty-
. <,

advisor role. ~
FINDING AND JUDGMENT: Of the 34 schools involved in the TransFference
Program. 22 could have completed two or three Years of the Program by
pSp Year 5. Of these. 12 discontinued after the {nformation Yga{.
Multiple factors influenced the decisions and we judge that no simple
conclusions can be drawn from mere enumeration of schools following
through the total Transference PIocess. -

Activities and activity participation. BApproximately fifty diverse

activities, adapted to distinct phases of transference, were designed for pilot
school personnel--some appropriate to specific role groups such as principals

or Learning'Community Coordinators, others open to all school staff.

LY

The yeér—long Information Phase included exposure to the overall PSP con-

cept and an introduction to the rande of associated activities through a

variety of experiences:

- orientation workshops . e

- "Student for a Day" experiences (exposing participantS‘ﬁa-four
s {earning wodes)

- yisitations to PSP schools for pllot faculty and students
- meetings with the Board of Cooperatives

- one-to-one interaqtioné with PSP teachers

A "Depth of Understanding“ scale provided a pre- and post;activity measure of
part;c;pants‘ grasp of the concept and its components.

The second year Continuation Fhase offered more focused experiences:

- workshops (designated by PSP) on Learning Community and Coordinator
Role; "We Agree" experiences: Instructional Improvement Committee;
Home-school Communications, MainStreamings and Open Classroom Designs.

- university course on Comprehensive Change
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- in-service progrém on the teacher—advisor role

~ visitations to PSP schools focused on learning commun1t1es and |
planning periods $ . .

- on-site consultation at the gpilot ‘schools (100 days) by resource
coordinators and other personnél., . - . .

At the end of the year. pilot‘school personnel 1dentif1ed‘their speclflc in-
service needs for the following year. . et v I

- .
b‘ ’. "
= * - . + +
LA o o . !
- r

Activities for the, Implementatlon Phase conblnuea 1n a,51m11ar _pattern,

but with more. emphasis on partlcipant identlclcation of needs“. T -

- .

~ workshops on Team Planning;. Multl—age Groups, Community Involvement ,
related to Multi-age -Grouping, etc ;

-

- visitations to PSP schools ' > ’ . . - .,

- on-site:consultations at pilot schools Cee LY. T Coe
IS _ [+ -
In addltlon, the, PSP Summer Demonstrathn School {Year?h) offered an opportunaty

L4

for elementary and mlddle school personnel to engage in practicum experiences

. . '
1 * ~ ~

related to PSP. y ‘ T - _ .

, - .o . . ) L. "
FINDING: The Ievel of_particiﬁatIOn In transference activities by
personnel in pilet swhools did not appear. to be associated with
decisions to.continue or not to continue in the Transference Program.

- -
.- R *

The Transference sub-study drew on information from two surveys of parti-
cipants from pilot schoole {Years 4 and 5) as well as one-to-one and group

interviews. Self-reports by participants indicated that four activities

attracted the highest percentage of pilot school participanté: PSP visitations.

on-site consultations/presentations; orientation sessionsi and "Student for a

Day" wofkshops. ?urthermore: activities which'offeged the most direct exposure

to PSP operations {visitations to PSP schools and "Student for a Day" workshops)

and "We Agree" workshops‘emphasiz{ng participatory decision-making received
strongest ratings as ''most worthwhile" kSection IV, po. 4?—79); -Analyses com-
paring schools moving to the Continuation Phase with those withdraﬁing from the
Transference Program, however, found very little difference petween the g;oups‘
of schools in termg of degree of participation in acticitiee {Table 4.3, p; B8}

-

During the Information Phase activities., the ten concepts or p}actices of

4
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psp identified as part of the Transference Program were introduced or demon-
strated to pilot school personnel.
FINDING: In Year 4, participants reported that sgven of the ten con-
cepts/practices were already in use by at least 40% of the staff in.

the 13 schools which did not elect to continue after their first year
in the Transference Program. =

In other words, the "new" concepts or methods were asserted by pilot school

staft co alrg?dy be in place, prios to their involvement in the Transference

.Program. Votes to continue or withdraw from the program, therefore, seemed to

reflect not simply a résponse to the substance of the PSP innovation, but to

the appropriateness of participation in such a Program for particular schools.

JUDSMENT: Twy of the greatest weaknesses of the experiment were (1)
the neglect to ascertain which acdtivities and concepts were, in fact,
already under way in the proposed transference schools and classrooms
prior to their inclusion; and (2) the failure to assess participating
school staffs’ perceptions of specific needs for PSP and other inno-

vations prior to the PSP, the Transference Program's initiation, or both. .

Adoption/Adaptation

By the end of PSP Year 5, five schools had completed the Continuation
Phase (the full three-year cycle of Transference) and four had completed the
Imélementation Phase (two of the three years of the Program).' In Year 5 these
staff and staff in schools that had voted tc discontinue were surv.yed con-
Eerning whether the ten concepts/practices (noted in Figure 10, above) were in
u;e'in their schools and, if so, to wha: extent their use was attriputeé'to
the Transference Prégram. The comparative responses are instructive (expressed
as percéentages éf responding teachers).

Levels of use of half of the practices were Nigh across all groups of
schools, with the Discontinuing group having the silightly léwer percents in

each case:

learning Centers (94%-99%) Community Involvement (83%-89%)
Success Orientation  (94%~97%) Student Involvement {75%-81%)
Learning Modes {85%-95%)

Levels of use of the remaining five p}actices were distinotly higher in the

groupé completing the twn- and three-year cycle as compared with those
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discontinuing arter the first year. (Percents of 3-year first, 2-year second,

discontinning third)

- . Learning Cycle ' {84%~79%~70%)
Facilivy Redeployment  (88%-89%-61%)
1IC . {92%-632~28%)
Team Planning {79%-82%-37%)
Learning Community (59%-762-28%)

To what extent was the Transference Program the impetus for these practices?

FINDINGS:
- By the end of PSP Year 5, there were five practices which a third or

1‘ . more of the staff of Continuation (final) Phase schools said were

"in use as a result of" the Transference Program. They were:* (a)
Creation of an Instructional Improvement Committee (74% + 16%): (b)
Learning Communities (43% + 14%); Facilities Redeployment (32% + 41%);
Team Planning (32% + 41%): Learning flodes (32% +‘66$)h

-, Staff of schoo.ls‘in the Implementation (second) Phase reported
relatively high levels (from 30% to 65%) of each of the ten practices
as “already in use but strengthened by Transference”.

The extent of prior use of practices (particularly assoclated with indivi-
dualization of instruction), however. confounds efforts to assess the impact of
the.Trénsference-Program. Year 5 survey data from 229 varticipants suggest some

varlations across schools in terms of prior experlence:

- Instructional Improvement Committee: 74% of respondents from the

five Continuation Phaee~3choola reported that IIC's were in use_due
to the Transference Program, while 72% of respondents from schools
withdrawing from the Transference Program reported IIC's were not in
use, {56% of respondents from Group II schools indicated IIC's were
o

already in use. ) K]

ﬁf;”
- Individualizatlon of Instruction {(Learning Cycle, Success Orientation.

Learning Centers): Aan overwhelming majocity (from 56% to 95%) of
respondents from all . schools--both thogse continuing in the Trans-
ference Program and these who withdrew from lt--indicated that these
practices were already in use prior to transference. Those who
stayed in were more likely to say that the practicas were "ft;eng—

thened by transference" than those who discontinued.

*Pirst % is the % saying "in use as a result of"; second % is the % saying
"in use strengthened by" the Transference Program.
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= Team Planning, Learning Community.-XIC: A majority of respondents

from schools continuing in Transference veported these activities in

use, while a large majority of participants from schools who with-
drew {63% to 72%) reported the activities were not in use.
JUDGMENT: Personnel in schools which voted to withdraw from the
Transference Program were already engaged in practices associated with

the individualization of instruction and they apparently found little
incentive to take on additional practices related to team planning.

learning communities, and instructional Improvement committees.?

The importance of attitudes towards participatory decision-making is re-
inforced by an analysis of Year 4 data on teacher role in decision-making.
) ) ;
FINDING: Staffs In schonls electing to contin%e in the Transference
Program saw teachers as having more influence (Shﬁ felt they should

have more influence} in decision-making thah staffs of those schouvls
electing not to continwe in the Transference Program. [CCQ, 1976, .

Table 6.9, Kaplan, p. 102}

In addition, however, it is clear that the activities for the individuali-
zatyon of instruction in non-PSP schools influenced responses to the Transference
Program. Year 4 interview data, for example, indicated that a number of non-pPsSp
personnsl viewed PSP jdeas and products as merely new variations on an old

theme {p. 87).

Surveys and interviews in Years 4 -and 5 yielded additional information on

a range of factors perceived to influence the adoption of PSP concepts and

practices,

*Note that diagnostic-prescriptive individualization, which District program
adoptions reflected., is compatible with traditional self-contained classroom

: teaching and enviromments.

204 23I




—

L

-

A

FINDINGS:

- The demographic characteristicé of the school staff, the school's
location in the County, and the size of the pupil enrollment and
staff appeared not to influence adoption.

= Pactors identified by Transference teachers and principals as
influencing adoption were: ] :
- perceived appropriateness of training and materials
- expectation of positive:consequences for pupils
- teacher commitment .
- social climate of the school, including the support of the
school principal -
- perveived staff role in decison-making
- anticipated support or help that would be available in early
stages

In addition, school staffs noted that shifting school populations (staff

and students) inhibited the implementation of PSp concepts--the larger ‘and
more frequent the turnover in a school, the more difficult it was to implement
the PSP approach to education.

‘ These local site factors, however, were in turn influenced by features of
the design and implementation of the Transference Program and conditions in the

Greenville County School District.

PSP and the Design for Transference

Kaplan (1978) puints to differences between the approach to innovating
used in the development of PSP and the one incorporated in the Transference

design.

Differences in Approach

"One of the intriguing questions. raised by the Transference Program
as it was introduced in this experimental program is why it chose to
* ‘proceed in so different a fashion from the mode established for the
basic innovation itself. When the school district planned the PSP in
order to submit a proposal to the federal governmerit, it involved a wide
number of district and office staff. It engaged the community and

* «.  school officials in activities related to needs assessments and estab-

lishing priorities. It solicited planning funds and time to prepare the
project's design and strategies, and developed its own eva!uat19nq1‘
criteria and methodology (Level I). None of these types of activities
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or procedures were followed with the schools participating in the Trans-
ference Program. Nor was evidence of the use of an approach of the type
followed by The League of Cooperating Schools for the Study of Fduca-

* tional Change and School Improvement (SECSI).* 1In this approach per-

sonnel from cooperating schools were encouraged to interact, socialize
and develop mutua) support ‘linkages. Although this (I/D/E/A) program
was Known to the district’'s ‘PSP planners, the model does not appear to .
have been considered. Rather than allow participating schools to examine
their own particular programs and perceived needs for innovation, or to
engage the community on a broad scale, or to establish interchange
between the participating schools for purposes of reinforcement and
mutual support, the Transference Program was based more on a "smorgas-
bord" approach; i.e., the potential schools for PSP Transference were,
in a sense, systematically paraded past the PSP experiment; if these
schools felt they would like to "try” some of the innovations on display

then it was appropriate for them to select these accordingly {within’
specified 1imits). :

% Sti11 other differences were introduced by the Transference Program
which distinguished it markedly from the PSP innovation. First, the
staffs of schools in the Transference Program were permitted two separate
votes on participation. However, PSP faculties had no say over their
involvement once the district made the decision %o submit its proposa)
and designated the given cluster of schools as the experimental group
{although staff members were allowed to transfer to other schools in the
district without loss of pay or status, if they so chose). Second, the
Transference schools were provided three years to familiarize and
prepare themselves for full entry into the program (the PSP schools had
to play "catch up" almost from the start of the project). Third, schools
could participate on an individual basis in the Transference Progran
whereas the PSP schools were conceived of as an integrated K-12, compre-

hensive program with all schools located in.a given locality and having
a common community base. :

“Thus, there were numerous differences in the manner in which schools,
individuatly and collectively, were treated depending on whether they
were PSP or Transference schools."  [Kaplan, 1978, pp. 134-133]

N

*The Institute for Development of Educational Activities (I/D/E/B); see Mary M.
Bentzen, Changing Schools: The Magic Feather Principle (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company: 1974).
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FINDING: The variations between PSP and the Transference Program
approach to innovation indicate that during the last three Years of
the Project, PSP was engaged in two conceptually separate and distinct
lines of activity: one a developmental effort within eight PSP schools;
the other an implementation effort to install selected components of a
model program in other district schools, using a systematic staff

development strategy. .

The duality in approach yas reflected in the dual role assigned to the
first Coordinator of Transference. 1In Year 3, a staff member was transferred
from County administrative offices to PSP to (a) coordinate the task of pre-

paring the Continuation Application and (b) to become the first Coordinator of

Transference. The design of Trapsference was heavily influenced by the person

who became Year 4 Coordinator of Staff Development, and who in Year 5 took over

as Coordinator of Transference. The design had much to commend it as a staff

development model, but was conceptually weak in taking into account the addi-
tional variables which affect the installation of innovation. The strategy was
designed by PSP and, although promotéd and endorsed »y the District Superin-

tendent (and NIE), it was perceived by many as being PSP's Program rather than
the District's Program. '

JUDGMENT: The assignment of responsibility for Transference to PSP
(rather than to the Greenville County School District) placed PSP
personnel in a problematic situation and weakened the potential impact

of the Program on other schools.
More importantly, the absence of a strong conceptual framework (as con-
trasted with a good st.ff development model), resulted in ambiguities in pur-

pose and failure to take into account many potentially negative influences.

Defining "success". PSP staff and the Transference Coordinators were

ingistent on having "success" of their activities judged primarily on two con-

(a) Did the "depth of understanding" concerning a2 given PSP

siderations:
component imprcve among staff berticipating in the given Transference activity

in which it was beinJ prasented? and (b) Was the Transference Program, ag pro-

posed in the Continuation Application, adhered to? Others in the District and
BIZ was

the Federal agency ‘undoubtedly held different views of "success".
interested not only in congruence of the implemented Program with the activities

224




specified in the Continuation Application (Did they do what they said they would
do?) but in effecté,including: {(a} relative numbers of staff participating in

activities, (b) duration of a school's involvement in the Program (since parti-

cipatior was voluntary), and ultimately (c) the degree of adoption/adaptation of

PSP concepts/practices in non-PSP schools.

Thus there was a disjunction between what PSP personﬁel felt they could
be accountable for and the expectations of non-pSp Parties. PSP, in essence.,
was prepared to implement a staff development model (see Ch. 4) assuring sound
qnderstanding of n;w practices through presentations and opportunity to explore
éhem: opportunities to observe pracfices ir a real-life setting; opportunities
to practice the new behaviors in one's own setting with resource people (PSP}
to call upon for assistance and feedback. While all of that is conducive to
change in educational practice, it falls in the category of."necessary but not
sufficient". The conceptualization fell short of taking other variables into
account. Thus Kaplan (p. 134) concluded that none of the above possible
definitions could be "treated singly or collectively, as an ultimate determinant
of 'success' because there were so many other simultaneous variables operating". :
there were constraints in data collection. and "throughout:. no consensus was

arrived at concerning a definition or set of criteria for 'success'" (p. 133).

Negative Influences. The absence of a strong conceptual framework and of

District assumption eof responsibility for implementation resulted in a program

design which failed to take into account many potentially negative influences:

¢ Hostility to PSP: Non-PSP schools tended to resent the high level of funding

available to PSP schools and to set unrealistic expectations for changes within
PS. schools. The decision to encourage adoption of psp concepts and practices

in other schools without significant funding--and the mandated participation of
the first pilot group--further increased the resentment. In making efforts to
overcome such hostilities by "soft sell" presentation of PSP as developmental

and not a parégon of enlightened practice, the Transference Program was attemp-
ting to do two incompatible things: to successfully demonstrate the virtues of

the new program and to down-play its achievements (e.g., "We may be doing some
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things differently but that doesn 't mean we have all the answers.")

Jnor-recipient relationship: The PSP transference process was developed pri-

marily by the PSP {donor) staff gor the Continuation Application to NIE. ' Prans-

feience schools {recipients) were expecteé to participate in activities as they .-
were designed, scheduled: and conducted by{thg PSP group and they had little to
say about the ovérall design or specific activities. Although the PSP staff

was sympathe&ic to specific requests for programs or rescheduling, the entire
probess and the reservoir of activities were donor cdesigped and controlled:

the recipients were zast as passive consumers; to be sefviced but not consulted.?*
Not only did this type of relationship place the two groups in a formal and
somewhat avkward relationship for positive collaboration and mutually supportive
partnership. it also resulted in a sameness throughout: with each of the Trans-
ference schools tending to be treated in a like manner despite the PSP espoused

philbsophy of individualization.

Absence of incentives: A significant change in staff behavior or in school

operation reguires some persuasive conditions or reasons for their occurrence. -
{E.g., formal mandate, improvements in pupil performance., salary or oromotion.).
The Transference design did not appear to provide any noticeable motive for
administrations, staff or the PSP transference staff to have schools adopt the
innovations. The potential rewards for attempting{%hé changes were scant and
the risks of failure or criticism from peers or community were always a heavy

factor. PSP Transference staff held the position that they should be judged

*Note the disjunction between good intentions and perceived relationships. PSP
designers, based upon what they had learned from experience, wanted to assure
that “"needs” of the comprehensive program were not held hostage to an ill-
assorted package of activities derived from what others said they needed. The
intent was to provide a solid holistic base of interacting components aqd then
phase in a "tell us what you want" approach--which was done with those who
elected to stay in the .Program through the Continuation Phase.
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only on_theif ability to successfully communicate or convey the new ideas. Thus

they completed the activit! 2s specified in their proposal/plan with a high

‘degree of efficiehcy: but with a high degree of "sameness" over the three-year

period: - \ ’ . ‘ )

Limited involvement of parents and students: Although some parents and pupils

had nominal inGblvement in transference ;ctivities, the activities faileé to
reach significant numbers of :these two groups or to involve them in any real
séqse in final decisions concerning adoption of the PSP innovation. The merely
routine fulfillment of participatory processes as written in the Plan meant that
major influence and support. for change appears to have been limited to the cus-
tomary educational/insti;utional personnel rather than to hawe reached to a

broader base (as in the original design of PSP).

Budgets ‘and Credibility

An addition§1 set of factors associated with budgets and credibility
affected the climate and conditions for sharing the PSP innovation in the

District.

Tﬁe Digtrict {via the Sﬁperinténdent) experienced some early disillusion-
ment because Federal contracting and budgeting arrangements departed from
original expectations. And, within the District, persomnel in P3P and other
schools experienced disillusionment over prospects for District support of

innovation. given changes in the financial situation. Credibility was ca%led

into guestion in both cases.

Interviewed in Year 4, the District Superintendent expressed the view
that shifts in Pederal contracting and budgeting arrangements inhibited District

freedom to "spread the word" in their own style and as quickly ag they would

have liked. Initially, contractual and bu@getary arrangements seemed innovative

and flexible., but shifts in the Federxal climate tightened them:
...A11 of a sudden they said: You must fit tHe old system. We

might have been further along with transference--had cther
schools engaged ir transference activities: but they had to have
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a written proposal and approval. We would have done much more
inservice training of total District staff. The original goal
was to have PSP as a pilot project for Greenville County and.
then for South Carolina and the nation. We needed more freedom
to do that, in budgeting and spending. We have had very little
effect on the State. And not as much on the District as we
could have if I could have organized-workshops of teachers and
administrators... (District Superintendent, 12-76]

NIE, for its part, expected the District to phase in increasing support
for continuing and spreading innovation as Federal Support was being phased out.
District intentions to "pick up some of the tab" (e.g., raraprofessional costs,
facilitators, etc.) might have been fulfilled if the financial climate had heen
as comfortable as expected. But midway during PSP, the District experienced
financial difficulties due to defeat of the school budget by the public and
subsequent hotly contested or tightly drawn budgets. This turn of events
raised questions about the future of PSP after the fifth year when Federal

- funds would be terminated and the nature of District support at that time.

Uncertainty, pessimism, and questions of credibility colored the District con-
text during the last two years of the Project and had direct impact on the

Transference Program.

It was felt at Superintendent level that strong pressure could not be
exerted to promote the educational improvement program in the absence of some
financial support incentives to the schools. Be that as it may, the nature of
the commitment to PSP and to Transference at District and area levels appeared
to be either weak or vague. Although there was no direct evidence of opposition,
there was likewise no direct evidence of supportiveness. Aside from partici—'
pation in the process of selecting Transference schools, District personnel
seemed to have plaved insignificant roles in most Tr;nsference activities.
There appeared to he a transition from some assurance at the start of the
Project to ambivalence during its middle years, to guarded pessimism at its
conclusion. And it was in this climate that the Transference Program was

largely impiemented.

JUDGMENT: Viewed as a staff development model., the Transference, Pro-
gram can be rated more highly than when viewed as a strategy for dif-
fusing innovation. Given the constraints internal to the Transference
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design and external to it (in the District), it is remarkable that it
accomplished what it did!? ’ '

i

D. CLOSING THE BOOKSS

Intentions

In‘1971 when school officials of the Schéol District of Greenville County
began planning and negotiating with Federal officials, the intent was to achieve
"planned, systematic improvement in the educational system in a comprehensive
fashiog“. The Greer area, désignated as the Piedmont Schﬁblg.Project, was
thought of as a pilot area for more widespread change, ultimately touching the
90 o} so.schools in the large County District. 1Initial intentions and expecta-
tions were that the District would assume more and more responsibility for sup-
poréing Project positions s0 that "at the end of the five years the whole Disg-
trict would be more like PSP". [Superintendent, Year 4, 6-76]

The Continuation Application of Year 3 contained a staffing profile

charting the intended transgition of positions through Years 4, 5, and 6 from

the PSR budget to the County budget. Although gsome Project-gspecific roles and
secretarial/bookkeeping positions were deleted, key staff were to Le transferred
to District positions and some paraprofessional positions were to be absorbed

in the teacher allocation budget.

A plan, then, was in place to ensure a smooth transition from Project

status to operation in the mainstream of the Greenville County School District.

Contextual Supports for Sustaining PSP Concepts

FINDING: As PSP moved through its five-year cycle. the Board of Trus-
tees of Greenville County School District took some initiatives to
generate changes in District education consonant with PSP commitments
to individualization of instruction, community participation, and
school improvement.

As we noted in Chapter One, the District had a history of innovating prior
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to PSP, but the innovations were piecemeal in nature and did not pervade the
system. During PSP, the District moved towérds a more gomprehensive approach.
During PSP Year 2, the Board of Trustees adopted 16 goals to serve as the basis
for comprehensive educational improvement in the District. Under this plan.,
every school was to design and/or implement programs td better meet the needs
of individual schoo}s as well as District commitments. The\Piedmont Schools
Project was to play a vital role in this overall edugational renewal. As we
noted above, one third of the District's schools were to become directly
invelved in the formal Transference Program. Other schools were to sub.iit pro-
posals for school improvement and to develor in-service plans for improving
staff competencies and instructional outcomes. PSP staff were to be involved in
reviewing the proposals. tg assure comprehensive rather than piecemeal improve-
ment strategies; and they were to serve as resource consultants in the deve op~

ment of the related in-service plans.

The Board also exerted initiatives which reinforced PSP emphasis on com-
munity participation by reorganizing an existing district-level Advisory Com-
mittee structure. The new plan (which, according to the Superintendent had been
suggested by the PSP cooperatives structure} called for a citizen's cooperative
at each school by Fall of Year 5, as the base of a system of advisory councils
at school, area, and district levels. These initiatives represented District‘
priorities consonant with the goals and objectives of PSP and they suggested an
environment supportive of continuation of PSP concepts and practices after the

termination ©of the Project.

Contextual Constraints on PSP-style Opeaations

Several developments in Greenville and in the larger society. however,
introduced negative influencés on the District stance vis-h-vis the Piedmont
Schools Project and educational improvement strategies. first, inflationary
pressures experienced nationally hit Greenville County particularly hard.
Economic pressures precipitated public reaction against increase in the costs
of publie schools. For a school district without fiscal autonomy. the defeat
of a 1975 referendum to increase the millage had serious repercussions for the

school budget. During Years 3 and 4 of the PSP, annual cutbacks in the
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Greenville County School budget of approximately $2 million dollars each year

Ain a'$50 million dollar County budget) forced elimination of 220 positions in

the two-year period. The Superinténdent, therefore, was faced with the task of

reducing existing operations rather than developing new programs. He spoke thus

" of the impact on the planned role of pgp in Transference and the withdrawal from

early commitments:

kY

I don't know that we at the District level can hold a gun to them
in terms of expectations when we' are not able to supply their
needs in the classrooms. 8o I think it is going to be more now a
matter of trying to hold on and not expect as much from Trans-
ference as once we might have.... There is a great dzal of re-
trenchment now. A backing away from additional positions. etec...
I don't think the citizens of this School District realize, and
the citizens of Greer., that in a way this is a violation of the
trust and arrangement that had been accepted, that now it is time
for us .to do our part. I think that this was a moral commitment
on our part... [Superintendent, Year 4, 6-76]

School personnel proposed geveral interpretations of the negative vote on
the bond issue, especially in the Greer area where the referendum had suffered
one of its strongest defeats: satisfaction with the schools and the extra Pro-
ject money in Greer reducing the sense of need for taxes to support the total
system; dissatisfaction with the schoolsr or a simple selfish refusal to raise
taxes. Neither the Superintendent .nor the local personnel thought that dis-
satisfaction with the schools was a reason for the Greer vote. One PSP adminis-
trator noted:

I believe it was because we had so much money here that they
didn't vote “yes" on the referendum.... It was not a vote
against education.... The people I talked with were saying:
"We just don't have the money and our schools are doing pretty
well.... People are having tooc many problems with taxes and

we'’re locked into a situation where we have to get thelr vote.
{PSP administrator, 12-76}

Interviewed in Spring of Year 4, the Superintendent conveyed hié feeling
that the monetary constraints would be temporary: "I don't think the money
squeeze is going to be here too long.... Maybe even before the Project is over
things will be better." and he spoke of cutbacks in administrative structure as

"more of an emergency measure." This view turned ocut to be over-optimistic.
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- number one agenda today" and the PSP DirectQr noted:

The fiscal pressures were accompanied by political tensions apparent at
the beginning of Year 5 when the Board of Trustees shifted from a nine-member
to a twelve-member structure. Election of the new Board took place just bhefore
PSP Year 5 at a time when District administration felt there was insufficient
time for candidates to get out and meét‘parents and teachers in each area.
Coalitions representing the Pfoperty Owners' Association and an opposing
Citizens for Greenville group assembled slates of candidates. The August 1976
election introduced seven new members tO the Board. with the newcomers moéang
into chairperson and vice-chairperson roles. Leadership positions. therefore.
were held by those without previous direct involvement in PSP, and the Board
itself freely accepted the label "conservative". (When four school boards from
across the country--two "liberal and two "conservative"--were asked to speak
at a National Urban/Suburban Conference in Spring 1977 on the topic "What Shall
We Expect From Our Schools?", the Board of Trustees agreed to represent the

"conservative" view.)

Finally., during the life of PSP, growing national concern about declining
SAT scores and other indicators of poor academic performance of students
generated increased attention to "basic skills"--generally interpreted as
reading and math competencies measured by norm-referenced testing. In Year S

interviews.: the Superintendent of Schools identified "basic skills" as "the

K

What happens in the next couple of years will have a lot to do
with the leadership provided because we are getting pressure
for "back to the basiecs". The problem will be to share infor-
mation with the public that lets them understand that basics
can be taught effectively “«in an organizational structure and
atmosphere of openness as well as, if not better than, in
more traditional settings. [PSP Director, Year 5, 12-76}

In line with this, pgp adopted "Reinforeing the Basics Through Comprehengive
Change" as the thematic title for its three-day nation-wide educators' con-
ference in Year 5 {April 1977).
JUDGMENT: By the end of PSP, a variety of socio~economic and political
currents had transformed the educational environment of the Greenville

County School pistrict and shaped a context alien, if not hostile, to
the instructional priorities of PSP.
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Continuity of Operation

The plan for re-entry of the eight PSP schools to the mainstream of the
school system included both organizatiéhal‘adaptations and staffing changes.
Organizationally, the Greer schools were Qp-be incorporated with ten other
schools as one of the areas of the Distric% under the direction of an Assistant
Superintendent.. Because two of the ten schools had participatéd in the Trans-
ference Program and one was a vocational center which young people from High
School went to for part of the day, the enlarged 18-school area included only
seven schools without previous involvement with PSP. Although initialﬂplans
for the assignment of the Year 5 PSP Director to the position of Assistaﬂt
Superintendent of the.enlarged area had to be changed when the Director ass med
a position out of State, the inteﬁt and expectation was that the'new Area
Assistant Superintendent would be experienced in and committed to PSP policies

and practices.

During the final months of the Project, the PSP Director played an active
fole in building staff morale and orchestrhting the transition to Year 6 so
ghat a PSP-style operation would be in place when the appointment of the new
Area Assistant Superintendent was made. Through Federal funding for Special
Bducation, three psychologists, six spéech and hea»ing teachers, would be
assigned to the Area Cffice (as compared with one and two respectively before
that), and the Resource Coordinatoxy;was given responsibility for building the
area as a function;ng unit. (Recall that PSP work in mainstreaming and related
staff development ;as considered exemplary.) A teacher resource room was
established in the Area office building under the direction of a 5-year PSP
veteran. This would make available centrally to larger numbers of people
materials, ete. purchagsed by the Project and previously housed in PSP schools.
Special plans were also made for staff development during the summer for the
eight former PSP'SChOOlSr L{he two transference schools, and .he eight non-
transference schools that constituted the post-PSP area of the District. The
PSP Director, therefore, anticipated a strong pucleus of people well-oriented
to PSP and felt that the ground had been laid for PSP-style education to be
maintained and melded with the éther schools making up the new area. [Inter-
view with PSP Diréctorr Year 5, 6-~77]

v

¢




In a Year 4 interview;ﬂﬁistrict Superintendent of Schools pointed to two
additional organizational arrangements at the District level which he Jjudged
supportive of continuing and spreading PSP. One was the on-going attention to
staff development through the designation of Greenville as a pilot district for
the State, whereby teachers could receive in-se.vice training with college and
renewal credit. PSP school and areaz staff were to play an increasing role in -
Pistrict-wide staff development. A second development was the strengthening of
cvaluation capability at District level. The NDistrict invited the original
architect and director of the PSP ievel I evaluation team to advise the District
on how to organize this new Vventure.. "If we had not liked the traits of ILevel I,
we would not have invited him back: so I think the whole philosophy and concept
of district evaluation is a consequence of what they have been doing fin PSP]."

(Suﬁerintendentr Year 4, 6-76}.*

"Aﬂ examination of the continuity of personnel experienced in PSP reveals
several distinctive patterns. Severaltfpecific shifts of staff were arranged
for the time of Project termination. FPor example. the Program Manager of
School ¢ who had developed strong skills and.reputation in staff development
moved to staff development work at pistrict lgvél. The persgghappointed to
School € leadership in his place was a former PSP resource é;or&inator judged
to have the ability to continue the development of PSP-style education in the
school. ©One of the former facilitators of operations (positions which were not
maintained after PSP) was assigned as Assistant to the new Area Superintendent.
A teacher from School A who had done a lot of staff development and demonstra-
tion school work was to become Aréa Resource Consultant (equivalent to staff

development coordinator).

*The process and effects of internal evaluation in PSP was a focus of study,
which is not dealt with substantially in this document. During Project Year 5
the evaluation staff became increasingly involved ..n District work, while con-
tinuing to work with PSP. While the intent was a broad philosophy and approach
to svaluation, in fact the evaluation director felt he spent an inordinate .
amount of time and energy assuring the processing of District test data:

Whether some balancing of activity occurred subsequently is not known.
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Finally. some positions integral to PSP school operation during the five
Project years were deleted: in particular, the buadget provision for Year 6
contained no provision for the extra paraprofessionals who had served as
instructional aides and as instructors for the elementary Related Arts program.
While schools continued to be eligible for aldes on other grounds (ESEA-Titla I,
for example), the process and the substance of the curriculum seemed likely to
be affected--because the presence of these paraprofessionals had facilitated
multiple small groupings for individualization of instruction., had given
teachers released time for team planning., and had provided quality instruction
in the elementary Related Arts Pro9ram., integrated with the overall school cur-

‘riculum,

For personnel at school building level, Year 5 was a year of siience 1rom
the District about arrangéhem ~ for continuation. Program managers had hoped,
fqr example, to negotiate an arrangement whereby two Related Arts paraprofes-
sionals could be hired through reallocation of teacher funds. When budgets
prepared by District admini§tration and presented to the Board of Trustees in
the spring of Year 5 failed to include provision for paraprofessionals. PTAs at
individual schools and the PSP Cooperative wrote letters "through channels"

supporting school positions--to no avail.
JUDGMENT: In the absence of direct participation of the rank and file
PSP personnel in District planning for the post-PSP era, the failure
to continue the role of paraprofessionals, and to examine the Related
Arts Program, etc. were interpreted as a signal of weak commitment to
PSP at District level.

Continuity of Commitment

Although persons at upper organizatiocnal levels could point to a variety
of organizational and personnel arrangements designed to sustain PSP, by and
large: District decisions about continuation appear to have been made without
significant input from or consultation with psp personnel. Conversely,
although a team of psp program managders and other 9roups worked on arrangements
for continuation. they apparently developed no systematic strategy to influence
the decision-making process at District level. The PSP Director, for example.

suggested twice to the Superintendent that the seven new members of the Bouard

218

235




I

of Trustees participate in an orientation to PSP through a special "Studant
for a Day" workshop. When no action was taken on the suggestion., the matter

was dropped.

In the period hefore the 1976 Board elections, the District Superintendent
expressed displeasure because "groups of principals and teachers are meeting
with individual Board members", a short-circuiting of "proper channels" that
"can produce chaos". Rather, he felt, "staff ought to move all their concerns
and suggestions through the channels" {Supt., 6-76}. PSP personnel felt that
they did work through “the proper channels" in Year 5, but there was a per-
vasive fezling that the District was not responsive. The PSP Year 5 ector
made special effort to he open in sharing with staff "whatever 1 know about
what's going on” and he averred: ) J//“”

I totally feel that they {program managers., etc.] got enough

oppartunities for input. I think they feel they had that

. opportunity up to my level-~positively! They know it was

transmitted by me to the District level. I'm not certain

they have positive feelings past that. (PSP Dir., 6-77]
The feelings expressed by staff were indeed not positive as far as relations
with the District were concerned. People did not feel that District personnel
had involved them in decisions, that "anybody over there" really cared enough

to come look see or to discuss the situation face to face.

The information and communication vacuum created a climate of disappoint-
ment and frustration among PSP personnel during the last months of the Project.
In Year 5 interviews, several program managers reported their own dismay and
that of their staffs. Referring to the issue of Related Arts and interdis-

ciplinary experiences. one program manager ohserved:

We were granted a lot of money to do this and we could easily
have transferred it. why didn't somebody from the District
come over and sS2y: "Look! Here is a Related Arts program that
is guod. They have trained these people and they are doing a
good job. Test scores {in these areas] are higher. Let's try
it." They had to hire four professional people, and if we look
at four people costing about $48,000, they could have kept the
gix or nine Related Arts paraprofessionals here. (A PSP Program
* Manager, 6-77}
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Speaking more generally, the program manager of another elementary school

noted:

We are viewed as a separate part of the County. I'm resentful

of it because when we were getting funded, we had their rupport,

but now I think it is with pleasure that they say: "Now you can “
live 1like the rest of us." We can't even keep programs we want

that wouldn't cost any money because they just don't want us to

have thege things any more, periodl!...

Some f[at District level] have backgrounds in secondary education,

so they don't understand or accept these ideas. They think what

we are doing is a three~ring circus. The High School people

have some really good things now and they are really frustrated.

It breaks My heart to hear them say, "We've been courted and

promised everything and now they are just turning us away cold."”

I think others don't realize how much teacher time and effort

went into these five years. Six million dollars is a lot, but

it doesn't ber’n to touch how much this cost in teacher time and

effort. [A PSP Program Manager, 6-77]
Comments were evenly divided between Program-related aspects of PSP and those
that could be viewed as "hassle~related". The only program aspect attracting
a substa»tial number of elementary teacher comments was multi-aging:; 21% of
all elementary teachers (= 38% of those responding at all) commented, most
comments coming frcm teachers in one elementary school where nine teachers

‘ {of a faculty of 15) noted that they would like the system eliminated at the

level of grades 1 and 2; by inference they would retain it from grade 3 onward.
Smali percentages of Middle School teachers (less than 5%) identified aspects
such as reducing the size of clusters, the need for common textbooks, and open
education philosophy. Almost all the "hassle-related" comments pointed to
nhappiness with disruptions caused by visitors, paperwork, and evaluation--
assocriated with the Transference Program and the "fishbowl" aspects of working
in a major Federal project.

The negative expressions tended to focus on disillusionment because teachers
felt that the District had reneged on commitment and not bothered to communicate,
while at the same time managers conveyed that they would "make do" and remain
committed to PSP-style education.

You can crntinue what you want to continue. It might be harder

to get substitutes.... We've had five years of practice. There
should not be that much difference. This year there are two
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more children per teacher because of a cut-back in the number
of professionals we can hire. There's no serious lack of
learning going on. “fA Program Manager, 6-=77]

Teacher perspectives on "phasing out" were captured by a set of open-ended
questions included in the Year 5 end-of-Project survey. In response to the
question: “"What aspects, if any. of the PSP do you think you will miss most
next yeagg“ the following items were mentioned most often by elementary and

Middle School teachers {percentages mentioning the item in parentheses):

Elementary Teachers Middle School Teachers

~loss of instructional aides (73%) -loss of instructional aides/paras (54%)
~loss of related arts paras {60%) =loss of staff development

~loss of planning time {53%) {workshops, visits) (39%)

~loss of Related Arts program (19%) -loss of planning time (13%)

—reduced individualization { 7%)

~loss of resource coordinators { 6%)

A second question asked: "What aspects, if any, of PSP would ycu be happy to
see changed or eliminated next year?" There was onl%hone—sixth the number of
comments in response to this question ag to the first (30 compared with 180).

A third question asked: "Based upon your experience in the PSP,~if you had it

to do.over (that is, implement the various PSP-type innévations in education},
what would you recommend be done differently?" About one-third of elementary
and of Middle School teachers left the item blank or answered, "Nothing". Com-
ments offered reflected the same concerns as in question two--localized desire

to change multi-aging at primary level: and references to wishing to have smaller

learning communities and teams at Middle School (20%)

Responses were carefully completed and reflective. In general, they may
be interpreted as an indication of high satisfaction or low dissatisfaction
on the part of teachers as a group--and a potential bage for sustained commit-

ment to PSP approaches.

Interviews with High School personnel, however, revealed a range of per-
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spective and of affect. Desire to keep the components of innovation was strong;
but disillusionment with lack of District interest and help was at least as
strong during Year 5. One High School learning community coordinator communicated

extreme disenchantment:

We administered surveys to parents, and they said they were happy
with things as they are.’ We gave surveys to the students. and
they said they were happy. 2And we gave them to our teachers, and
they said they were happy. We might as well not have done it.
Here we are, blissfully planning for transition., and there's not
going to be any transition. I feel lqs down. We submitted recom—
mendations as a result of all these surveys. Do you know not a
single person from that office came over here to say. ‘'Hey, let's
put our heads together and see what we can do about this.®' No one
was Sympathetic. No one. And 1 feel we were completely abandoned
by Greenville County [School District].

I've told {the program manager] we're going to have at least twice

the dropout rate next year, ‘cause we can't offer the same options

to students that we have been. He doesn't think so. But ke

wasn't here before the start of the Project. He doesn't know

what this school was like. I do.... 2and you can't be anything

but honest with students. At least I can't operate any other way.

But here we are heading right back to semester long courses....

[High school Learning Community Coordinator, Year 5, 5~77)
The Program Manager, however: saw things guite differently: “Most everything
here will stay the same. We have been pushing individualization and will still

push that..."

Some of the complexities of initiating and sustaining a major innovation
are captured in a statement appended by a respondent to the Year S Teacher
Survey. The teacher had carefully and critically completed assessments and
was concerned that the Level IX evaluators understandwthat her critical check-
marks did not mean that she had a negative attitude to PSP. Her statement is
reproduced in full below (broken into segments to highlight the points),
because it speaks of the hard and dedicated effort. the humanistic approach.
and the kinds of understandings and difficulties associatéd with implementing
the new instructional enviromment. 2And, typical of many PSP teachers. the
writer conveys a balance between commitment to PSP approaches and the frus-

trations in implementing them.
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I'm critical but not negative

"thigs ig to convey to the Evaluation Team that in no way should
the checks made on thig survey reflect a negative attitude...

I agreed’ to and accepted PsP philosophy

"Pive years ago, 1 agreed to and accepted the PSP philosophy (a
flexible and individualized program). The program has allowed
students to chooge their participation according to interest
rather than "follow the gheep" routine...

The staff support has been fantastic

"... The supportive staff from PSP has been fantastic. Consultants
have moved into our classroome, working with teams and groups of
students, helping in areas which seemingly were weak...

The innovations were complex and demanding

%... The innovative changeg called for a new Xind of flexible
scheduling which - enabled interdepartmental planning, long
periods, short periods, research time, new courses and mini~
courges--regulting in diagnostic teaming. coordination of
“teaching ideas which eliminated duplication and permitted ug to
take the children from whece they were. Efforte are being made
desperately., by me personally, to make learning meaningful and
humanistiz...

I will strive hard to continue the creative, humapnistic approach

"

.++ It ig my desire, in the future {after project) to gtrive hard
to create a psychological climate, ag in the past five years, so
the children can be free to make .igtakes, free to be curious, feel

free to learn from their environment, from gtudents., from experience,
and from me...

There were problems of staff turnover, assignment., and training that
made life hard

"Unfortunately, this community and I..C.C. have experienced many
difficulties. For the past three years, gsix teachers have been
aggigned with little or no training prior from PSP gtaff develop-
ment. Workshops have helped, while here, but I have endured a
tolerance tegt while teachers learned with the children.

"I have never been asked to choose a teacher with whom I’'ve worked.

Many were aszigned for gsemesterz only--moving to other positions,
out into County and to other gtates.

"problems ag above (simple in nature} have left much to be desgired.
Therefore, consideration should be given to survey form checks...
But I'd never go back to a totally traditional classroom

"I would make some changes as indicated in questionnaire responses,
but basically I'd like the same program. Never back to a total
traditional clagssroomi”
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JUDGMENT: Within the constraints of budget, personnel, and educational
climate by the end of the Project, some organizational arrangements were
set in place at pistrict level to ensure continuity. In addition, there
was In the Dpistrict a base of teachers experienced in dealing with the
frustrations and in meeting the demands of implementing a new instructional
delivery system and environment. Given the absence of clearcut channels
for guality communication and interaction petween District decision-making
and local delivery levels, the future of a PSP-styie education will be
strongly determined by administrative efforts to articulate a commitment
and to provide tangible support and recognition of PSP policies and
practices.
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LEARNING FROM EXPERIENCE
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CHAPTER EIGHT

1

LEARNING FROM EXPERIENCE

r . -
A. INTRODUCTION: THE VALJE OF PRAXIS

- "I met Friday all day with NIE officials. I zat listening
t+ OE people. I don't know whether they have really ci.angs
[= begun to listen tc practitioners]. I don't think they |

have. I sat there listening to accounts of things going on-=
projects and so on.... We asked: 'Where are you getting your
inputs?' —--*Through grants to a university. involvement of
teacher labor groups.’..." C(learly, Dr. X found these an
inadequate source of input for decisions about action ‘to

improve educational practice... [From notes on interview
with supt., 12-76]

--"These people who came and loocked [= external observers]--they
didn't always understand what we were doing.... They didn't
dig below the appearance.... If they had asked us..."

' [PM, High School, 12-76]

They didn’t ask the right questions...®

\\\\ ~ "Sure, I could have told them. B&k they didn't ask about that.
[Teacher, Middle School, 2-79}

\

These excerpts from field notes suggest some of the frustration of practitioners
{(from superintendent. to building principal., to teacher) with the ways in which
Federal agencies and the evaluators they support go about the business of
seeking "to improve educational practice", while listening with only half an

ear {(or no ear) to practitioners. Towards the end of the Project, we made a
strong effort to glean from psp staff their perspectives on the experience. the
practical wisdom they thought should be shared about the procéss of implementing
systemic change in schools.

PSP experience was incredibly rich, and many staff members were not only
lheavily involved in action but also capable of reflecting about action--able to
express what was learned by experience. That learning covered all phases of
the P&oject and all components of the innovation. gome of it is apparent in

prior chapters of this report: some of it is documented in P5P's Final Report
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and Continuation Application. But THE innovation (as contrasted with its con-

stituent parts) was putting it a1l together~-seeking to create a "Better Way in
Education" by implementing comprehensive or systemic change--and this is the
emphasié in the present discussion of learning from experience.

‘If you had it to do over, what would you do differently? 1If you were to
set up a project like PSP in another school or district, how would you gu about
Lit? wWhat advice would yvou give if you were consulting for a group that wauted
to implement comprehensive change?... This line of guestioning was probed in
formal extended interviews in Year 5 with all those holding major leadership
positions: the district superintendent, area/project level staff, and the pro-
gram managers of each school. The advice proffered may be synopsized thus:

Commit yourself to the total systemic cﬁange but phase in
the change gradually.

2, Emphasize people before programs. In particular: select
staff carefully when you can; build awareness and trust
and commitments cultivate open communication within the
schoolg and the school svstem, and with the community.

3. Implement staff development and shared decision-making
processes first and use these processes in planning
further implementation.

4, Phase in other changes in organization and program
gradually, within the overall commitment to comprehensive
change .

This segment of the report elaborates on these phasing-in change top ' cs
and adds some reflections from an external perspective. The intent is to bring
to the fore insights from practitioner experience and perspectives for the
benefit of those committed to systemic approaches to improving educational

practice, whether in schools, districts., States or Federal agencies.

The discussion is divided into three main parts. First, we focus upon
innovating--the process of introducing a complex set of changes to transform
traditional practice. Second, we discuss some key elements in what has been
learned about innovators--particularly those assigned leadership positions at

area and building levels. Third, we consider what praxis contriButes to undex-
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standing the innovation. The theme is developed that systemic change requires

two types of integration. With the focus on innovation. integration is under-
stood as the melding of component pieces of 'comprehensive change". With the

focus on innovators, integration has the social meaning of building community--
seeking to increase the mutual understanding, compatibility and supportiveness

of people involved in the change process as they live and learn together.

B. TINNOVATING: BRINGING COMPONENTS OF CHANGE TOGETHER

"Do it 2ll, but not all at once!"

ADVICE: Do it all, but not all at once! Sustain strong commitment
to systemic change, but phase components in gradually. Pace your-
= self to stay the distance.

As this segment was being drafted, the Boston Marathon was in progress.
Introducing systemic change in schools has some of the characteristics of a
marathon. Distance runners have to find ways to train and to build up skills.
energy and morale for the long haul. pacing themselves in order to achieve their
goals. If they overtrain, start out too fast, or try to run too many races in
a short time period, their overall achievements are likely to be reduced. even

gseriously prejudiced.

PSP staff in the start-up period of the Project may be szen as risking
all of these things: training too hard. starting too fast, doing too much at

.once. It is a tribute to their commitment and endurance that most of them
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stayed the distance, that they "hung in there" in the stressful early period

and progressed to achieve so much towards "A Better Way in Education”.

From district superintendent. to project administrators, to program

managers and teachers, the strongest advice from practitioners to those imple-

menting 1arqe:scale change is" "Go more slowly than we did. Don't try to do

everylhing at once." The companion advice, paraphrased. is: "Don't settle for
less than commitment to comprehensive change.” Typically. the advice was
227




W

expressed thus: "You have to be willing to do everything but have sense enoudh
to do it on a dradual basis. You need to set a priority list and then procéed

cauntiously into the new areas."” [Program Manager. 6-77)}

The injunction to "Do it all, but not all at once" was translated into
specific advice on how the phasing in of chande might best be managed. Asked
for his judgment on "doing it over™ in Greenvilles County or elsewhere, the
District Superin:tendent responded: "I'd stage it by school level and not take
K-12 all at once. 1I'd take seven or eight years to do it, starting lower down
and working through the system.” [Supt., 12-76] He attributed.problems at
leiddle School in parg to the fact that it inherited students whose prior
schooling experience had been in highly structured elementary schools (i.e.,
physically, socially, and instructionally traditional). MNone of the PSP area
or school leaders suggested phasing in by school level, However. operating .
from the premise that K-12 schools would seek together to implement systemic

change, they counseled very careful attention to the beginning stages of the

=

process. Said the Year 5 Director:

I would rather move slowly and have people functioning and
involved than to say I have done it all at one time and play
catch up all the way through." [PSP Dir.. Year S, 6-77]

He was adamant about the need for lead time to work with area people before
instituting major programmatic changes. Such time was seen as aber.jutely
essential for building up information and trust, and for planning. Either
there should be a sin-month lead time bef.re starting the project (i.e., before
the major infusion of external funds and major changes in the schools), or else

much of the first year of the project should be devoted to laying this

#

foundation: /
1f I were to set up such a project again I would want the
opportunity to put together my administrative staff and
make sure that I had time to build with them a clear under-
standing of goals and objectives, and work with them to
determine the best way to accomplish goals and objectives.
There has to be unity from central staff before they can
transmit to others that they know what they are doing and
where they are going. {PDP Directry, Year S, 6-77}
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At no time was it suggested that there be less than total commitment to
imple.enting systemic change. Indeed. given some lead time to establish the

understanding noted above, two people advocated tackling all th: major processes

+

togethevy at some crude level, and then building in sophistication as you go
along. The Program Manager who advanced this view warned against the wungers of

incrementalism thus:

I think yon should go all the way with the fullest implementation
that your building or budget wil. allow the first year. Because
in the 25 years I'have been teaching I have seen too much of "Let's
do this this year" and because some people are not pleased with

it, it never did go any further. I Just feel if I were going to
maks a comprehensive change I would make it all, even though this

> is more difficult for tane teachers tlan for anybody else. [Program
: Manager ., School b, 6-77]

The Manager cf School Programs echoed the same advice:

My argument about the comprehensive approach is that if you plan
it any other way it has to be such a longitudinal effort that it
would be difficult to get a comprehensive program. I think with
the initial shock ¢f get*ing in and getting teachers acclimatized
to the temPerature of the water, then you can move.... It won't
take place unless you plan it to take place and have 'it and can
demonstrate to teachers that it is there.... ([Manager of School
Programs. 6-77]

-

We do have to get completely into the water if we want to learn to Swim, but we
shouldn't try to learn all the strokes at [the same time! When pressed to
elaborate, it was clear that the two people who advanced the "do it all crudely
and build in sophisticatrion later” view did not in fact advise that all com-
ponhents be introduced at once. Rather, they were conveying that there must be
comnitment to the total change, with specific planned steps to introduce each
phase.

You must work your way into comprehensive change. You must have

a master plan and move with the schedule for the implementation.

If you try to do everything at one time, vou will produce chaos

that you may never be abl2 to rectify. [Manager of School Pro-
grams, 6-77]
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Understand the Histoiy and Ecology of the Schools -

Irnovation does not take place in a vacuum. By its nature it i3 an inter=~
vention in history with intent to change the course of that history. Some
examples from within the PSP area illustrate the importance of phasing in change
carefully ano taking into account the varying histories of the schools.

.

. What not to do: Unplanned change at School G. Middle School (G) is the

prime example, within the PSP area, of what not to do: of the chaos resulting
from inadequate planning and phasing in of innovation. Middle School was built
and in operation the year before‘the PSP began. It might be thought that the
presence of a new middle school built on the open space plan with the intent to
facilitate open education for young adolescents, would represent a head start
for % prcject such as pSp. In fact, the initial experience at Greer Middle was
so negative that the "head start™ turned out to be a major impédiment to the pro-
. cess of implementing the new instructional envirornment in PSP secondary level
schools.

" The school was designed with vast open space areas. each capable of
housing over 200 students and about ten teachers. I£ was overcrowded almost
from the stagt. The students came from traditional, highly structured elemen-
tary schools. The staff, from traditional school backgrounds, moved into the
building while the workmen were still é6n site and the furniture yas bging
delivered. They d8id so without bene®it of the special staff development which
had been intended ("Because of the financial situation. the comprehensive in-
service program was never implemented"), and with leadership inadequate to the
exceptionally ﬁemanding situation. All this cccurred at the height of
lesegregation shifts in school populations. The result was chaotic. Not sur-
prisingly., there was considerable and vocal dissatisfaction with the school on
the part of the local community. the teachers, and the students. In the first
three vears of the school's existence, there was sulstantial turnover of

teaching staff and three different administrator teams.

When - 2 went into the Middle School (prior tc PSP) we had a
_group of peoplé who didn't know what individualized instruction
was from a hole in t,.» wall. Had no training in it at all....

230 45
Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




A lot of people were like that.... We received no training....
We walked into that building while they were finishing building
it. Furniture was not there and no materials. I taught with
four brand new people and I was the unit leader. Two days later
150 children came to live in that space. We had a lot of pur-
chased programs.... The problem was lack of staff development.
We were all aware how bad it was., but we were never able to pull
this together. There was a big turnover. There was cynicism
‘and negativism and people were failing. At the same time they
werq entouraged to go into a new system of open participative
management. ... And instead of it turning into a positive thing
it turned into a bitching s%gfion.... fPSP staff member, 12-76]

By Year 5/PSP the school had painfully begun to recover from the stigma
of its early history as a "rzoo". Teachers who had "been there" at the start
still talked of the experience much as battle-scarred veterans might share
painful memories of being on the front lire of fire (but alas, without
experiencing at the time the supportive camaraderie of the platoon). Asked
what you do first in the comprehensive change strategy, the Program Manager
{vear 5) said, only half-facetiously: "The first thing you do is cancel the
order for having the walls torn down! It's like ridding yourself of the text-
book. It takes away that security vou have had for all these years and you are
pretty much lefr on your ewn and you are not ready for that yet." PSp Middle
School experience suggests that the more traumatic the early baptism by fire,
the longer it takes to heal the wounds., and the more dAifficult it is to achieve
systemic change. 'Once burned, twice shy' seemed to apply to-many of the people

involved--staff and community alike.
ADVICE: Don't get into systemic change unless you are prepared to plan
adequately and invest as much care in the design for staff development
and for phasing in change as you do in the degign for a new building.
Change without adegquate support systems is likely to harm the people
it is supposed to help--notably the children and the staff.

Slowing the pace of change at School H. The High School (H) which was

also adjusting to shifts in school population., but in a traditional setting.

became a PSP school in a climate dominated by the stormy beginnings of Middle
School the year before the Project. There was strong communi;y resistance to
seeing "their" high school take on any characteristics of Middle School--par-

ticularly open space: and the school never did implement open and flexible
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space utilization in significant degree. By PSP Year 2 this school had its
fourth program manager in as many 'years, prior incumbents apparently having
been unable to deal with the major chaﬁges accompanying desegregation, on top

of which PSP Year 1 brought pressure for systemic change. although the physical

setting was familiar, everything else seemed to be a target for change in Year 1.

Greer High was basically a traditiomal school. Black students
coming in changed the picture. Then PSP, in my opinion, was
more change than they should have taken on in one year. They
tried to change everything--the vaole short course systenm,
individualization, coming up with an advisee system: learning
comnunities, Everything at one time! 2And the school was not

in a stable situation... [Program Manager, High School/ Years
2=-5, 6=-77]

What do you do when you are committed to systemic change but confronted with
with chaos? fThe program manager who stepped into this situation at High School
deliberately slowed the pace of change--pressures from vroject management and

others notwithstanding.

When I got here I found students used to getting away with
murder. I set out to be firm in discipline and then imple-
ment the things we had to do., That's what I did the first
year or two..,.. I got a lot of people coming ont to my
house, tearing down mailboxes, throwing paint ard so on...
But it has not happened in the last two years... {Program
Manager, High School, 2-77]

-

My strategy was to preach discipline and implement the new
curriculum in a quict manner,,. I slowed the pace down and ~
did not push as far as some people wanted... Consultants
wanted vs to move fast and there was a2 lot of pressure to move
and get everything done right then. They were just anxious

to do their job. I was trying to balance off what teachers
could tske and what we could handle here at the school. Aand.
eventually we have done just about everything we said we would
<0,  [Program Manager, High School., 6-77]

High School thus offers an example of delilerate rein orn the pace of
inncvating Lased upon a judgment about what the school ¢ould bear without
rcaching the point of dysfunctional stress on the organization and its reople.
The school maintained its egg-crate structure and appearance of conventionality
throughout the Project vears while introducing significant change in nersonali-

zing and individualizing instruction through multi-grade grourings, the adsisory
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system, and the short-course system. Surveys of parents, teachers and students

in Year 5 attested high levels of satisfaction with the sghool generally and

with these components of innovation.

ADVICE: The situational context for inmovation is likely to differ
from school to school. Assess the situation and adjust the pace of
change accordingly, much as one does with individually paced

~ instruction, while remaining committed to the overall goals for

change.

Steady, phased~in change at School A. The school which showed least

strain in implementing comprehensive change was the one which phased it in over
the longest period with a carefully planned seaquence of steps. Preparation for
change began two years befére PSP when the parents and staff of a small mill
school planned together to move the school into a new building. At the time of
integration, therefore, they were able to spénd time constructively planning
the move from the ~1d school thle School A was being built--with movable
partition walls between pairs of traditional-sized classrooms. The yegar bhefore
PSP, School A opened in its pew building, with six open spaces and double classes,
one of them multi-aged across three ages and with a hand-picked, consenting
teacher team. During the five years of PSP, the change process was steady,
with innovation firmly institutionalized by Year 5. There was one program

managerx throughout the whole process. #Her strongest advice to those underiaking
svstemic change?--

Go slowly. Tdentify one or two areas and work into them....
We had a year ahead of the other schools in the Project, Q
putting us in the limelight. Sometimes we got more favorazhle

. corments on our work than the other schools. We didn't havn
the chaocs of some schools beraise we went into it very
siewly.... I kelt warpning i¥om: You're trying to go teo fast,
Acing it all at one time. Take thinygs by sieps. I rhink
pecple interpreted it that I d4did not want them to be at the
same level I was. But that's where you had many fiustrated
teachers, parents, ete. Everybody tried to plunge in and do
everything at once. [Program Manager, Schcol A, 6=77]

R BN = B e

PSP cxperience suggests that conditions for innovating are rarely ideal

and that the contexts for imnovation vary acrass schools. But the advice is

clear, oven from the most apparently ideally <ituated school: "Go slowly.
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Take things by steps." The penalties of moving too fast or without sefficient
preparation are severe: they may cost you tre ipnovation. They will "cost™ the
innovation largely through their negative impact upon staff--the amount of
stress placed upon people, and through them on the organization, will be dys-~
functional to implementing systemic change. .Conversely, moving with careful
attention to assuring staff develooment and suvport in a seqguenced introduction
of new processes and programs will provide the necessary (if not sufficient)

basis for the desired comprehensive change.*

First Build the Team and

Begin the People-to-People Processes

Building esprit de corps, staff involvement and confidence were repeatedly
emphasized as the prime tasks for the first phase in the innovation process,
with staff development geared accordingly. .

' The first year we would not do anything except prepare people--
information orientation plus particular required segments.
We'd build esprit de corps, work with the group to show them
how it can be done. Get involvement generated and help them
understand the decision-~making process and their role. In
the last part of the first vear we would help build a design
for changing the school; with 2 statement that these are the
things that must be included znd beyord these basics you have

latitude. I would phase in more gradually. (PSP Year 5
Director, 12~76}

Program Managers proffered the same kind of advice. Responses to the
question, "If you had it to do over., what would you do differently" invariably
began with references to going more slowly and to building relationships among
starf. People relating well to people was a large part of what PSP was about

~—-administrators, staff, students were to learn how tO create a more human, a

o~

*p small illustration of comparative phasing in cf innovation is offered in
Appendix #. The table contrasts the implemsntation ~f multi-aged learning
communities in two PSP elementary schools.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

more personalized environment in which to live and learn together.*

Participatory decision-making would be one of the first things

I would do: all thLe aspects involved: people relating to people.
Those are the things that must come in the first component.
After that I'd take one curricular area or one impact in organi-
zational structure or both at the same time. The group would
decide. [PSP, Year 5, Dir., 677}

Process before programs was a recurring theme in staff comments:
developing new processes for decision-making, for instruction. for staff
relating to each other and to children. Processes such as teaming, shared
decision-making and ind.vidualizing instruction were to be integrated in

mutually supporting ways in the new instructional environment.

...If you want a comprehensive change program, the key elament

is the process. Oncé you have taught the teacher the process of
individualizing in one area it car be done in many areas. Don't
rush in and buy a lot of materials and eguipment. Spend six
months working with staff on total precess. Talk about teaming--
how you work as a team, With that, certainly, will go shared
decision~-maxinc. ..

First start teaming. Put teachers on teams and have them continue
doing their own thing for a month. beginning to have planning time
to work on what to do together. Then hit the grouping and sharing
of groups of students. Teachers are frightened by the concept of
teaming, so you should start with the shared planning time, then
move to sharing of students. then more sharing of students and
materials--moving into teaming that.way. Az you move into grouping
and sharing groups: you are certainly getting into indivigdualized
instruction... f[Year % SD Coord., 6-77; {ormer Middle School
teacher]} -

A
*dnce, expecting to hear pronouncements about curriculum, I was surprised to

be told: "If I had it to do over?... flong reflective pause]...one of my
biggest mistakes might have been that I never fired a secretary who is
unfriendly to everyone. Been herg for years. Does a yood job at.... But I

have gotten many complainte that she is not friendly." Not being friendly was
viewed seriously in a project committed to building good human relationships--
a negative example for students. colleagues and community.
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PSP elementary schools made varying choices as t© which subject area to
individualize first. Relative ease or difficulty with particular areas seemed
to be more associated with the availability of adequate support services (notably
resource coordinators) than with the subject areas themselves. Several people
emphasized that there should be no precivitate purchasing of new programs--a
bone of contention among managers and resourve coordinators in the early period
of PSP. Pressure to introduce programs quickly may be influencel both by the
eagerness of speclalist consultants to promote development of "their™ subject
areas and by the push to spend program monies because contractual conditions
hay preclude holding them over from one fiscal oeriod to another. The tenor of
PSP advice, however, is that buying ﬁrograms is not a first phase activity. and
that staff should have time and a process for examining and choosing amoug

alternatives hefare purchase orders are signed.

PSP staff by Year 5 were ready to proffer judgments on the ease or diffi-
culty of implementing particular comnonents based upon experience that varied
among. schools. Thus, elementary schools. comparabie in the environments Lhey
sought to create, differed somewhat in the seguence, the pace, and the diffi-
culty with which they incorporated various components. Each PSP school could

suggest a preferred sequence, but all would emphasize process and people first.

L4

Thus High School, for example:

{Question: If I were a principal contemplating introducing into
my high school PSP kinds of innovation, what advice would you
‘give me on how to proceed?] Personally, I would not attack it
all at one time. In the first year I would move {1} to orJanize
the PIC and get that started.: Then (2} if I were going to have
administrative change to a program manager/facilitator team, I
would get that started. Then {3) I would organize learning com-
munities by teachers and get that started. With a purpose--
saying what they were going to accomplish. This is what you're
all going to be doing. Samo thing with the PIC, I'd say this is
what we're going to be doing. I'd explain the function of the
administrative team. Then (4) I believe I would g© ahead with
the implementation of the advisee period.... You could do all
of those things in one year.

Then in the second Year you could come pack and if you wanted
to go to the short course system. implement that.
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in the third year you could start pushing irdividualization. By
going to the short course system you have individualized to a
certain degree. Then the next year: the third year. you could
individualize within the classroom. fProgram Manager, High
School, 2-77)

Whatever the Jjudgments pased upon particular experience in individual

schools however, there was strongd consensus across all the schools about where

emphasis should be Placed in the critical first bhase of innovating.

ADVICE: In the first phase of the systemic change process: concen-
trate on building staff confidence and esprit de c>rps, and developing
a participatory planning and decision-making process. Begin the
people-to~people processes first and use these to move into the next
phase where the group begins to implement change in one curricular
area and/or another impact in organizational structure based on yroup
decisions.

C. INNCVATORS--THE IM4PORTANCE OF LEADERS

"People are the Program"

Focus on Leadership

I would go slower. Get the team together. Then go. 1In years
one and two 1'd 9o slow--staff training., building. growing.
Second year the same thing goes. Third year it's a wide open
field-~Runl,.. We could do as much with half the money. We
would go very slowly the first two years and hire the right
types of people. People are the program. [Program Manager,
School C, 12-76]

"Hire the right types of peoole." "People are the program." But what

are the "right" typcs of people? What are the practical coastraints on haring

and utilizing staff? PSP experience suggests the kinds of accommodations that

are made between ideal and reality--some accomnodations that may be expected,

and scme that should be avoided.

PSP's 1972 proposal/plan contained an outline of the attributes desired

in project teachers {(see Chapter 4, pp. g2-g3). Leadership positions at area

and building level were discussed in terms of roles and functions rather than

r
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in terms of the qualities needed to perform them. Given the pivotal importance
of these positions in the change process, we sought end-of-project reflections
from PSP personnel about the qualities needed for leadership in such a project.
Program managers tended to responi n terms of the qualities they thought area
level personnel should have, and area personrel in terms of the capabilities
needed in projram managers! B;t there is a strong set of common leal:rrship

attributes illustrated in quotes from both grouos.

For heading the project we need a mesh of strong leadership.
intélligence and experience, a persuader-philosophy tupe who
could come in and talk, who is not autocratic but uses shared
decision-making and project process. MNow, I liked X as a
person--a man of scruples, a person of ovrinciples, but he
hadn't read anytning except Dewey as an undergraduate. His
experience and understanding and background did not permit
him philosophically to use his world view as & launching pad.
His manayement style was--he didn't like to delegate authority.
He was more like a governor--always trying to control every-
thing. bring everything into line--which is what A good text-
book administrator does. But it was not what was needed, To
use a fookball analogy. you need a good place kicker on your
team and you send in a left tackle.... In spite of that we
still pulled off a good show. If I were tO rate the whole
thing like a ball team., I would rate it as a 500 season.

{& PSP Program Manager, 6-77}

The team analogy is appropriate. We always want the ideal type: w?’?;rely can
find it; and when we do we usually cannot afford it! Given the rarity of per-
sons with ability to both understand the mainstream District and the innovation.
with the perfect blend of knowledge and experience in administration, Program
development, and people leadership--given that, it becomes particularly impor~
tant to assure that the management structure blends these qualities in a team of
people who understand project goals, philosophy and process and appreciate each
other's strengths. As to arca staff generally, including Manajer of School
Programs and resource coordinators:

These positions need to be £illed by persons who can communicate

goals and what It takes o achieve the goals, to other people.

They must be super managers of their own time and be evaluatjon-

conscious at all times. They must be the kind who will get out

into the schools rather than hang avouand their offices. People

who will see what is done and establish real rapport with

building program leaders. They should be the bridge between the

director and program leaders and should be completely service
oriented rather than on an ego trip. (A PSP Prog. Mgr., 6-77}




Clearly, the attributes highlighted are important in leadership throughout the
projecf, whether at area level or within schools. ©The same ig true of the

characteristics identified for "the right kinA4"” of program managers.

The most important thing is the ability to work with people--
to be a person who will listen and get in and Have empathy
with other people. A people-person -- this is the first cri-
terion. A high energy level person committed to changing
schoods--humanistic, making schools a better place for people.
A rich educational background, Somebody who has done as much
as possible in the classroom. And I'd like the same qualities
for teachers in the innovating schools. [Cooxd. Staff Devt.,
Year S5, &6-77) "
If 2 person is going to be a program manager, I want someone
knowledgeable about curriculum development--and I don't mean
superficially: but how to develop curriculum and the com-
ponents of high importance--no skipping steps. Someone really
able to sit down and discuss with classroom teachers and help
them do curriculum development--where we are. where we ought
to go, what program needs are, how to restructure what is hap-
pening. And someone who can base that ‘on scientific investi-
gation, We didn't have that! (PSP Dir., Year 5, 12-7&]

"We didn't have that." Why not? The answer to the "Why not?” Juestion alerts
us to a constraint that operates in most situations where we want to change
organizations. The orgenizations (schools in this case) already exist and are
staffed up. The schools had principals and teachers before PSP was created.
As we noted in Chapter 4, staii already in the schools were told that the
change program would be challenging and demand heavy commitments of time and
energy. They wer~ given the option to transfer, without loss of status, to
other positions in the Distrig¢t. Few chose to do so, Those who remained
included some whose stay-put decisions were less a signal of commitment to PSP

than the result of other considerations which affect personal decisions (e.g.,

distance of their home from the school: little time till retirement; familiarity

with the school: change won't be that hard; let's + . and see). Reflecting on

staffing, the Year S Director said:

Tn any operation that is new you have to start out as with
budget at zero. You have to employ a person in a particular
job who has the expertise or strength in a particular area

as opposed to trying to keep a person to £ill a slot. All
the principals who were in the Greer schools stayed the first
year. I had worked in the system long cenough to know several
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were not the ones to do the particular job. Trouble spots
developed personally... [PSP Dir., Year 5, 12-76]}
Clearly the only place where the PSP could be said to start out with staff
"budget, at zero" and employ people to fit the demands of the job., was at pro-
ject/area level. To this we return in a moment. For the present, we note that
the schools began innovating with largely the same leaders and teachers they had
before the Prbjecf started.
ADVICE: When a major change effort is envisaged for schools, there
should be strong effort, as in PSP to make current staff aware of the
planning. Incumbents should be given the option to transfer ouc.
Expect, however, to deal largely with the same staff as before and

emphasize (a) personal expression of commltment to the project and
(b) strong staff development to motivate and support staff growth.*

Continuity and Change in Personnel

There is a built-in constraint in most situations preventing the selection
of new actors to play in the drama of change. S{ill, producing the drama with
known playvers does have some advantages. Some balance has to be sought between
assuring the disposition and capability for change, on the one hand. and main-
taining continuity on the other.

)
At the end of rroject Year 1,'there was significant turnover of personnel

at project level and in some schools. .In particular: scme key management people

moved: the Manager of School Programs, the Manager of Staff Subpport Services.

the Purman University Liaison, and three of the eight brogram managers.** This

*Some people interviewed conveyed that "Washington" should be more corcerned
about staffing key positions and monitoring. The advice, which was not per-
vasive, was most strongly expressed tHus: "I would get a commitment from the
superintendent. If yéu're going to spend cix million dollars of Federal
monies, I want a personal commitment from you to see that the project is
staffed with the people who will make it a success .... The project director
should be entrusted with recruitment if not satisfied that a school or a
manager is working out to potential. And Washington should tell the superin-
tendent they are concerned that X school is not working out..."

**A fourth was moved from one school to another, so tnat 503 of the schools
experienced a change in leadership at the beginning of Year 2.
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apparently offered an opportunity to hire "the right people" to lead the change
process. Yet, by Year 2 pot just the schools put also the Proﬁect had a history
‘which had to be taken into account. The shifts in management personnel at that
time iilustrate the interplay of three variables affecting innovation through
hiring practices:

1. 1t is easier to engage in changé if you have on board or can

- hire “"the right people" at the cutset--start with a clean slate,
so to speak;

2. However, the process of implementing change is likely to be
smoother if there is continuity of leadership; and

3. Factors other than the change program jitself are likely to
influence hiring patterns once implementation is under way.

PSP experience both illustrates the validity of these statements and the fact
that once any initial possiblé hiring has taken place {e.g., at project level)
there is never again a "clean slate”. Rehiring will be complicated by the

nature of the shifting circumstances which occasioned it.

Consider first what can be learned@ from experience with changes in

leadership in individual schools.

Examples: Middle and High schools. The opportunity arose at the end of

Yeag?;SP to recruit people who would have the characteristics thought

requiéite for leade;ship in the change program in these two large schools.
However., the schools had a history and the fact that they were now engaged in
systemic‘inpgyatibn was only one element in a complex situation affecting the
kind of leaderghip sought. As sketched above: the pre-project history was
stormy. There was perceived "chaos", "lack of discipline”, "problems"”-~
associated in part with desegregation shifts in student populations and., in the
case of Middle School, with the radically non-~traditional building design and
inadegquate staff development. Thece were features inherited by PSP which.: under
pPsp/Year 1 leadership seemed to have exacerbated 1n each school or, at best. had
not improved sufficiently to placate the community or reduce teacher and student

SCress.

The push to "get order in the schools” was at least as important an agenda

25,
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in hiring new program managers as the commitment to implement the systemic
change process. Inde>d, "getting discipline” in both schools was viewed as a
necessary condition for implementing innovation. The incoming Year 2 program
manager at Middle School was the third and at High the fourth in as many years.
Moreover; each had to deal with community perceptions that the PSP innmovation

"ecaused"” the problems.

As we saw above, the High School program manager adopted a stratedy of
bringing order., deliberately slowin_ the pace of change, and "moving quietly"
to implement shifts in program. Middle School had a stormier climate in ‘which
to work: "moving quietly” with change was scarcely possible when the vast open
spaces “shoutedh radical innovation and were associated in the public mind ﬁand
by many staff members) with discipline problems. AaAdministrator hiring and re-
hiring in the early vears of the s.aool's life brought disturbing swings in

the nature of .leadership.

The first year of Middle School fpre-P5PJ if we could just have had
two administrators--one really gung-ho and sold on individualizing

and shared deci<ion making and the whole process, and the other a real
strong disciplinarian.... But we had two extremes. In the first year
of the project fsecond year of the school}], we had people totally com-
mitted to individualizing., sharing decision-making, etc. They moved
too fast! Wonderful, good-hearted, loving people, with great ideas.
But who lost most of the people because they wanted to 9o too fast.
They did not win the support of the teachers and the community. They
were labeled outsiders and free thinkers. As a result it was decided
everything should change! Do everything differently next year. So
we had a change in administration and two people almost at the other
extreme came. I guestion whether they have the philosophy of shared
decision-making. The IIC has no decision-making power... [PSP staff
member, Year 5, former Middle school teacher, 6-77]}

X

These examples illustrate the importance of appraising not just the

'

leadership qualities (knowledges, skills, motivations) associated with the
inncvation itself., but those demanded by the situation ip a particular school
at a particular moment in its history. The demands of the innovation and the
demands of the situation may be so awesome and compleX in some cases tha; no
single person can meet them. There is then a premium on building a leadership
team whose members sha . commitment to the innovation goals., who are compatible
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perscnally, and who together have the abilities to create the climate in which

innovation can be implemented. One basic element in that ¢limate is trust:
particularly trust between teachers and managers. And building trust takes

time as well as'commitment and?skill.

.-Examples: Elementary schools. The ooportunity to hire new leaders for a

schonl or a project during implementaztion of the change process does of’ a
chance to "do it over" to some extent, to learn from experience, to "hire the
right people”. But there is no clean slate on which to write. The change
program is under way, the organization exists. and the infusion of new leader-
ship--no matter how capable--is another chang- which the social system must
absorb. No matter what the circumstances leading to the shift in leaders, that
shift in and of itself will tend, for a tjme, to slow the process of imple-

merting planned i-.novation.

Records show that PSP schools either ke;t tho same program manager through

the years of the Project or had only one change in leadership. But this masks

some real traumfas, particularly ia the early period--changes in leaders which

constrained the pace and sometimes the duality of innovation. Consider the
elementary schools, for example. Only two schools (A and D) went through the
five project years with the same program manager, and in both cases the frogram
mqﬁgger had been with the school group for years before PSP began. The case of
8chool C_illustrateg the divisiveness thuat may be associated with shift in
leadership.

Tne administrator in School C the first two years was extremely
popular with one group of teachers and unpopular with another.
The person was dismissed and four teachers transferred, stating
that as their reason. [Mgr. of Scl.ool Programs, 6-77]

The new program manager was a trained therapist and set about building a school
team that could promote the change process by spending considerabl. tim-

developing self-concept and relationships among staff.*

A
Y

*He is the one who said: "In years une and two I'd go slow--staff training,
building, growing. Third year it's. a wide open field--run!"
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School F changed program managersaat the beginning of PSP/Year 2. Oﬁe
change may seem little over five years; but, like High fchool, School F was
experiencing its fourth administrator in four years. Program Manager k4 con-
veyed some of the trauma involved in such changes--for the community., the staff,

the incoming manager (and through them. for the children).

For eleven years they had a principal at this school who was
beloved by all. He was the leader in the community. They
adored him. He left in 1971.... There are teachers still
here who talk with great pride of the school then and who
were very fond of that principal. Things were going well....
In 1972 when the Project began they had X come in; he was
moved from another school. He stayed a year...a first year
principal...it was 2 tough schocl. He could handle it but

I think it was hard.... Both were black principals, good
principals.... The first one did not choose to leave. " The
second one chose to leave...got a fellowship at a univer-
sity.... At the eleventh hour it came about and that is why
they were s0 late in moving me from (PSP} School B.... This
school was just about torn apart by having had so many prin-
cipals. It really made a bad situation.... Four different
principals! [Program Manager, School F, 2-77]

Asked how she handled this situation. the program manager continued:
I was as..ed to come here to build [tHe school staff into}] a team
because T had been doing it at School B.... The timing was so
bad. I was asked to 4d this two days before school began!...
I was not received too warmly. Aand at School B we nad had such
plans, everyone was crying when I left. It was hard for the new
person going in. You know. teachers try very hard to please
program managers, look to them for leaderxship.... I was not
received too warmly here. It was lonely for & time until we
did some trust building activities and we got to know each
other. I told the Project Director when I saw how things were,
we would have to do that. You puild the trust first and then
you build on the trust. So we would have to take time to do
some things to get trust. [Program Manager., School F, 2-77]

Hence the advice:

ADVICE: fThere 15 no short-cut that allows developmental change to
occur in schools without a solid base on which to build. "You build
the trust first and then you build on the trust.” Expect. therefore.
that even if rehiring gives the opportunity to inject more skilled
leadership, time will be needed to adjust to the charge in leader, in
and of itself.
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Mutual Accommodation Between People and Roles

. ADVICE: Avoid weakening key functions in the inevitable process of
\mytual accommodatio between people and roles.

™
The maer recruitment activity and opportunity to make new abpointments

was at Project'level--the filling of critical leadership and support positions

in PSP: Experience suggests, however, that management design for such a project
will generally derive not just from an understanding of what the project is to
accomplish, but also from appraisal of the talents and interests of key personnel
involved in the design who are slated for leadership in implementing it. Such
mutual accommodatior.. are practical: even desirable. so long as they assure the

performance of the critical functions required for effective implementation.

The original PSP management design incorporated such attention to functiéns,
roles and people. However, by the end of the first year: there was evidence of
changes in staff in which roles and functions were not only reallocated but
changed in nature. It is judged that these accommodations solved some problems
at the expense of diluting some critical leadership needs of the PSP in ensuing

years.

Conflict. A camparison of organizational management structures in Year 1
and Year 2 reminds us of the shift in line positions discussed in Chapter S
(see Figure 8 below). The Manager of School Programs and the Manager of Staff
Support Services were the most pivotal leadership positions. The latter role
was filled by the person who directed the proposal/plan development effort and
the role meshed well with his interests and strong capabilities in the personnel

development area.

By the end of Year 1, these situations had arisen:?*

1. There was conflict between resource coordinators and program manage s over
relative authority ir. the development: suppcort and monitoring of scheol
programs.

*This account is a summary reconstruction of what occurred: based upon review
of early field records and interviews with key personnel in Year 4 and Year 5.
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Figure }3: PSP Project-Level Organization Charts,
Year 1 and Year 2
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There was conflict between the Managder of Staff Support Services and the
Manager of School Programs related toc the above, and perceived conflict
between the views of the latter and the Furmen Liaison consultant.

The Business Manager supervised the building and facilitator of cperations
aspects of the PSP. However: by training and disposition he did not play
a full leadership role in buddetary and related project tasks which would
usually fall within the busines$ management area.?

The Executive Director became overburdened with demands associated with
responsibilities as an area administrator at a time of high administrative
activity in the district (desegregation, rezoning, program and Dersonnel

. changes, general responsibilities of area administration). -

Three people left the organization at senior level: Manager of School Pro-
grams . Manader of Staff Support Services, and Furman Liaison Consultant.

The first PSP Director, lookingd back ©on that time, conéeyed some of the

flavor of the situation (confirmed@ by other sources):

Resource coordinators found it difficult tc perceive of them-
selves as anything but supervisors of the program aspects.
The prodram managers were very opposed to the coordinators
telling them how to do something. They kind of pushed the
coordinators aside in the begitming because that's what they
were afraid would happen. The resource coordinators: on the
other hand, became sort of defensive and isolated themselves
at first. They generally 'talked to themselves' with a few
exceptions.

I think more had to do with interpersonal problems that
developed among the manadement team inside the project

office. I just never would have guessed that all the problems
that did come about would have happened. It was unreal!...
.People wanted to occupy the same roles they had before the
project started. [PSP Dir., Years 1 and 2, interviewed 1-76,
Year 4]

Conflict management. Personalities, roles, functions. authority, respon-

sibility--all were fair game Quring the conflict. Role clarification and con-

flict resolution type processes were used effectively under the leadership of

i
[

*the Business Manager: the only Black in central management staff. had been
wooed by the Project away from teaching in one of the local schools, initially

to help in the planning phase: and then was persuaded to stay on as part of
the central PSP givup.
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an external consultant, and there was timely and insightful input from a Level I
Evaluation Report on role percegtions in PSP. This marshalling of human re-
sources {staff development and evaluation) was a commendable achievement., illus-
trating how indeed such support services could be utilized effectively to
address problems arising in imblementation--which is what they were intended to
do. 1Ironically. the organizational changes that followed diminished. we judge.

this capacity for effective concerted action’

The conflicts were partly role-related and partly interpersonal and it was
difficult for people to disentangle the two under the stress of implementing a
complex project. One of the main achievements of the role clarification pro-
cess was to sort some of that out.

Most people got to where they could recognize the faci that
"it's not the individual I don't like, it‘'s the role", or
"it's not the role I don‘t like, it's the individual.” I
think that is progress! It's something we have never dotten

to in the rest of the district. [PSP Dir., Years 1 and 2,
interviewed 1-76 = Year 4]

Reorganization. The organizational solutions reached for Year 2 are re-

flected in the reVi§fd organizational chart {Figure 8). "The position of
Manager of Stéfgfgz}vices was deemed unnecessary and the salary for this posi-
tion was transferred to the position of Administrative Assistant" to the Project
Director.* The Manager of School Programs role was redefined. The incumbent
resigned and was replaced by a man who had extensive experience in administra-
tion of federal-s+ate project relations. plus some interest and background in
instruction, but who was not widely viewed as “an instructional person"”. The

position, as redefined. involved more power and responsibility than in the

*pgp, Final Report., Sn. 7, pv 12. Note that the Manager of Staff Support Ser-
vices who left PSP at this point, became the leader, planner. and first prin-
cipal of a new elementary school in the district, of which the superintundent
{and others) said "it's just like a PSP school“--supported by observation and
data from the Transference Program {Ch. 7} of which that school became a part.
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original conception. It called for working with resource coordinators as well
as program managers (a move to resolve the conflict issue noted above); addi-
tionally (not suggested by the chart), the new man was assigned a particularly
heavy ﬁriting role in the refunding and final reporting process. Not sur-

prisingly, he spent very little time in schc '1s.

Action taken at the end of Year 1 thus tackled head on some of the role
conflicts which had arisen and led to reconciliations and increased understanding
among some staffs; and it removed much of the county-related burden from the
shoulders of the Project Director. The price of the budgetary and organiza-
tional sclutions, however, was the dissolution not only of the role, but of some
of the critical functions of the Manager of Staff Support Services, and the
overburdening of the Manager of School Programs. At this point in PSP history
there was weakened capacity to perform key leadership functions in staff
development and, to some extent, in curriculum and instruction. We judge, too,
that Level I evaluation and staff development, viewed as critical support ser-
vices, were never again depioyed together as effectively as when they focused

on role perceptions and role clarification early in the Project.

L ]
Changes in project directors. After these early changes, the organiza-

tional structure remained stable during the Project, with the addition of non-
line positions for Coordinator of Transference and Coordingior of staff Develop-
ment (Years 4 and 5). However, there were three Executive Directors over the

life of PsP--the first for Years 1 and 2, the second for Years 2 and 4, and the
third for Year 5.* Each had experience with PSP and the District before

>

*The first had been Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education and helped
write the proposal and plan for PSP. He left to become Associate Superintendent
for Prograin at District level. (By Year 5 he had moved to become superintendent
in another South Carolimna schonl district.) The second had been Furman Univer-
sity Liaison-Elementary during PSP Year 2. The third had been District Assis~
tant Superintendent for Elementary Education for several years and was involved
in the initial psp proposal effort. Both the second and third directors left
to take higher professional positions ocutside the state.
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assuming the directorship, and this to some extent smoothed the transitions-

However, the discontinuity in leadership w»s felt in the Project. Each shift
meant some readjustment time--time to lear .o trust new people and develop
relationships, time to adjust to different styles and capabilities. These

quotes from area and school level staff are illustrative:

- All three [directors}] had the same philosophy and I think that
has been excellent. deally it would have been better if the
first director had stayed for five years, or if Z had stayed.
All three have been outstanding people., But it's better to
have continuity from one than to have the three changes. They
were all good on managing people and the philosophy of the
Project. [Area staff person. 6-77}

- ...We look to that person for leadership.... If we don't have
flexibility, we can't adjust 10 the changes.... Take PSP.
Each director had a different background. The third is an
instructional person. The others were not. I hav- felt very
comfortable working with all of them. But it make. a 4if-
ference in the faculty...In writing things for our self-study...
our teachers agreed that it was hard having all these program
managers plus three different directors for the project.
[Program Manager., 2-77}

We note that the organizational soluticns found at the end of Year 1 not
only diminished for a time the leadership in staff development. but they
weakened to some extent the leadership in instructional development--for neither
the first two Executive Directors nor the second Manager of School Programs was
perceived as “an instructional person". Again, the roles were in some measure
accommodated to the people who filled them.

-

In Year 5, a third Executive Director came on board who had a strong back-
ground in curriculum, educational innovation. and district administration. How-
ever, at this point in PSP history, readjustments in roles were not likely to be
made. His comments on staffing at Project level affirm some of the adjustments
and costs suggested above. "If I could do it over," he said...

I would look very critically at the staff of the Area Office
[=PsP}]. X had strengths and Y had strengths and I assume [
have strengths. But we all have a bag of strengths that are
Gifferent. While I know what the Executive Director is sup-

posed to do on paper: a lot depends on how well every other
person in a critical role performs his job description. I
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think it is equally important that people in this particular
office recognize that their strengths and weaknesses are not
the same.

The team that is developing between f{Manager of School Pro-~
grams}] and myself.... My background and experience is curri-
culum more than administration. He has had both but mainly
administration. But his primary responsibility here is cur-
riculum. It's the place 1 have a hard time to keep my mouth
shut! If I were not new on board... (PSP, Dir. Year 5, 6-77}

In effect, mutual understandings were reached, amnd the two worked well together;

but the relative assignment of functions was not ovtimal for the Project.

What can we learn from the experience sketched abova?

ADVICE:

e In a sitwation calling for people to pexrform in new roles, there
will be stress. It will take time to learn the new roles and
there are likely to be misunderstandings and conflict. Be prepared
to diagnose and surface such problems early and invest in processes
to help people understand each other and to clarify the new roles.

¢ Expect that where, as in PSP, there is real commitment to humanizing
organizations (whether schools or the structures of administration)
there will be need to reach mutual adaptation of roles and people
who have varying strengths. Be on the alert when reorganizing or
redefining roles not to weaken functions critical to achieving
project goals.

o Compatibility of personality and skill in interpersonal relations
should receive as much attention in hiring members of a management
team as professional knowledge and technical skills.

¢ Above all, in assessing strengths in relation to functions, assure
that there is effective staff development focused on key leader-
ship and support positions at area and building level.
These guidelines for productive working relationships at administrative levels
of the school system closely parallel the understandings reached in our dis-
cussion of teacher teaming (Chapter 3}. The identification, development and
maintenance of the s5kills, knowledge, and dispositions needed at all levels of

the system is the challenge of staff development.
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D. INNGVATORS--INVESTMENT IN PEGPLE
THROUGH STAFF DEVELOPMENT

I would put the money into staff development. as to equip-
ment and materials and so on. if you don't have people
knowing what to do, you defeat your purpose. (Program
Manager. School B, 6-77]

PSP planners understood the criticality of staff develogment in the innn-
vative process, and both participants and external observers generally rated
the Project highly in that area. Chapter 4 discusses the history and effective-
ness of staff development. Here we are concerned only to highlight what PSF
experience has to teach about successes and pitfalls. asked for advice to

others endaging ip systemic change, the Year 5 Director said:

It is crucial to have [staff development] strategies geared
to the needs for the process of phasing in and then for
phasing out dependence on external support monies. I would
take a very hard look at the thoroughness with which the
group explored staff development and the importance attached
to it, 1Is there somebody capable, sensitive, well-organized,
well informed. to head this up? Is there a mechanism or
process for really involving staff inputs and for evaluating
the mesh between staff development and performance needs? Is
there coherence in the strategy or just sets of "good things"
that don't fit into an overall plan? [PSP Dir., Year 5, 12-76]}

Some aspects of this summative statement are worth further discussion here.

Importance of a Sound

Planning Process

ADVICE: ‘The staff development program will he most effective In sup-
porting systemic change if it has these characteristics {among others):

-It is assigned a capable leader/coordinator to manage the planning
process, assure good communication, and organize the activities.

~The planning process is continuous and participatory rather than
sporadic and autocratic. There should be a functional mechanism for
assuring inputs from target groups, including teachers, administra-
tors and support staff. :

-It is based upon a clear understanding of overall goals and recurring
assessment of performance needs related to those goals. '




~It provides for all phases of development associated with behavior
change, from initial information and awareness through to opportuni-
ties for practice, feedback, and reinforcement of new practices.

Goals. staff development is not in end in itself. It derives its impor-
tance and coherence from an und:rstanding ©f the overall goals of the enter-
prise--in this case systemic change in education. PSP achieved a high degree
of clarity about overall goals and componeuts of innovation in its Proposal/Plan
{1972), and initial staff development was a direct attempt to translate those
goals in terms of the understandings. dispositions. knowledge and skills needed
for implementation. Yet for parkt of the life of the Project staff development
had, so to speak: its heart in the right place: but with some slippage in
relating scme of the "good things” that happened in staff development to overall
goals and performance evaluation on a continuing basis. In the last two years
of *he Praject, there was scteady improvement in terms of assigned leadership
and planning and by Year 5 staff development had reached its most organized and
sophisticated level. ixperience teaches that a plan (such as PSP 1972 plan) is
no substitute for an ongoing planning process that provides for continuing
attention to overall goals, relates staff deveiopment activities to performance
review: and assures follow-on through the various stages of staff development

needed to change educational practice {see Chapter 4).

Participant inputs. There should be strong. smoothly functioning

mechanisms for assuring communication about staff development needs and oppor-
tunities, with practitioners involved in the planning and evaluation process.
Such inputs can enrich the process and assure its responsiveness to target
groups. Without them staff may well feel no ownership of the activities and

find ways to boycott them.

...My first vear at Greer Middle school [PSP Year 2J most or
the stayPf development activities were suggested by someone
other than our staff members. Participation was almost forced
...Someone said: "Wi.y don't you ask us what we want and maybe
participation will go up...” The most effective staff develop-
ment octivities we have had--the best attended and the ones
that received the best evaluation by school staff] have beeéen
the ones suggested, planned and carried out by constiltants
suggested by our school's IIC..." [Program Manager, Middle
School, 12-76}
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...8taff development for program managers was a kind of hodge-
podge. Many teacher activities were open to them. Those
planned specifically for them, and some were. were mostly not
suggested by the program mangers themselves.... There were
things that were very good but not what we asked for...

{& Program Manager, 6-77}

As we shall point out below. self-assessments of "needs" should not be
the only source of inputs op staff development strategies and activities; such

inputs are necessary but sometimes not sufficient to relate activities to the

 goa1s for systemic change., particularly in early phases. However, target group

participation in planning is essential for the effectiveness and cohesiveness
of the enterprise, for honing planning skills that can be used at school level,
and for relating school planning to éystem/area-wide goals and activities. By
Year 5, several PSP schools had.deveIOPed sophisticated capabilities for plan-
ning and implementing their in-house staff development, while Project-wide
activities were planned and coordinated through the mechanism of an area staff

Development Committee-~the structure of which is commended to others.

...We have come so far here. The Staff Development Committee

I would have from the very beginning. It is a representative
body and will be continued. One person is selected or appeointed
from each school, one from the Project Instructional Improvement
Committee [ a program manager J, one from the resource coordinators.
This Committee evolved in spring of Year 4 because there were
needs for communication., and they idéntified their purposes and
started to function. This year I realized that some people were
. left out~-resource coordinators and facilitators, s© we had those
‘places in the committee this year. This jis a tremendous idea...
[Question: Are there costs?)...You need released time. Eventually
you may need some equiprment. [Year 5 staff Development Coordinator.
6-77)

What Kind of staff Development.
Where, When, and How?

Given' a clear understanding of the overall goals and objectives of the
innovation., the planning process has to address the questions: What kinds of
staff development. for whom, where, and when. and how, will promote these goals?
In-gservice in school systems frequently appears to answer these questions with-
out really asking them. The answers., assumed from what occurs, are often of

this order: staff development is for teachers; it takes place in workshops
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led by outside consultants on in-service daysi its goals are whatever the
objectives are for the workshops. The activities often have a haphazard take-
it-or-leave-it quality: "good things" presented without adequate follow~through,
and without a sense of where they fit in an overall coherent plan or strategy.
PSP did not completely avoid such pitfalls but, on the whole, PSP éxperience
demonstrates a different set of answers to the questions: What kind of staff

development, for whom. where. when, now, will promote systemic change.

What "kind of staff development?--"needs" assessments. We noted above the

importance of taking account of target group self-assessments of staff develoP’
ment needs. Yet people are not always able to specify what their needs are /
accurately--especially in situations involving much stress and complex problems.

.++X School...So many problems.... They didn't have the

right kind of staff development for them.... They don't

» know what they need. All they know is where their pain

is... [PSP staff member, 6-77}
Pain is a symptom, not a cause. Recall the tensions and conflict which arose
during Year 1, associated with roles, authority-responsibility lines, personali~-
ties, and the sheer fatigue and stress of getting a major project under way in a
too-much-too-fast fashion. People had differeng perceptions of the nature of
the problem and what "needed" to be done. In such situations it becomes parti-
cularly important to diagnose the nature of "the problem" and "the needs".

- Is the problem that people don't know or understand what to do?

- Then we are in the area of knowledge {and goal clarification}.

~ 1Is the problem that people know what to do but not how to do it?
- Then we are in the area of skills {e.g., managing open class-~
rooms or an individualized instruction program).

- Is the problem that people know what to do and how to do it, but
don't want to do it?
- Then we are in the domain of motivation (note the general

psyching-up value of the "Banguet of '72" and the "Retreat of *77").

- Is the problem technical or interpersonal or both?
- We have to treat it accordingly (technical training, value
clarification, interpersonal skills, moving people...)

- Is the problem that people have the knowledge and the know-how but
features of their work situation inhibit exercising the competency?
--Then we are in the area of examining and modifying aspects of the
context of work {e.g., arranging schedules so team wmembers can
plan together).
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Whatever the diagnosis of "needs" in a particular situation, there are
"neeas" that derive from the nature of the planned innovation itself. calling for
attention to Qpilding self-concept of staff; to promoting community--skills in
interpersonal relations; to knowledge and skills associated with new curricula
and organizational arrangements; to philosophy underyirding the project: to
instructional, decision-making and evaluation skills.... Decisions lave to be
made about which components of gstaff development all staff need, which can be
left to individual choice., and which should be individualized by school or by
teacher (or other) groupings determined by performance review. The decisions
parallel those made in instructional programs where there is a commitment to
individualization and involve similar guestions of pacing. learning mode and

learning cycle.

As we notead in éhapter 4, unlesgs there is continuing attention to overall
goals: it is likely.that the goals considered important will be inferred by the
focus of staff development. PSP, for example: was weak on staff deVeIOpmen£ in
the areas of evaluation, decision-making, and coﬁmunity ingqlvemenq though.
these were major components of the overall design. Also, experience suggests
that on-line people will tend to favor staff development that deals with "nitty
qritty", "practical” instructional skills or materials and tend not to identify
a "need" for philosophy: affective development. and "purting it all together"--
integrating components and building community. This raises the question., con-

fronted in PSP, ~f mandatory vs. voluntary staff development.

In the summer prior to Year 1, staff development was elaborate, compre-
hensive, and it was required for everybody who worked in the schcols. 1t was
of high quality but at the same time energy-draining: partaking of the too-

much-too-fast characteristic of early implementation.* Possibly in reaction

*We tried eight weeks of in-service the flrst summer, and we were worn out when
we came to school. OQur minds were filled with a lc.. of fantastic idea but our
energy was gone. The first year we probably mide more mistakes Just foom sheer
fatigue. If we had had a year of absorbing and iusplementing. interactions, etc.
we might have been more sueccessful...." [PSP Program Manager, 6-77]

257

274




¢

to this, but also because of lack of an assigned leader and a strong planning
process for staff development, PSP moved to a more voluntary stance in vears 2
and 3, assuming that "peoplg know what they need". Participation in planning
at this point was translated as "let the staff decide what they need" even
while some felt that "stafrf don't a. s know what they need". Aasked wiat she
would advise if she had it to do over, the Year 4 Staff Development Coordinator
responded: 1 did get a chance to do it over in the Transference Progréh."
What was learned from experience was the need to blend carefully the requifed
and th? voluntary, the prescriptive and the responsive activities of ‘staff

develosment in a sy emic change program.

We had two kinds of staff development , lans represented by the
Project. One we used for our own teachers. We had noboby to
turn to. nobody close by to observe. S50 we had a staff develop-
ment plan more in terms of "tell us what you neéd and we will
try to get it." Bat this assumes that people know what they
need. We offered a bunch of things and let people sign up.-.

In the Transference plan we dacided "We know some things every-
one needs® and we wrote up a series of activities that every-
body would have to go through to receive information (Phase IJ.
Then, fer schools that elected to continue into impelmentation
{Phase 11} we emphasized their chosen representatives going
through everything. Then we started phasing in "Tell us what
you need”. -

So now we have not only “pell us what you want" but also those
things that are reduired, (Year 4 Staff Development Coor-
dinator, 12-76}

Note that what is required is heavily weighted ir terms of developing knowladge

and skills in professes, =2nd understanding how the various components fit
together.

ADVICE ON ASSESSING NEEDS: Expect that staff development that .
effective in promoting the goals of sys cmic change will not be
synonymcus w.' th what practitioners perceive their needs to be. It
will be a blerg of prescribed activities derived from goals and per-
formance review, and activities responsive to individuai and group
percertions of the'r needs. It will attend to needs for knowledge.
for skills, and for motivaticn; to program needs and people needs,
The participatory planning process should facilitate a melding of
perspectives on “needs".
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Staff Development. where, when. and how? In brief., PSP experience attests

that staff development must be a pervasive commitmgnt and presence throughout

the system: invelving system-wide, school-wide, learning community 1 person
specific opportunities for learning: and involving practitioner.: both as learners
and as purveyors of staff development. At the most developed levels, staff
devg{%gment becomes something that geople do deliberately for each othzr and for

themselves, where they are--in learning community. staffroom, school, or cutside

workshops; * it assures that there is progression from the point of awareness of

.new beliefs and practic:s through to the point of behavior change; and it "puts

it ¢11 rtogether" in terms of innovation comronents.and in terms of building

community among pecple.

Whera it has to happen is in a building. Staff development of
the mos. relevanc nature is at building level. In 2SF there
are eight schools--eight unique entitieéﬂ In our school we've
attended Project activities and moved increasingly to doing it
ourselves, Not a teflon idea of education where nothing sticks
v+, Every learninc community has to conduct a staff development
session for the rest of the staff once a year and that's bec1 a
svper activity because everybody goes down to that person $

. Learning community bringing exactly what they do: créss—pollina-

" tion. Evexybody finds out other teams are doing & great job.
Respect and morale go up. There are good psychological strokes
and they feel wonderful., Aand because they are feeling good
psychologically, they can give strokes to other peorle....

It's i1ike training people to become their own therapists. Train
people to become their own in-servivze and staff development
leaders. This staff does wecrkshops around the country.,.. We
push them out the door doing things.... It revitalizes....
[Program Manager:. Schocl ¢, 6-77}

Staff Development for Whom?
Don't Forget the Administrators

Tha strongest messaje conveyed in response to "staff development for whom?"

is "Everyone! Especially, don't forget the administrators and the area level

starf.”

We have fallen into the same model as a larger district office:
In-service is for those people out there and not for people in
house [i.e., area personnel]. There gshould be a clear-cut
design of rhuse kinds of things for in~house people so that
skills can be constantly upgr‘ded and “enewed and so people
can be as highly productive in their role as they expect
teachers to be. [Year 5 PpsP Director, 12-76]

-
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Attention to the continuiny development of top management and support
staff and to team building at that ievel, is particularly important when, as
happened in PSP, accommodations are made between roles and people. As to the
kinds of staff development needed for administrators, the range is similar to
that for other staff members: personal, interpersonal, programmatic, but with
graeater emphasié on leadership skills--skills in developing and managing pro-
grams, in managing time and budget, in developiry participatory planning and

decision-making, in relating to staff and helping their development.

The heavy weight of advice proffered focused on staff development for
program managersi but a few people (program managers malnly) emphasized the
need for leadership training at central project/area level as essential if
these people are to support building leaders. It should not be assumed theat,
even with care in hiring, people in central management and suppeort positions

have all the appropriate skills and attitudes and need nc help in building and

sustaining them. "If I were running a project like this...’

...I would talk to my staff development coordinator about the
kind of people it takes to make an organization go.... I

would use Perley, Maslow...get them to read. Give them Oppor-
tunities to learn the characteristics of a successful adminis-
trator: feels good about himself, wevks with people in positive
ways: sees his roles as freeing, not restricting...and so on.

It would have heen psychologically elevating to have people over
there [area staff]) say: "I am here to help you" and see thinds
from an empathetlc point of view. We need people who find .their
own authentic way of getting things done. [A PSP Program
Manager, 5-77}

"I1f I could do it over." szid the Year § Staff Development Coordinator:

...I would have begun working with principals from the beginning.
They need a very organized staff development trzining program in
which we bring in people and work with them on self-concent
activities, activities dealing with human awareness., awareness of
others., The whole concept of their self-growth--values clarifi-
cation, transactional analysis--every kind of philosophy invelving
human growth. Realitystherapy. Human potential.... Once working
with the growth of a person, give him training in time management.
leadership skills, how to conduct IIC meetings, how to go through
an agenda.... [Year 5 Staff Development Coordinator]

as to how program managers perceived their needs, by the end of the Project
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their perspectives were broad.*

...1 know one person can't be all of everything. I think
program managers or principals peed help in curriculum and in
management of time and space and budgeting and all that. But
along with that you need to develop some leadership skills in
a person. And interpersonal relations--with staff, comaunity.
administration.... Shared decision-making was difficult for
many, especially in large schools.... In training principals
that would have to be hit... (A Program Manager., 6-77)

Investment in program manager development became understood {somewhat late
in the Project) as a linchpin in the staff development system, with large payoff
throughout the schools.

They could do it in their schools. This appioach to staff
development is the most effective we have had: Whan we train
a group of high calibre people and they in turn serve as
trainers. fTrain your building principal and one or two
teachers and let them train the rest... [Year 5 Staff
Development Coordinator, 6~777

Administrator staff development needs and the mandatory-voluntary issue.

Wwith building leaders as with teachers, practitioners do not always define
their needs in ways consonant with the goals for systemic change. Some program

managers were r salcitrant abouc participating in staff development activities.

*Lest it be thought that the heavy emphasis on interpersonal relations (with
personal growth a requisite for that) is simply a PSP bias, note the results
of a 1980 survey in Pennsylvania. fThree hundred and thirty building auminis-
trators completed guestionnaires and 120 participated in in-depth interviews
about their professional needs. The top three needs identified were: learning
how to motivate: instructional leadership and training; and developing per-

{Behind those came time management. managing change, community

development, team building, communication. making decisions, community rela-
rions, managing faculty and staff relations:. managing differenecer, group
Jdynamics.) Fifty percent said that their number one headache waz faculty and
staff relations; next came time management.
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Very little was designed for Project-wide people. In Year 3 we
realized we needed more in this area. Some managers have been
timid about using in-services and some had to be browbeaten a
bit. Two program managers in particular had to be forced into
some things--for example, to take the course taught for trans-
ference people on the role of the administrator in comprehensive
change. It was suggested very strongly to them one year and
mandated the following year because they had not taken it up.
{Manager., School Programs., 6-77]

Building Community at Area Level

Assuring melti-dimensional staff development in line with Project goals
throughout the vertical structures of the system--from area people to building

leaders to teachers and back-up through these levels--helps build one type of

integration in the system. Another kind of integration may be conceived as
horizontal. The emphasis within schools on building teams and staff cohesive-
. ness has its parallel at area level. fThis was a weak spot in PSP. Just as
staff development for area people was relatively weak. S0, too. cowesiveness at
areé level was weak. It was not a focus of deliberate attention and we judge

that this diminished the group potential of individvally dedicated and capable

pecela.

- There's a lot of distance between us as human beings.... 1If
you looked at us as individuals.: you would say we are good
people on an individual basis. When we come together as a

group we're not that ¢0od because we're inhibited.... [A PSP
Program Manager. 6-77,

- You need to build a cohesive group not only within a school
but with your peers.... It doesn't mean necessarily you are
personal friends. But you are professional peers.... You
build respect., build trust with your peers. By workshops and
so on.... It is frustrating when vou feel program managers
are not together--that you cannot disagree without being dis-
agreeable.... I am sick of 'We Agree' sessions!... [A PSP
Program Manager, 6-77]}

As we saw in Chapter 5, the Project-level committees did serve to increase

&
[

communization and to promote more cpenness than found in other parts of the
District, but they fell far short of potential in building cohesiveness and

team spiri®.. fThere a5 little in the way of deliberate efforts to that end,
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PSP experience suggests that if integration and cohesiveness are judged impor-
tant (and in systemic change they must be), then they must be lifted up as

importent goals and deliberate staff development take place to promote them.

The formal committee structures could be part of a strategy to build area-
level cohesiveness--given capable leadership and integration of the group as an
overt goal. Other formal vehicles of staff development include workshops.
planning sessions, and retreats. The retreat strategy was apparently not

utilized until the end of the Project. Some suggested it earlier as a personal

skill-building mechanism.

What most of us program managers wanted was training sessions

in an isolated area~-~intense training that a business executive

goes through as part of regular training. We felt this was a

number one priority.... But it was always turned down.

ftuestion: By whom?] -- By Washington. 1If you are going to

be an instructional person as well as run the school and have

an open door policy, then managing time and budget and things

is very important--either scmebody will manage it for you or

you have to manage it... fA PSP Program Manager, 6-77}
The cost-benefit ratio for such a retreat would be substantially greater if the
skill-building purpose were yoked to the goal of buil@ing group cohesiveness.

with activities incorporated to that end.

'Retreat', as used here, is a temporary withdrawing from the scene of
action to reflect with others upoun that action and upe relationships. The aim
is that people may return to the fray with greater understanding of each other
and of joint purposes. 1In a demanding systemic-change project, the need for
such withdrawal might occur more often in the early period. For example, in
PSP, when the conflict of roles and personalities was firse¢ diagnosed in area

level relationships.

Regular retreats of area levef people during the implementation process
could be used for mutual debriefing on prior experience--reflection on
what has been iearned from experience, discussion of joint action on mutual
concerns in the ensuing period, and social and formal activitizs to build

relationships. For example, the annual two-wewk mandatory in-service at each




school could be parallelled by an annual two-day mandatory retreat for area
" level staff, with each of these annual activities complemented during the year
by workshops and group meetings which together would build group cohesiveness
as well as accomplish planning and program activities of common concern.
Some such integrative gtaff development strategy must pervade the system
in a project whose purpose is integrated systemic changes and some such

strategy is necessary for continuing renewal once project status ends.

At the end of PSP Year 5, a retreat was organized for area people as one
part of the effort to ease the transition from Federal project status into the
District mainstream. Project-wide people were brought together in a setting
where there was informal social interaction as well as group sharing facilitated
by an outside consultant. A similar retreat took place subseqguently for a
larger group including former PSP principals and those from the other twelve d}
so schools which would make up the Post—PSP area of the School District.- One
can only speculate what the payoff might have been had such strategies to build’
group cohesiveness been used recurrently throughout the Project period. Various

people interviewed in June of Year 5 volunteered comments:

- The retreat...I wish we'd had this kind of thing all along....
We are still reluctant to socialize... [A PSP Program Manager,
6-771

- I don't think they used the retreat strategy for planning. I
wish we had built it in from the beginning. 1 feel so much
closer to them after that experience... [Area staff oerson.
6~77}

-~ They've come a long way. The group this weekend was great. I
just wish we were doing more of this kind of retreat activity.
A lot of good things were said as far as tatking about "how I
have perceived you." Scme real sharing and communication going
on. This morning when I came in there was a group of very smiling
people, glad to see each other and get on with the task.... We
still have a long way to go. The key there is the area super-
intendent. We have the people in the group answering to him and
this will determine how far the group goes. 1In the school IIC
it's the principals if he jis a leader the school will g¢. In the
area, it's the area superintendent; if he is a leader the group
will go. [Area staff person. 6-77)
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"What will most influence the retention of PSP innovation?"

The main thing will be the building principal and keeping him
excited and moving. If you can have your Executive Director
{Area Superintendent] and resource coordinator and one consultant
and principals meeting together and working through how we can
continue to shatre ideas and continue to do staff training. there
is no question the project will be able to continue. There is

need to stress leadership at the area level. [Area staff person,
6-77]

FProm this discussion we derive some advice.

ADVICE: Invesi in leadership at area and building levels if you want
staff development to be a pervasive force in the system. If you want
cohesivenass and integration across schools and among area staff. make
that an explicit goal and invest In activities that will build cohesive-
ness as well as skills in the group of area staff and rrincipals.

E. INTEGRATION AND COMMUNITY
iy

Intentionality

Basic requisites for "éﬁtting it all together" in systemic change are the
intention and commitment to do so, and the support that will sustain the imple-
mentation process over time. The Federal agency (OE, then NIE) made such a com-
mitment and so did the School District of Greenville County in its Piedmont
Schools Project, UQOE/NIE required nothing less than a "systemic sStrategy of
change" and backed its corviction with financial support over five years. In
return the Federal agency required that the Project sustain a holistic approach
to change and that its exterral evaluation convey the "interrelated. integrated

entity called the Piedmont Schools Project”.* 2SP, for its part, developed a

*In 140 tightly packed. single-spaced pages of the 1975 evaluation RFP there was
delineated (in unprecedented detail) a Federal design for study of major com-
ponents in the last two years of the Project, without any specification of how
to "analyze the interrelated integrated entity". The intention, however, was
very clear: We're interested in the whole more than the parts. This perspec-
tive runs counter to a prevailing orientation of evaluation and research in
education which favors speciaiizec analysis of componeats over multi-discipli-
nary synthesis.




vision of a "Better Way in Bducation" and $ranslated it into five years of
solid effort to change the instructional environment of the Piedmont schools.
To push beyond the conventional wisdom of educational practice and the conven-
tional wisdom of evaluation research was a high risk venture for both Federal
and local agencies. The commitment to "bring it all together" was critical.
Even when we fall short of realizing them fully, our visions and intentions are
a lode star bringing some convergence and integrity to the plethora of activi-

t es inveolved in irnovating.

PSP maintained throughout a strong allegiance to the holistic vision of
what was to be accomplished and to the centrélity of human development and
relationships in the overall goals and the means to attaining them. Staff
frequently referred to "PSP philosophy” to convey coimitment to humanistic,
personaiized, success-oriented education; to "openness" in structures and
relationships: to involvement of students and staff and community in processes
of decision-making and learning. This overall orientation was a kinding agent
that helped blend various elements together so that they could be experienced
as integrated.

Multi~aging. differentiated staffing, individualization of
instruction. shared decision-making and responsibility--all
are coming frow the same source. the same Gestalt* and I think
that of course it all has to be done together. It all fits
together. If it does not it is not because it shouwld not but
because you have a problem someplace. [Program Manager.
School C, 6-77]

"It all f£its together. 1If it does not, it is not because it should not
but because you have a problem someplace.” fThus we might approach the idea of

'holistic health' or 'integrity' of persons or groups: or the "interrelated.

*Note the meaning of Gestalt: [In Gestalt psychology] "Any of the integrated

. structures Or patterns that make up all experience and have specific properties
which :an neither be derived from the elements of the whole nor considered
simply as the sum of these elements.” The elements of PSP innovation when
melded together create something distinctive, even when the parts are recog-
nizsk e--much as a human being is recognizable as sych and partakes of the

same major elements as other human beings, yet is a distinct person.
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integrated entity called the pPiedmont Schools Project™ that NIE was concerned
to study. The innovation evolved over time, with accommodations or mutual
adaptatione occurring that melded many componente in a fashion that was dis-
tinctively PSP in reality as well ag in conception. The original concepts
anq5rdctices were drawn eclectically from the smorgashord of innovations which
proliferated in the 1960’'s, baged upon their perceived goodnesge of fit with the
goale and purposes of the Project and their apparent compatibility with each
other. Yet PSP warg not intended as a field tegt of any of these concepts.*
While many featuree of PSP gchoole strongly evidence their innovative ancestry.

PSP had a unigue configuration of featuree. Thue, in ite infancy. the Project

"

wase viewed by come ag trying to be "IGE more or lees"; in ite matur;ty, while
gtill reminding ug of its relatives, g0 to gpeak, it developed itg own gtrong
pereonality and integrity. A discugcion of come agspecte of the mutual adapta-
tion or accommodatione reached during Project evolution, illustrates the processe
of integration and the themes of 'integration' and 'community' which we have

suggected in thie etudy and which we recall now.

Reflection on PSP experience has brought come understandings of ’‘integra-
tion' in the context of eyctemi¢ change in education. We underctand it first
to mean what hae been called "horizontal integration" of various components of
innovation and "vertical integration", referring to consonance of innovation
‘throughout the K-12 levels of the gchooling system. This conception. asfoci-
.ated with NIE intentione for Experimental Schoole projects., focuses upon innova-
tion componente and seeks to discover whether they can be brought together in a
"compatible, mutually reinforcing structure." A second important and convergent
understanding of 'integration® hasg been reached through reflection on PSP experi-
ence, It @erives from a focus upon the innovatore rather than the innovation—-
the interactions of paople engaged in the innovating procecss. Thie ie 'integra-
tion' in the gocial fense: the building of community. Both integration of
innovation componente and integration ag the building of community among people

are escential to systemic change and are illustrated in varying degrees in PSP

implementation experience.

*There are, of courge, rich possibilities for comparing PSP experience with
fpe  ‘c new pr-ctices with that of other school systeme.
r

i
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Accommodations During the
Conceptual and Planning Phase

While the main focus of attention is the process of implementing inno-
vation: some insights can be derived from a brief recollection of components

dropped and added 8uring the initial conceptualizing and plannirj; phase.

Components dropped. The original vision of PSP was on an even grander

scale than described in Chapter Two. The vision included elements that were
rejected or substantially modified during planning and negotiation but which
confirm the breadth of social integration conceived by those who designed the

Project.

An idea that never reached the point of incorporation in a firm proposal
was the use of the Piedmont site as a locus for integrated delivery of social
services. The idea of financing broad health. recreation and other social
services with the support and cooperation of multiple government agencies was
discussed with HEW/Atlanta early in planning. The fire was rekindled later but
died, apparently for lack of follow-through.*

The initial vision that “the entire community will become the *school’ for
the Project™ and the development of a Year-Round School were severelv toned down
during negotiation. While interactioen between school and community remained in
the pian., its extent was much curtailed. An add-on amount was given to explore '

the feasibility of the Year-Round School. This was studied and a decision
: reached not to implement ¢he concept.
i
These ideas., had they been translated into reality. would have meant a

more pervasive presence of the schools in the community and the community in

*Early in October 1971, three of the people involved in proposal development,
including the Superintendent., discussed possibili.ies with HEW/Atlanta. A
brief note in early field records suggests that Greenville County Health Depart-
ment had about three-quarters of a proposal written on how to associate an
exemplary model for health services delivery with PSP.
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the schools--greater social integration. They would also no coubt have increased
the strain of implementation. They are noted here because they illustrate the
breadth of holistic vision that lay behind the Project. and because these
elements are'potentially capable of incorporation in a - -hsequent wave of inno-

vation. i

A component dropped during negotiations was an glaborate scheme for
accourtability, incorporating a PPBS-style fiscal management system. "OE didn't
want anything to do with that" and no substitute budgeting innovation or account-
ability mechanism was included in the accepted proposal. Cne unfortunate con-
sequence was the difficulty in costing out components, given conventional line-

item budgets. A Study gf Program Allocations and Expedﬁitures concluded:

PSP did not generate many generalizable conclusions about the
financial cost of the educational innovations...[Thisl is a
common problem in experimental studies or demonstrations in
educational research. It is difficult to separate:out the
cost elements. Only if highly detailed budget accounts
linking expenditure to functional elements of the experiment
are kept from the very outset, will a separation be possible.
Of course, this requires planning of the cost study and arti-
culation of the cost questions before the Project is under way.
? This is an important lesson to learn for the future. [EPRC,
Report on Program Allocations and Expenditures, 1978; p. 58]

The watering down of references to accountability throughout the system might
explain in part what sometimes seemed to be an easy-going approach to monitoring
performance during implementation. The inference is not that "They should have
done PPBS"; rather, it is that the syétem for budgeting and for recording and
monitoring resource allocation in an innovative project should be incorporated

in the initial design.

Components added. Two elements incorporated in the design at the urging

of USOE during the extended negotiations of the planning phase may be noted.
One was the Board of Directors. PSP's idea had been to have a consortium of
the groups involved in the original design to guide Project implementation.
Whether or not this would have been effective and how are moot points. In any
event, as part of an emphasis on-indigenizing the Project ("Make it your'own

thing"), USOE pressed for a Board of Directors constituted as described in
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Chapter Five. The resulting Board was referred to as "a Board which OF likes
but which is weakened in input”, ang one interviewee said, "I'd love to have the
hours we spent trying to figure out what that group ought to d0." With hing-
sight, we coul@ speculate on functions that might have been served in building
stronger relations with the District and the broader professional community.
The fact remains £hat PSP did not render this a viable group and everfone o
appeared relieved when it was mercifully put to rest at the end of the Project

period.

A second elemen. addnd at OF instigation was the role of Manager of School
Programs. 'This dié not fit with what PSP designers had in mind when they d« ¢
vised the management structure, for %t effectively eliminated many of the
responsibilities intended for the Manager of Staff Support Services--a role
written in light of skills and interests of the person who spearheadeé the
design phase. He left the Proﬁect after one year and we judged that the
adjustments made at tﬁat time between people and roles were not optimal for

Project leadership.

Thp point in both examples is not that the ideas were unsound as Such;
they had much to commend them. But PSP people appeared not to feel strong
.ownership of the concepts introduced by OE, and fitted them somewhat uneasily
into their Jesign. {n the one case they were unable (or unwilling} to render
the mechanism (BOD/PiC) functional; in the other, they incorporated the role
but subsequently dillted its strength by decisions that reassigned personnel

ané responsibilities:

Accommodations Durindg Implementation

!
Earlier discussions have made it clear that various types of accommodation

or mutual adaptation occurred during the process of implementation:
-accommodations among pieces of the innovation
~accommodat jons of innovation to the ecology and history of the schools
-accommodations between people and innovative roles
~accommodations of persons and groups to each other
-accommodatﬁons Between Project and community and District !
1

! /

I
!

: 270 . ...
- ' RE7 /

HE N R . O N W N D D MY D B D G Ee Ee




¥

- g

Sl

R

Some examples may be recalled briefly at this point within the context of our

concern with integration.

.Accommodations between programs and philosophy. In Chapter Three we noted

that there are many varieties of individualized instruction. some of them more
compatible with PSP'F philosophies of openness and personalization than others.
We saw that the fbrﬁ of individualized program most prevalent jin Project schools
was aiagnogtic—prescriptive, heavily influenced by District mandates in reading
and math, particularly. Attempts in some schools to push for different
approaches with stronger emphasis on student interests and choice were squelchgd.
and variations in which reading for. interest was somewhat separated from skill-
building were "punished" in the sense that students could do hest on thg a-p
{publisher) tests when they worked {ad nauseum, some would say) with the pub-
lisher's reading series and workbooks to which the tests were geared. Hence:
an accommodatiion of PSP to District views was paralleled by accommodation of

PSP philosopily to prescribed programs.

b-p individualization calls for well-defined expectations and consistent
enforcement of rules by teachers. The conceptually compatible approach to
,social behavior would be a variant of behavior modificationpwhich also empha-
sizes teacher direction. But PSP espoused a philosophy of openness aﬁd Glasser-
style reality therapy in which heavy stress is placed upon people taking respon-
sibility for their own choices and action%- Hence the difficulty that teachers
were enjoined to maintain one type of communication pattern for academic tasks
.ud another for social behavior. The disjunction or incompatibility of approach
was not surfaced as a major problem by PSP personnel; but it was evident that
some accommodations were takiug place. While there were variations across and
within schcols, the accémmodations reached tended to nrovide more cpenness than
d-p individualization suggests but less student autonomy than Schools Without

Failure approaches would suggest.

Accommodations between community beliefs and promoting learner responsi-

bility. The focus on social behavior illustrates another accommodation--bBetween

nervasive ce.munity beliefs about child raising, child behavior and “discipline"
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and the PSP prOmoEion of student responsibility for learning and behavior. BAs

data from the Educationai/;eliefs tcale {EBS) ard, the Community/Parental Surveys

showed, Greer community and its teachers were relatively conservative in their
- S

views of student participation and discipline and control {albeit with a sig-

N

nificant minority tending to more openness}., By the end of the five years, the

-

céﬁmunity/parents showed relativeiy high levels of“sétisfaction and accegptance
of ihnovation, but’ continued ﬁo éive ciear majorit} signals that they wanted to
feel teachers were in control of learning at all times‘(Chapter Six}. The
géneral pattern of responses to EBS suggests thatamost teachers shared and/;r ‘
were responsive to ;heée beliefs. There was thus aFcommodatiqn between beliefs
about discipline and tearher ccntrol g% the one.hand and a full—SIOWn interpre-
* tation’'of "openness" and “student respcnsibility" on the other--within an over-
all context of substantial change .in instru&tional setiings and practices and a

positive and pleasant climate for learning in most learning communities. +

.

-
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Accommodations between innovation and setting. Earlier -in this chapter

we noted that the pace of implementation varied with the ecology and history of
particular schools. “First you build the trust, then you build on the trust”
was the tenor of PSP advice, conveying the importance of beginning to build
community--integration amo;g:ggg iﬁnovattng team--as é requisite for changing
practices, vVariation in the pace of change Jdoes not, of course, necessarily
modify the nature of change (any more than individually paced instruction
necessarily means that students do not study the same materials). However, the
situations that occasioneﬁ a slower pace of change were sometimes also asso-

ciated with uneassy or even non-implemenbgtiOn of components of the innovation.

For example, High 3chool never implemented open and flexibly used space to
any degree and made li:tle inrcads on the essentially departmental orientation
of courses (individualized short course system widespread, but interdisciplinary
work meager}. Yet within the conventional structures a "quiet revolution"
occu;red with broad individualization of instruction. opening up of relation-
ships within the school, and the building of community. There was increased
movement of students out into the community as part of the learning process;

and youths elsewhere shut out of "normal" schools--the "trainables"--found a
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home iﬁ%the sheltered workshops and community organization of High School.*
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Trade-off in components? It might be aréuea with.some plausibility that

a viable and constructive trade-off in components was made at High School.
given its history and social context. ' Middle School illustrates another kind
of accomm?datiOn that .is less easy to accept. but also less easy to discuss

+

judgrnentally:
Middle School students. perhaps more than any other group, would benefit
from multi-age gréuping and the PSP phi sophy of openness operationalized in
terms of instructional and soéial interactions. This is because of the parti-
cular characteristics of cognitive, physical and psycho-sociai growth of young
adolescents. Yet Middle School in some ways was semi-traditional in approaches
witbin a radically ipnnovative building. Learning communities were not multi-
aged/multi-graded, nor was there an advisee SysStem cutting across the lock-step.
age-graded structure. The teacher-dominant patterns that prevailed in relation
to social béhavior in PSP which., at elementary level were nonetheless associ-
ated with a bieasant environment, were judged by observers to produce a less
congenial climate for learning in some Middle School communities. Multi-aging
was examined, debated and rejected. The decision rested with staff and adminis-
trators. Was this a victory for participatory decision-making {(a component of
PSP innovation) or a defeat for multi-aging (another component of PSP innovation)?

Both, we would judge.
In the coumplex situvation of Middle School, many more issues merit

attention than tcan be raised here. We assert Simply that the education of young

adolescents is the least understood and developed level of formal schooling

*Recall that PSP was the only place in the District where Special Education
“trainables" were part of the regular school system., PSP and community argued
strongly to keep things that way.
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systems and tjat PSP partakes of the problems that this situation eagendars
nationally.* 1In that overall context, PSP Middle Scuool emerges as more open
&nd innovative than many, but less so than other schools in the PSP famllg

based on indlcators noted in this t-‘tuvf‘.y

*

K-12 integraticn. 'Middle-High relations illustrate a K-12 aspect of

intégrat{on. High School; with its traaitional physical arrangements and curri-
clar units,ypresentsd a foreign environment to students coming out of a histoxy
of large open-spaced learniny communities and dreater spatial mobility. High
School staff in the early perioa complained that incoming students did rot Xuow
how to behave and made derbgatorf comments about Middle school education as a
preparation for High. An adaptation was made such that Grade 8 com-
munities in Middle began increasingly'to take on characteristics of High in
physicsl and curricular arrangements. This eased the transition between the
levels of schooling while at the same time reducing the extent to which intended

characteristics of PSP learning communities prevaliled in Middle School.

There wae little evidence of attention to easing the transition from ele-
nentary schools to Middle school, although some Middle fchool learning communities
had as many students af a whole elementary school. Program managexs, questioned
about the transition, conveyed vaxying, but generally minimal involvement in intex-
school discussion about that transition, with some averripg that their students

were highly adaptable., By the end of PSP, Middle School vas largely receiving a

o

*It would be possible to derive {rom PSP experience more insights than conveyed
in this document. But the fact remains that there is a dearth of good models
to follow in relating imnovative practices to what is known about charactexis-
tics of young adolescents. [Contrast the plethora of research and tested inno-
vation in elementaxy schools.] There is need for a stiong comparative case
studies approach focused on middle schools to illuymine ways of improving educa-
tional practice at this level of the system. This is an area where attention
to multiple dlmenslons of social peolicy and services seems particularly needed.
Link-up with Juvanlle justice, probation. health, welfare, substance abuse and
other systems dispensing youth policy and programs seems appropriate. The
early P3P notion of the community and the school being much more intimately s
related in integrated gdelivoxy of social and instructional services is useful.
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popﬁlation of stpdentﬁ who had spent four years in PSP-style elementary schools.
How did they Fare compared (say) with studehts entering the area 7.om tradi-
tional school backgrounds? and what of students who moved out of PSP schools

to different instructional environments elsewhere in the District?

-

s

The integration that occurred between levels of sSchiooling derived Erom
the important commonality of intentions emphasized earliex--the fact that PSB

schools shared a common philosophy, a commeon Plan and intentionality. a Binding

.common purpose. They also shared resource coordinators who moved Erom school

to school attending to particular curricular areas; and staff of different levels

‘shared, to a limited extent, common staff development. Still., there was little

-

evidence of specific focus on building relationshipsfintegration'between levels
of schooling (elementary, middle, high). This it judged to be the result of
weakness in building community across schools, particulariy at the admnistrative

level. Which brings us back to the theme of integration as community.

Communitz
~— Given weakness at area level in building community among program managers

and arxea level staff (Sn. B+C, ahove), it is not surprising that questions of
transition of students from cne school to another were not a focus of attentign.
Integration, putting the pieces teogether in the move between schools, was some-
thing largely left for students to do--just as. when interdisciplinary orienta-
tion to instriuction is weak: such integration as takes place between diverse

subject matters is something that a student is often left to forge fcr himself,

On the whole, though. PSP emergec as a victory for humanizing education,
for developing positive personal relations, for building community.' The process
of building communitj was strongest within learning communjties and schools.

The many devices used to this end have already been commended--processes and
programs that brought p;ople into mora freguent and open communication than
characteristic of traditionai schooling; students and staff interacting more.
and more qualitatively, with more.and different people because of flexible space
and movement . teaming'ané diffarentiated staffing, multi-aging, mainstreaming,

advisory provisions: committee structures., peLvasive staff development.
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- snec1£1c involvement and satisfaction was con51derab1e {Chaptey ﬁ;ﬂ) Area~

At Project/area level, integration and community were stronger and evi-

derced more open communication than i¥ most systems, even while falling some-
what short of potential. Integration, as might be expected., was Progressively

weaker as we move beyond psP schools to the COmmunlty at large——though school-

1

level mechanisms for lay and professional involvement tended to be weak. The
Board of Dlrectors/Professional Liaison Committee was inefifectual, and the Board
of Cooperatives which did serve some useful funciions was noletheless weak as a
mechanism for relatihq PSP to the District at large and the Board of Trustées in
particular. . ’

£

. ~
The .last two Jroups potentially might have provided a strdng linkage to
the rest of the District (through'intended relations with the Trustees and with
professioral education. respectively), but they did not.  Communication and
community building were at their veakest between the PSP schools and the Eeqtral
administration of the School District. The policy of leaving the experimental
schools alone for their own good backéired in some measure. True, there were

many constraints upon building comm: ity with “The District” oxr "The County"--

.

mind-sets, diverging decision-making patterns. centralization., regulations.
political and economic climate. Yet one is left with a strohg sense that neither
the District nor the PSP tried very hard to strengthen communication linkages,
bulld bridges, develop community in the sense that we have used the torm here.

ThlS does not negate the efforts made on both sides in the “Transfarence Progr

v

but it does point to weakness in the critical link between PSP and centtal

District administration and decision-makers. . .

N
. .

. Fi

The negative climate created by financial problems is not sufficient to,

account for wéakness in the life-~line between Project and District. One specu-
lates that intentionélity Qas lacking. Without aqticulateq intent and creative
effort to promote Project-District understanding and communitg over the years

of the PSP, relations with "The County" sometimes seemed‘more tolerated than
culfivated. To the outside observer it appéared that the Project and the
Superintendent went about their preoccupying and demanding business independently

save in times of crisis. When the crisis was external, as when Federal funding
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was in jeopardy, they ﬁulie& ;ogéther. When it was internal (as in the Superin-
PSF's

and helped

tendentis concern with a new School Board and a referendums or as in

worries over “phasing out"), efforts on either side to be understood

appeared to lack political astuteness and constructive action. Both sides felt

misunderstood. The moral scems to be: if you don't build community. t isn't

there to build upon when you need it.

F. CONTINUITY

But PSP in many important ways did build community and it was there to
build upon as the schools moved into the post Project mainstream of the District.

There are features that augur favorably for greater spread of PSP-style innova-

v

tion into educational practice in the District and elsewhere. There was a

tremendous investment in people--by Federal government. by District, and most
heavily by the sheer effort and energy of the PSP staff themselves.  An invest-

ment in innovators. Large numbers of people were trained and became experienced

) ) 9
in "getting it together”. Many developed a strong capacity to learn from

experience, to reflect on action and convey their understandings in training

* .
others. : . ’ :

"Get.ting it together" is one way of talking about educa*ion in PSP.

Each

student and staff member was seen as requiring a mix of knowledge and skills

ani dispositions for rounded development.

Abilities to understand self and

Building a strong self-

relate to others were elevated to an unusual degree.

concept 3% a way of "getting it’ todether” at the level of one person. Relating

to OtnFlS i= the beginning of soclal integration--building positive relation-
ships which enable people to act together. Getting their act together. they can

change schools.

-
[

- .':‘ .
Anong the payoffs of the "open" philosophy that undergirded PSP was the

freeing up of teachers to be more moblle within_and outside their schools.
Reward structures are notoriously flat in education (tenure and salary tied to
vears of service rather than performance, and little differentiation of staff)
and the incentives to engage in high-risk, energy-draining innovation are not

obvious. In open communica'ion and teaming settings, however (as compared with
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' closed and self-contained settingé), opportunities for support and appreciatian

from professional peers increase.

expanded opportunities for sharing knowledge and skills beyond the PSP and

experienced increasing demand for their services by the end of the Project.
Thus there accrued benefits both in terms of professional rewards and job satis-
faction-for staff, and in terms of the spread of innovation by the mobility of

innovator..

...I like teachers tdO share Success pPractices and walk in
each other's moccasins. Not just in this building. Here,
there, outside the sState even. To me the thing that blows
the mind is to see a teacher who never goes outside the
classroom, doesn't have a comprehensive picture of education
because she doesn't read or attempt to study...[Program
Manager. 6-77] ¥ '

...I could give you a list of forty.ieachers in this Project
who could go anywhere and train a staff and get them going.

We have a few staff members who are moving into positions

of principals. superinterndents... I think it is all directly
related ta Project experience.... I think in the next few
years the District will dévelop a comprehensive staff develop-
ment program which will &ffect a large number of teachers and
they will use our teachers to do this. -Year$S from now we will
be seeing tremendous things happening as our reople move into
responsibility in the District and State and implement tﬁose
ideas... [Staff DLvelopment Coordinator, 6-77}

I.It is my desirer in the future (after Troject) tc strive
to créate a pPsychological climate, as in the past five years.

so the 'children can be free to make mistakes., free to be curious,

feel free to learn from their environment, from students. from
experience, angd from me...{Teachar, 577}

..I am as excited as I know MHaslow must have been at one time.,
when he first started getting it together.... I'm past the
missiconary stage: the want-to-save-the-world part. More
sophisticated than that. But I know through Subtle influence
and my own staff develorment that I can have some type of
impact, large or small.... I've heen in nearly every state of
the Union in the last two years and the people I team with here
have done a lot too. We are psyched un, and our crap detectors
are fine tuned..., I'm excited because the best of what the
Project stood for and could be is very much alive., We are not
limited by our mistakes. We can learn from them., I know what
not to go, The discrimination process is continuing I dan't
care where it Is I'm going or what I will do, but I zssure you
that wherever it is I go I will tzke the Project with me, BAll
I have learned...[Project Manager., 6-77}

Yy -
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Those who remained in the former PSP schools and those who moved out
"took the Project with them" in some way. What happened next we will not know,
short of follow-on investigitién. Weitber integration. nor innovation, viewed
as process, have a stopping point: either Fhey evolve or they regréss. . As
people moved @nto and out of the former PSP bchools‘and the schools themselves
melded more into the District, further adaptations would take place. To the
extent that a process of continuing renewal pervades the schools and its vitality
is maintained, we would expect thé spiri} and associated practices of PSP to be
pervasive and to spread in some Qeésﬁré. Innovation would be expected to spread.
too, 'through staff who moved out of those schools into ather positions in the
Disirict, State, and nation "taking the Project with them". Many had developed
a strong capacity noi'just to implement new practicés, but to understend how
they f£it together in systemic change, to reflect on action, to learh frop-

- 3 . I &‘
experience, and to infuse those understandings into, further action.

“If we are td share the search for "A Better Way in Education" we can :do

no less.

<y
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QUC VADIS? -~ THREE IDEAS FOR FCLLOW-ON STUDIES

+

This document has been longer than either the writer or the sponsors (NIE,

Reﬂional Programs) had in min@ when it was commissioned. Even so., it is selec-

/////f{ve in its treatment of PSP experience. For each Jf the specific topics éis-
cussed in this report there is'more to be mined from that experience. Keeping
our focus on the totality rather than the compononts of 1mp1ementatlon however,
there are some lines of 1nquiry which would build upon the present study in ways
_relevant to NIE agendas for the improvement of practice.

Three fol;oy-on studies areruggestéd here--none of them highly elaborate;
each of them a potentially cost-effective use of resources. Two derive directly
from presently avéilablé documentation, while the third calis for new data col-
lection. The first would be a comparative education analysis across PSP schools
to highlight the importance of site-specific variables in implementing changes
in practice. The second would focus primarily upon internal evaluation as a
veh;cle for 1mprOV1ng practxce {with some lesser attention to the role of exter-
nal evaluation ana monitorlng). The third proposed s@udy would collect and
analyze data on the retention of innovation in the target schools’ and the dif-

fusion and dissemination of innovation beyopd them.

{1) Comparative Analysis of Schoels Img;ementiﬁg Cchange

Tﬁe present study has depicted thé implementation in the set ©f eight
schools, noting differences among schools largely by level of schooling
(elementary, middle, high). It has been suggested at several points in the
discussion that elementary schools were more similar than different in the
levels of change implemented in educztiional practice. While the broad generali-
zation holds, it glosses over differences among schools as settings for change.

Given that PSP schools were, by and large, implementing the same set of new
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partially reported out, would examine internal evaluatién in PpsP.

concepts and practices, the schools themselves may be considered the variables.*
Each school had its own characteristics and peréonality——deriving from the
characteristics and pergonality of the people (students and staff) who lived

and worked there, and géom its history and setting.

We have suggested in the present chapter the kinds of accommodations that .

occur during implementation of innovation. Both the idealized components of

planned change and the people expected to implement them accomquatzo in some

measure to each other. Such mutual adaptation accords with contempbrary

research findings. _ More imoortantly, it affirms that schools are created for
people rather than people for schools. A comparative education study across
the schools would analyze avallable data (from surveys, tests: observations,
interviews) to deduce what can be learned from PSP experience about schoel
characteristics and settings in relation to the implementation of innovation.
such study could suggest elements of context that shoyld be taken into zccount
in devising strateéies to assure .he utilization of knowledge for the” improve-
ment of practice (including attention to generaf_End individualized approaehes

to dissemination).

{2) Bvaluation and the Improvement of Practice

et

. A second study., for which there exist documentatiod and data as ye? only

<

The intent
would be to identify what can be learned. from ‘PSP experience about eveluation®

as a mechanism for the improvement of educational practice.

*This is not the case in many other projects. For example, within the Experi-
mental Schools Program, all projects were concerned with comprehensive, systemic
changer but many sought towallow schools to develop individually different pro-
grams and approaches to change, to test the viability of alternative schools
within a single schooling system. Other programs where the innovation studjed
might be the same across schools, tend not to document the wide range of vari-
ables that condition implementation--the innovation and related study being
partial in scope and often short-run in duration. '
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PSP’s organization included an evaluation unit--referred to as Level I or
Internal évaluation,to distinguish it from Lwvel 11 or Txternal Evaluation.

The unit's personnel were moved to District level in PSP Year 5 to become the

nucleus of a broadened approach .to evaluation services in the County dgenerally.

i

Lavel I evaluation was intended to serye the Project by providing information
to declsion-makers to help them monito} pérfo}mance and take whatever action
seemed appropriate to imptove progress'towérds objectives. The‘?valuators saw
themselves as performing pyo—active studies and respénsive studies. The pro-
active studies were designed to asséss progressig@wards specified measurable
objectives {e.g., analysis of test and survey data), and responsive studies,

generated to meet evaluation needs as perceived by practitioners.

€r
+ n "
” ’ . - ,

The external evalyation design included a componént to study Internal
Evaluation. Level II completed a major task in retrieving. organizing. cata-
loguing and summarizing over a hundred documents produced by Level I during the
five years of the Project, and cumpleted an evaluation of the technical adequa?y
of the major "products¥.* The proposed study would furnish a\gammary update
on Level I products; report on' the process and effects of Iqternal Evaluation
using available data from surveys, interviews aﬁa PSP documents; and comment
upon the.issnes tpat surface from PSP experience. Several of these issues are
generic in evalué&ion and important to address in devising strategies for

- improving practice. They include: \ ,

o)
- Badgic Documentation: On the one hand evaluation often generates

_large quantities of information, costly to assemble and, sometimes
hard to manage, analyze and interpret. On the other hand, dis-

E EE R BN Y D BT O O B AN @G T III% N

semination strategies are crippled when hasic rechbrds have
: not been kept systematically to record what is being done and at
: what cost in time and money. s .

- Data Préblems: Problems that occur in routine data collection,
assembly, processing and retrieval are frequently glossed over in
evaluation studies. Recognizing the pitfalls and the vagaries in

- quality, timeliness, and utilization of data is important to inter-
preting "results". '

- “"Success” and "Outcomes”: The issue of defining "success™ and "out-
- comes" in inhovative programs. The role of test data. Standardized
measures vs. indicators of guality education. Choosing what you
Iook'at and audiences/utilizers for what you find.

R
!

- "Controls": Issues of comparability and the pollution of controls
{negative) by the diffusion of innovatioh {positivel.

-
-
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These issues are common to internal and external evaluation. While the
prime focus would he Internal évdluation in PSP: the study would also touch on
pitfalls and opportunities in Level II evalpation and Federal monitoring of
projects.* The rationale for the study is that documentation and evaluation
are necessary if we are to learn from eXperience and plan and act accordingly.
They are gssential to aﬁ§ strategy of dissemination when dissemination 1S

conceived as implementation of improved educational practice.

{3) "Retention ang Diffusion of Innovation q@?‘

The heavy investment of Federal monies and of local time and energies tg
change the Piedmont schools was intendedlto be seminal: the transformation in
envirourent and practices in the pilot schools was expe;ted to generate know-
ledge and know-how that would facilitate the soread and utilization of concepts
and'practices without replicating the initi cost. The Transference Program
was one planned strategy to this end. Howevel, there has been no effort to
render the major Federal investment more costfeffective by finding out to what
extent dissemination and diffusion has occuryed andg, what can be learned from
the experience of three years post-PSP activity to Mcrease our understanding‘

of implementation and dissemination.

The first two studies suggest ways of learning from analysis of existjng

data. The third suggested study would regquire a follow-through effort in new
data collection and analysis, to address questions of retention and diffusion
of innovation: What has happened in the pilot schools since the Project ende

Three years later, do these schools retain and build upon the compréehensive

*One area in which more could be done to learn from experience concerns the

role and functions of Federal project monitors. They have an overview and
comparative perspective from monitoring a range of projects which is invalu-
able: Yet it is not apparent in many cdsgs that their skills and knowledge
are tapped within the Federal agency or in its relations with contractors &nd
clients. "Creative monitoring” as opposed to "contract management' can con-
tribute greatly to the improvement of practice,

® o , ’
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innovation in the ingtructional environmetn? Have the knowledge, the skills,
the improvements in practice been diffuced and disseminated beyond the pilot
area? What factors have influenced retention, diffueion, ang uvtilization of
new practices? What can be learned from the post-PSP experience about Waye in

which knowledge and practices are spread and utilized beyond a pilot area?

These questions could be addressed at various leveles of intenctiy and
extengiveness, with varying levels of coct. A relatively small ctudy could be
highly cogt-effective in terﬁsaof illuminating elements that should be structured
into strategies for discemination.*

}me component on retention of improved practices would require some bagic
field study and interviewing in the pilot schools and District, to judge levels
of retention and development of USP-ctyle innovation and the factors influencing
them. The component on diffusion/dissemination would use interviewing and
questionnaire approaches t© identify the formal and ifnormal channele by which
PSP innovation if perceived to have affected practice outfide the target area,
notablf: (a) Within the District--in the ten schoolfd grouped with PSP into a
larger administrative area when the Project ended; and in the District generally,
particularly by ;ystematic ctaff development or a Traneference-type program.

{b) Outcide the Disiriqt, by formal and informal mechanisms. In particular. the
notion of diffusion of innovation by the mobility of innovators is worth pursuing.
It ¢ould be approached by tracking key PSP perconnel who moved out of Project
schools., {How did PSP experience influence what tuey are now doing and how

doef it affect their new colleagues/work? pid they indeed “take the Project
with them"?) »

*If the kind of understandings generated by a PSP-related cace Study proved
illuminating, they could provide a bagis for degfigning a larger-scale investi-
gation across felected Federal projects to furnish generalizable inputs to
discsemination strategies.

&
r
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Learning from EXperience
Completing the Knowledge-Planning-Acticn Loop

The above suggestions are made in the belief that gains_accrue in know-
ledge and in improved practice when we hone our ability to learn from experi-
ence. Capitalizing on existing documentation, data, and experience generated
by past investment may be less glamorous but more cost-effective in this

respect than launching high-cost ventures into "new" areas for research and

development.

The theme of learning from experience is applicable at 211 laVvelg of the
educational enterprise--from individual student to Federal agency. For exahple,
there are strong parallels between what we understand of the stages of student
learning, and the stages of staff development, and the levels of dissemination
identified by Regional Programs.* Similarly, what we understand about indivi-.
dualizing instruction in a schoolroom, has parallels in well-constructed staff
develqpment programs, and in well-designed dissemination strategies. -all
require, minimally, attention to identifying the needs of learners/clients,
appropriate utilization of the four learning modes, and attention to compoﬁents

of the learning cycle.**

Finally. we note a parallel between PSP experience in designing and imple-
menting cﬁangp strategies and Federal/RP efforts to do the same. When PSP
planners set about creating alnew and better instruciional environment respon-
sive to community goals for education, they studied the best of availabie know-
ledge and the best of "tested practices"”, selecting elements that seemed appro-
priate to goals and mutually compatible. They built their plan upon this know-
ledge and then.proceeded to act to implement THE innovation. We judged that

what they imgigmented was more than the sum of the parts derived from prior

)

*Regional Programs have identified four ways to think of dissemination {spread,
exchange, choice, implementation) that are paralleled by the major stages in
staff development {awareness, exploration, practice, feedback and reinforce-
ment--see Ch. 4), and the stages in individual mastery of new skills.

**See Chapter 3.
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knowledge: it was a ned Gestalt, We would argue that the systematic effort
to reflect upon action, to learn frun experience, is the link between what
an NIE/Regional Programe planning document refers to as "utilizing existing

knowledge" and “the creation c¢f new knowlegge“.

The loop joining knowledge and practice is completed, the cycle of renewal
continues--whether in PSP schools or in NIE programs--so lon§ ag we seek delib-
erately to learn from experience. For in learning from eXperience, we can both

help to generate knowledge and t0 improve practice.
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APPENDIX 1
STATISTICAL PROFILE OF TARGET AREA STUDENTS
BEFORE THE PROJECT--1968,1969,1970 DATA
Enrollments by Race. Dropouts. Further Education
——- Enrollments b;IRace 1071-72
) Total Percent
Sthool Enrolinent Black White Black
A 321 52 269 16.10%
B “y 174 30 144 17.24%
D 365 57 248 18.69%
£ ary he B2 364 18.39%
c Fhns) 377 62 315 16.45%
F Loz 122 375 24,55%
G 1,300 246 1,054 18.92%
H 1,357 223 1,134 16.43%
Total 4,777 874 3,903  Avsig.36f
_Average Daily Attendance ~ -0istrict 91.71% Greer 92.75%

——— e W AR

S

Percentage of loss from Ist grade through 12th grade

- District Target Population
1968 b b 39.8%
1969 bo.4% 43,.6%
1970 41.5% 54,8%

Percentage of graduates entering college

Di:trict Target Population
% _— -
1968 4o% Loy
1969 42% 38%
1970 h2g 35%

A

Percentage of graduates enterfng trade and technical schools

Target Population

District
1968 11.2%. 15%
1969 13, 9% 16%
1970 13.0% 20%




APPENDIX 2

ORIGINAL AND CORRESPONDING REFORMULATED GOALS OF
THE PIEDMONT SCHOOLS PROJECT

Original Cblective . (197'2)

{1)To involve actively students, parents, communily
groups, and professional educators through educational
cooperalives in a continuing process ol deciding the pur-
poses of education in an evolving society, in suggesting

concrete ways 10 achieve those purposes, inrecommend-
ing policy governirg education 1o the Board of Trustees,
andin providing feedback and grass roots evalualion relat-
inglo local education.
I t

—— -

Restated Objectlves (1973)

Process Objective 1: Toimprove the quanlily and quat-
ity of involvement of the lay communily in the decision
making process.

Process Objective 2. To improve the quantty and qual-
ity of involvement of the professional community i the
decision making process.

Process Objeclive 3: To improve Ike quantity and qual-
ity of involvement of the school community in the decasnon
making process.

Product Ot clive 8: By May ol 1977, to increase 10 50
per cent the percentage o1 the lay community who perceive
the discipline in Piedmont Schools Project schools as hav-
ing improved during the life of the project as compared with
31 percent in 1974,

- - —

(2) To provide experiences for students and leachers de-
sign2d to promote positive athitudes oward sell, fearning,
ard posilive relationships with others,

[FyEp— e JRPAE——

Process Objective 5: To provide a vanety of processes
tor individualizing education.

Process Objective 6: To provide various program:s and
malerials in e ach curriculum area for individualizing educa-
tion, -

Product Objective 3: To decrease by 5 per cen! annu-

“ally the 1974 baseline percentage of stidents whose seli-
concepl scores are in the lowest three calegories. while
maintaining the percentage scoring in the ‘highest three
categories.

- Producl Objective 4: To Incréase by 5 per cent annu-

ally the percentage of Piedmont Schools Project students
refiecting a posilive_atlilude toward selecled programs,
oparating procedures, and personnel within Piedmont’ .
Schools Project so that by 1977 the percentage will be 15

- par cent above the 1974 baseline per cent.

Producl Objective 5: During the school years 1974.75,

- 1975-76,.and 1976-77; to increase the percenlage of al- -
tendance of Piegmont Schools Project students a stalisti-
cally significant degree above the median percentage of
atiendance of their respective three preceding years.
~  Product Objective 6: To decrease annually 1o a statis;
tically significant degree the dropout rate of the Piedmom _

. Schools Project student population.

Product Objective 7: To decréase annually o a slahs

. lically sigmficant degree the mean per capila dlsCIE[u“laDF
* suspensions within Piedmont Schipols Project schools,




PSP Objectives, contd.

- —— i ——— T

{3} To develop cumiculum specificalions in the affective,
cognitive, and psychomolor areas in lerms of pupil perfor-
rmance objectives necessary lo achieve a basic education.

Process Objective 6: To provide vasious programs and
materials in each cumiculum area lor indviduahzing educa-
tion

Product Objective 1: By May of 1977, o increase The
annual mean learning rate of Piedmont Schools Project
students in the basic skills areas 20 per cent above ther
mean baseline rates of learning establishedin May ol 1974.

Product Objective 2: By May of 1977, 1o decrease by &
per cent Ihe percentage of Piedmront Schools Project stu-
dents scoring in Ihe two lowes! categories of achievemnent,

while maintaining the percentage scoring in the two upper
calegories.

{4)To provide the means for each student who has mas-
tered the basic ski's to design his owneducahonal program
according to his needs and value structure.

" making process. 3

Process Objeciwe 3. To improve the Quantity and qual-
ity of involvement ol the school Gommunity in the decis.on

Process Objective 5: To provide a variely of processes
{or individualizing education.

Process Objective 6: To provide various programs and
malerial.?’,in each cumiculum aréa for indrnaduahzing e duca-
tion,

" {Z) To o=velop real-world evalialion and verification
cecabilites to assess student perdormance of the basic
skills anc 10 assess the efiecliveness of education pro- .

grams.

Process Objective 7: To provide product and process
feedback information lo the decision makers.

]

(&370 develop career and occupational information pro-
grams and to prornote practical work experiences for stu-
dets 50 as to dignify the world of work.

Process Objective 5: To provide a variety of processes-
. lor individualizing education. .
Process Objective 6: To provide various programs and
matenalsineach cumriculum a*ea for individuahzing edica-
lion. :

S . —— -

(7o provide art, drama, music, and physical education
programs geared to individual expression, fulfillment, and

Process Objective 6: To provide various programs and
materials in each curriculum area for individualizing educa-

apprecuation:'. tion, ;
: . ) 1!?‘:
{8) To develop, implement, test. and refine an organiza- Process Objective 4. To provide the time and oppor-
tional modei, K-12 that will tacilitate and encourage ind- tundy for instructional personnel to function in a capacity
vidualized and personalized education programs, which will facilitate individualized education.
{9)To develop a system 1o provide for detanléd fiscal Process Objective 7. To provide process and product
accountability. ' feedback information lo the decision makers. * I
(10) To develop slafling patierns and the necessary inser- _Process Objeclive 4. To provide the hme and oppor- . I
vice Yraining program so that ali invoived serve’ as tunity Yor instructional personnel 1o function in a capacity
O Halors of the educalional process and promote positive which will faciitate individualized education.
E MC tionships with olhers. ° : . 3 0 v,
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Figure T.1

The Process of Iuplementing the New Instructional Enviroament

Focus and Assessments of Components of Substudy #1

!
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Components of Substudy #1

Level II Focus

Assessmenks Emphasized (cf.NIE/RFP)

INFOUIANT TWNOLIONYLSNI
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1A. Implementation of the Degree to which the structure and - Process of jmplementation of LCs
learning Community Concepff climate of the learning cosmunity - Degree of implementation of LCs
’ is developed and implemented ~ Reactions of participants
18, Staff Development Explaining the process and the - Process of staff development
impact of staff development activ- - Attitudinal impact
. jities initiated by PSP to promote
implementation®of the new instruc-
tional environment
1C. Assignment of Program- Extent to which authority for pro- =~ Procesg of redistribution of
malic Authority grammatic decision-making has been . authority .
delegated to individuals directly - Degree of implementation in
, responsible for the implementation decision-making groups
of instruttional programs - Reactions of groups
1D. Community Input/ Improvement in quantity and - Extent of formal and informal
Involvement quality of community involvement community input to decisions
in the educational decision-making - Process of channeling inputs
process - Effects/impact
1E. Parent and Community’ Parent satisfaction with imple- - Extent of knowledge of and satis-
Satisfaction mentation of learning communities, faction with néw instructional
Parent and commudity satisfaction system (parents) —-
with access to decision-making and || - Fatent of knowledge .of and satis-
effect of inputs. ' : faction with inputs into imple-’
: ) ' mentation process {parents and
| d community) - ~
fa N a R L ‘ _l
QU0 EPRC/Webster/9-75
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FIGURE 1I-2 -
SCHEMATICS FOR INTEGRATION OF ANALYTIC COMPONENTS

2 & Expenditures
? 5
Implementation
of Process of Implement-
Learning ing the New Ingtructional
Communities Environment Outcones \
# 2 ’
0 ?
1
‘ ?
Y ? "
Community ‘ Trangference
Staff Involvement Formative Process &
Nevelopment and Satig=~ Eva].ual_::l.on ; Effects
. ) factian
/ #4 -#3
A Programmatic - ¢
" Authority i

- )

- ’ SCHEMATIC A ; ' - SCHEMATIC B -

. . ~ -
Hlypothetical -Relétionships between . Hypothetical Relationships of Substudies; o
Components of Sub<Study #1: The- Towards an Integrative Evaluation s
' . .Proceésa of Implementation of the ‘ of The Piedmont Schools Project = . :
310 New Instructional Environment ° ) ' ' ] . 3 1[

. QO oL . ’ ’ ' , ’ ! " EPRC/Webster/9-75 . T .
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APPENDIX 4 ’

IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTI-AGED LEARNING COMMUNITIES AT
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL A AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL E

1971-1977

YEAR

SCHOOL A

SCHROOL E

pSP-Minus 2

PSP-Minu

Principal & PTA Board discussed
faculty plan to have 6 open space
double classrooms, one multi-aged

Six open space, double classes
one of them multi-aged across
three ages and with hand-picked,
consenting teacher team

Self-contained, single grade
rooms

; <
Self-contained, single grade
¢lasses )

T o e S T T e o T T e Y R A e Sy e i B R SR A E R T o e R L A A P T T e B i A2 o

pPSP-Year 1

PSP-Yedr:2

PSP- Year 3
_ PSP-Yesr 4

psSp-Year 5

Reactions:

Hore multi-grade LCs

- More muiti-grade LCs

A11 L.Cs multi-aged with two-age
span . ' )

Same
Y
Same

Will continue the same way
after the project

Open classrooms created. .
Students assigned by grade
Tevel. “lInvestigation” of
multi-aging

Students assigned by .
gradeITeveT ’
Activities to deve]op p]an
for multi-aging

Multi-aging implemented
for first time in all LCs
simul taneously '

Experimentation with two-
age-span and three-age

span-LCs, {¥/4 --new prog‘ﬁaqageﬂ

Same (?)

Mixed feelings about mu]t1-
aging.

Not clear whether comm1tment
will sustain the innovation.
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