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1 regard the American- experiment in mass education as the most

successful in recorded history. That is so partly because the American

Thus

public school has been improving for as long as it has existed.

while this discussion will focus on recent history it is iﬁportant to

note that educational'reform is an.old and honored American tradition.

The public ‘school curriculum is revised and updated at least once

- each generatlon. The organization of grades is subject to almost annual

review. Periodic change characterizes our approaches to teacher behavior,

classroom or'anization and the other elements that contribute to teaching

“

and learniné. Each of these changes was preceeded by substantial

criticism of the educational status quo. Thus is the public school

constantly criticized even though the record shows that we teach increasing

proportlons of each generatlon better and more.

The criticism of the -du%gt1ona1 status quo that motivates school

s fixes on academic mastery among ‘low income ch11dren.

-

improvement effort

Designs for school improvement therefore focus on basic skills acquisition.

-4 - LY . S
and measure gain by recording annual increases 1n preportionate mastery.

This is a highly circumscribed, quantitative

in the lowest social class.

measure of school improvement.
Much has been recently made of a perceived decline in the qualitf of

teach1ng and learning in public -schools. - This paper will address the - .

issue -of educatiohal-quality only indirectly. This paper will d1rect1y

"address the conditions under which a greater propbriion of students can

beé brcught to:adequate academic mastery. Evaluative studies of Schoo}s

describe the coneistency with which some échools demonstrate the

educab111ty of all the disparate “populations now enrolled in the public

'schools. There are #ll-black schools that demonstrate the educablllty




There are all-poor schools that demonstrate the

. . of black children.

educability of poor children. Thus this d1scu551on will presume that

advanc1ng the quallty of instruction in a schqol depends partly on

demonstrat1ng that 211 the children in the -school will prof1t from the

schdol“s program of instruction. Some children always do better in

/ - school than others. Advanc1ng the qua11ty of instruction for such |

/ children is- much more 11ke1y when all other children acquire at least the

/ , ) '
/ minimum- mastery necessary for successful access to the next level of

( .
/ . schooling.
/ Thus might this diSEussion be said to describe 'instructional
-
i effectlveness as a prerequisite to- academic quality. Instructional
i

effectiveness occurs when all students obtain at least minimum academic

mastery as measured by standardized achievement tests. Academic quality

occurs when students advance on measures of independent thinking, more

sophisticated comprehension and- other intangible measures of intellectual

gain.

f

The discussion that follows will focus oninstructional effectiveness

as the measure of school improvement. It is my sumnary purpose to describe

' major programslof school improvement now underway in numerous educatlonal

- settings throughout the United States. No claim is made here that this

discussibn is. a comprehensive descrlprlon of Ameérican efforts at

educationai‘reform. The range pf.educat1onal reform efforts are many

and varied.” Most such efforts are also disparate and cannot be construed

as a movement based. on a common body 6f knowledge. Many such efforts are

) worthy -and notablé but the purpose here is not encyclopedic. The'readerv

is not therefore to lament the absence of a particular program of

It is the limited purpose of

educational Teform-deserving of attention.




|
|
|
|
;

'schools they are not based on the fundamental and shared premises that

~

this paper to note that a particular body of educational research has

come to exert an extraordinary Jnfluence on a great number of programs oflﬁ

g

school improvement.

This discussion will focus pr1mar11y on -elementary schools and to a
Jesser extent on intermediate schools. Almost all of the research and

school improvement programs discussed in this paper were conducted in

-elementary schooIs.“ While there are reform efforts underway in high

characterize :the programs of improvement in elementary and intermediate

schools

One of the most 1mportant shared character15t1cs of school improvement

programs is their attempt to improve pupil performance on standardized

measures of achievement. There are of course other important outcomes
of schooling that are not measured by standardized measures of achievement;

however, improved academic achievement undergrids arnd advances pupil

prospects for gain in the more exalted purposes of education. The

ultimate purpose of education is to teach citizenship, civility and

creativity but those are topics -for another paper. .

-~
L4

There is an interesting aspect to the present professional discourse:
on programs of school improvement. The Equal Educational Opportunity
Survey (Coleman et al., 1966) concluded thet»family background was the
principal determinont of pupil acqoisition of basic school skills. éincen
then American educators have cited(this~repo3t to justify the view that |
how well children oo in school derives primarily from the nature of the
family from wh1ch they come. Coleman (1966) and Mosteller and Moynihan:
(1972) and Jencks, et al., (1972) have been foremost among a large group
of social scientists who in the 1960's and 70's concluded that family’

.
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background was not only a correlate of pupil performance but the major

\

determinant of achlevement. Thus compensatory educatlon dom1nated programs
of school improvement throughout the 60's and 70's and chiefly thrcugh

T1t1e I of the Elementary Secondary Education Act taught Jow income

~ch11dren to learn in ways that conformed to most schools preferred ways

of teach1ng Compen,atory educat1on presumesthatlow achievement derives

from student characteristics like social class and family background.

N

Students are thus taught behaviors that will compensate for their dis-

_advantages. No effort is:nade'to change school behavior. The instructional

efficacy of”such an.approach depends partly on the accuracy of the
"familial effects" ana1Ysis of the criginvof achievement. -
_Over the last ten years another group of social scientists led by
Brookover and Lezotte (1977), Rutter et al. (1979), and Edmonds. (1979)
have published a1ternat1ve interpretations of the interaction between
pupll achievement andvpupll family background. These educatlonal
reSearchers have concluded that the school is the major determinant of
achievenent. This "school effects" interpretation of the origin of

achievement has substantially altered the professionai disc~arse on the

nature -of the most appropriate programs. of instruction for low income

A

'children, The familial effects interpretationsof the origin of

achievement»focused attention on the presumed intrinsic diSabilities.of
poor children whereas the school effects interpretation presumes that
almost all school children are educable and results in instructional
strategdés that modify school behavior. ’

The school effects~researchers do not reject entfrely the role of
the family in determining a child's achlevement While schools .may

be primarily responslble for determ1n1ng whether or not students function
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adequately in school the.family is probably critical in deternining
whether or not students flourish in school. M&;eovet almost ‘all school
effects researchers\suppoxt compensatory education but point out its’

distinct limitations as the primary instructional response to low.income
children. . ' ,

-

The 1mportant point is that educators are 1ncrea51ng1y persuaded that

. the characterlstlcs of schools are 1mportant determinants of academic

achievement. Since 1978 there has commenced an extragrdinary number and
varzety of programs of school improvement based on- a school effects
interpretatlon of the 1nteract10n between pupil ach1evement and pupil
famil¥~background.' Such pregrams represent the major educat1ona1 reform
initiativeSgbasedﬂon a common body pf knowledge now unberway_in the

Un1ted ‘States. Such programs derive from a relatively rapid educator

acceptance of the accuracy and efficacy of the research of Brookover,

»Lezotte, Edmonds; Rutter and a number of others whose studies fix on

"

tleally

the organizational and institutional characteristlcs that discriminate
between effective and ineffective schools. '
Research on school effectiveness is complemented and reinforced by
research on teacher effectiveness. :Brophy (1974), Good (1979) and
Rosenshine (1978) are illustrative of a number of educatfonal researchers’

[

whose wor' focuses on those teacher behaviors and classroom characteristics

~ that describe instructidnafly effective classrooms. More will be said -

of "teacher effects" later but for now suffice it te say that a teacher
effects analysis of 4#the 1nteract1on between pupil achievement and pupll
famiiy backg;qun& parallels ; school effecte analysis in that both analyses
focus on aspects of the echool in an attempt to explain why some schools

succeed with greater proportions of their pupi{;populations than others.

.
.
. 4
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. School improvement-programs attempt-to introduce into schools those
factors found to be related to. school ‘effectiveness. Seig;al school
effectg':eSéarchers have independently concluded that effec;ivéischools
- share certain essential characteristics. I will briefly &escribe the
characteristics I have identified (Edmonds, ¥979), since they are
S illustrative and have been widely disseminated. Moreover these
- characteristics form the partial or entire-basis for all of the programs
of school improvement that will be described in' this-paper.
T;o important caveats must precede:a»d§§criptién of the characteristics.
First, résearchers do not yet know whether the characteristics are the
caises of the instructional effectiveness that characterizes the effective
schools. Secon& fhe characteristics -are not rank ordered. -We must thus. . o
conclude that, to advance effectiveness 2 school must implement all of the-

. ~

characteristics at once. .

The charLcter15t1cs of” an effect1ve echool are (1) the "leadership
of the-pr1;c1pa1 notaile for substantial attention to the quality of
instrgction} (2) a perva51ve and broadly understood 1nstruct1onal focus$
(3) an orderly, safe climate conducive to teaching aad 1earn1ng, (4)

teacher behaviors that convey the éxpectation that all students are

o

expected to obtain at least minimum mastery and (5) the use of measures

of puﬁ){:achlevement -as the bas1s for program evaluation.

To be effective a school need not br1ng all students to identical
levels of mastery but the-échool—must,bring equal proportions of its

highest and lowest social classes to minimum mastery This measure of

-

school effectiveness serves two broad purposes. First, it permits the -
middle class to establishzthe standard of proportionate mastery against

which tc judge a school's effectiveness. Second, this measure permits

8
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'schpols to be easily characterized as improving or declining as the
‘ proportion of the lowest social class demonstrating mastery rises or falls.

Thus there is no reason to recommend programs of school improvement for

-

schools that annually demonstrate an increase in the proportion of their <

lowest social class pupils obtaining minimum academic mastery. ;

Three types of school improvement programs have resulted from the

P

school-effectiveness research.

Severalvsuch programs will be

c

w1th1n schools and school d1str1cts

- -

described later. Other programs are admlnlstered by state education

agencies which provide "incentives and technical assistance to local

i~

schools and schdol'districts; In,thé third category are programs of

N .
research, development and ‘technical assistance usually lpcated in a

N .-

The un1vers1ty programs tend to emphaslze d1ssem1nat10n of

university.

the knowledge gained from research on'school and teacher effects as

well as description and anrialysis of the technology of school intervention.

There are now more than a score of urban school districts at various

programs of school 1mprovement

)

stages of the design arid impiementation of
*

based on the characteristics -of school effectiveness. I have chosen to

.illustvate these efforts by briefly describing the programs in N.Y.C.,
: /

Milwaukee, Chicago, New -Haven, and St. Lopis.__These programs are similar

introduce into: schools approaches to.

. . . in that all of them»a;;empi to i

leadership, c11mate, focus, expectat1ons and assessment that conform to

’ the discussion‘of these characteristics in the research 11terature on

>

school‘efgectiVeness. These programs are dissimilar in that their.@es1gns

,

for change are differem;,~ Some of the programs invite schools to

voluntar11y ‘participate while others compel participation. Some

programs were init1ated by school officials while others were initiated

e
o o

AThere‘are programs organized and administered .
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by outsiders.

'range and variety of the designs for improvement.
L . ° fo] i

The‘particular programs ‘were chosen to illustrate the

The programs were also

chosen to illustrate activity in various parts of the country.

The New York City School Improvement Project (SIP) is the most widely

publicized of these school improv;ment efforts. Between August of 1978,

ané February of 1981 I was chief instructional officer of the New York
.City Public Schoédls. I.thefefore presided over the design and

- b r [ °

implementation of SIP which was part of an oveiall attempt to improve
the school system's basic approach to teaching ;nd learning

Since 1978 there have been changes in the N.Y. C. ‘schools in such

basic areas as curriculur requirements and the minimum standards for

pupil promotion. Thus SIP has been part of overall changes in the N.Y.C.

schools.
> * °

It is also important to note that SIP was and is the most generously

. funded of all of the projects to be described. The project began in

October of 1979 with nearly a million dollars of support provided by
the Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation, the New York Foundation,

the New York State bepa:tment of Education and the New York City Public

a

Schools. Approximetely thirty schools have perticipated in the project.

During the 1978-79 school year about fifteen persons were re recruited — - ————""

e e o ot - -

and trained as school liasons. The training reviewed the research on

AY

school effects, taught the use of instruments to evaluate tiie schools

and trained the staff in the omocedures to,be followed in their consultation

with indiv1dual schools. Initially each participating school was assigned

a full-time 11asOH\P°ij:i;_E{jffg:fi,iiizfiiffgﬂ,!§§ _assigned—twe “Schools.
I All participating—schools were volunteers.

A 'typical intervention ‘consisted of the following steps. A committee \

10




of principals, teachers and perents was- formed to represent the school.
This committee participated in, and approved of, all subsequent project

- activities inrthe school. <Using interviews and classroom observhtions

.

N the school 11ason conducted a '""needs assessment" of the school 1neorder*

to determinethe pr1nc1pal's style of leadership, the 1nstruct10na1 focus

of the séhooi,ﬂthe climate, the nature of teacher expectations of pupil
N ~ - - o

perfsrmancesand the role of standardized measures of pupil performance
B § )} prqgramAevaIuatidhf on the basis of the needs assessment a plan of
schocl improvement was. developed by the liason and the school's committee
_The purpose of the plah was to introduce the effective sshool_charaﬁfefistics>t
where they were absent'agd to strengthen>them'where they were weak.
Descriptions of supportive educational services ;efevdeveloped inside the

-school district and in greater N.Y.C. These descriptions were used by

the liason to decide which services were required by the school improvement

3

plan.

Since the plans for each school were d1fferent it is d1ff1cu1t to

generalize about the school interventions that resulted from the plansr“ -
R

) -
o Illusggg;iyg_intcrventions*inciﬁaed? ““work with principals to teach

R

RPS———
e s

them the elements of instructional ieadership; ‘'seminars.with teachers to
improve school use of achievement data as—a basis for program evaluation; -

developing and di nifiating written descriptions of the school's major

scus. All activities were designed to introduce into the school %he
instituti?hal, qrginig;tional«behaQio:s that derive from the earlier
description_of the characfer;stics of effective schools.
The N.Y.C. Schooi Improv;ment Project is annually evaluated on

measures oforganizational,institutional change ahq measures of pupil

l
[
ﬁ
|
|

perférnan;evon standardized tests of achievement. The Ford Foundation

4
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'conﬁeived of and fuﬁded a "documeritation unit" whose job is‘to evaluate
- v the outcomes of the project and to record the evoiution of the project.
e The achievement data for..ach- school have shown an annua1 1ncrease in

<x Y

the propOrtion of students‘demonstrat1ngpacademrc nastexy. The‘ga1ns

AY e v b o -

~»0in ach1evement in the SIP schools are occurring in a school district . S
where city wide achievement is also improving. As of Juqe, 1982, N.Y>T.

K-9 achievement was aboVe national norms (New York T1mes, June 17, 1982).

The school improvement'projec; in Milwaukee, Wisconsin is based on -

the characteristics jdentified in. school effectiveness research But is“e
substant1ally dlfferent from the New York élty proJect. During thé 1979-°

80 school year,; twenty elementary schools were assigned by the super1ntendent ’
to part1c1pate in thlS proJect. The twenty schools were regarded at the R

L

time as the least effectlve in the Milwaukee school dlStﬁlCt. The
.1mprovement project was p.xmarlly des1gned and implemented by Maoreen
Lark11 and relied solely on i#chool district resources. The project
commenced in- 1979 80 and 1n1tlally‘fo»used on. teacher attitude toward
the educablllty of the predomlnantly low 1ncome'students in-the twenty v <j;
schools. Larkin's approach. to staff development assumes that -change ‘in i :S
att1tude precedes change. 1n behavior. Thus the initial stages of the proJect .

‘crrtiqued variability in teacher attltude toward pup11 educablllty as a

function of pupil r‘ce and social class. One of the pro;ect'

primary purposes was to bring a11 teacher's to the attitude that all

students can learn basic school “¢kills. In close ¢ollaboratlon with

} ~ her colleagues in the twenty schools Larkin then proceeded to- design . K
| " materials that guided the schools toward instructional focus, appropriate
:

- climate and other factors-related to effective schools. No full-time

s Jiasons were used in Miluaukee. The outsiders working within}the schools

|
2 ‘ .
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wers aseigned froﬁ administrative central staff in the area of instruttional

services. RS iﬁ:N.Y. the Milwaukee project foeused on individual schools

- and tailored project activities to‘the unique character of each of the
twenty schools. Laikin- has repo;ted aehieveheﬁt gains in ali of the
schoois.for'each;fear—qf the preject.

St. Louis illustrates a projeet inifﬁated from outside the school

d15tr1ct. Druing the 1980-81 school year, John Ervin, Vice President of
‘the Danforth Foundation. persuaded St. Louis schbo‘ officials to permit
severel inner-city schools to part1c1pateJJ1apr03ectdes1gned to introduce

’ the characteristics of schuol effectiveness. From, the beginning Ervin

area superintendent Rufus Younyg -have used a design focused on broad

eolleaguiaiWéarticipation-and shared decision making. With Danforth

"~ ~support-teachers—and-principals were chosen to visit N.Y.C. and Peptiac,

*\EB\ f
Michigan. In N.Y.C. these St. Louls educators visited schools part1c1pat

- in the School Improvement‘Project. In Rontlac they visited schools

<

‘part1c1pat1ng in a school improvement pro;ect biased on the Brookover,
ALezotte characterlstlcs of school e fectiveness. As a result of these
visits these St. Louis educatois were able to per§ona11y describe the

Eia v °

‘implementation of designs for school improvemenit. Thus the St. Louis

-

- discussions have been grounded in creditable, personal knowledge of the
-efficacy of the gharacteristiEs of effective schools as principal
detereinants of achievement. Lo . "~

—~——_The 1980-81eschool year was invested in intense.planhing with the’
assistance of area univereity.faculty chosen to represent the processes

of change ‘and the substantlve content of the- instltutxonaI* organ1zat10nal

- behaviors associated with school ef@%etlveness. Programs of change within

the schools “has begun but no evaluation of outcomes has thus far been




produced.

New Haven, Connectlcut illustrates a desagn focused on all schools

within the d1str1ct and under the direct supervisior of the superintendent.
New Haven is especially Jnterestlng because of its lonhfassoc1at1on with

Jim Comer of Yale. Comer's recently puinshed School Power (1980)

describes a ten year h1story of direct intervention in three predominantly
black New Haven elementary schools.  Comer's approach to school improvement

focuses on the mental health skills of educators and seeks a qualitative

-

improvement in the interaction between teachers and students school and

-

family, adults arid, children. The New Haven schools in-which Comer has
worked have dramatically improved in both interpersonal relatiéns'and the
quality of teaching andJlearning. Superintendent Jerry Tirozzi has set
out to build on.Comer's model in an overall approaeh that derives from

Edmonds' correlates of effectiveness.

The major-differences between Edmonds and Comer focus on tactics and
outcomes. The Comer approach is grounded in the disciplines of psychology
and psychiatry in that Comer's appreach teaches the psychdlogicai origin

of pup11 behavior in Qrder to improve the quality of educator response.
Such an orientation requires many educators.to learn skills with which
they are not familiar. It is eqﬁally significant to note that. Comer's
programﬂnot'only raises achievement but has a desirable effect on the
affective outcomes of scﬁooling;

The Edmonds approach is rather more modest’ in that the goal is
increased achievement and the measure of gain is exclus1ve1y cogn1t1ve
The attempt to inteprate these two appraoches has not been underway

long enough to permit evaluat1on.

Chicago Tepresents yet another alternative de51gn of ‘a program of

o

e




school improvement based on the characteristics of school effectiveness.

I\

Dur1ng the 1980-81 school year Dean Robert Green of MSU's Urban Affairs
. Program was hired by the Chlcago Board of Education tc preside over the
design of a desegregation plan for the Chicago schools. Green is a national
antnority on-desegregation deéign especially as those designs relate to
pupii placement, ‘equitable fuies governing student behavior, supplementary
services and the myriad elements that contribute to an effective desegregatron
design.
I was hired by the Chioago Board of Education toedeédgn the portion 1 .

of the desegregation plan that would focus directly on matters of teaching

T and 1earn1ng This division of labor produced two- distinct plans (Green
1981) Yoth of whlch were submltted to the Chicago Board of Education.
Green's plan‘focused on pupil placement and sought to -accomplish
desegregation. My plan was’i!gg;ded to standardize curriculum, emphasrze
achievement in evaluation and otherwise cause the system to implement ‘
what is known about-sch001 effectiveness. ,

g ' The plans were submitted to the Board of Education in the spring of
1981. The Board of Education reJected Green's plan for pupil placemént
and only recently submitted to the federal court a plan for voluntary
desegregation. The Edmonds' plan for educational, change was adopted
by.the‘éhicago Board, submitted to the federal court and ordered into
effect in Septembe~ of 1981. That was an unfortunate development in

" that it permitted the inference that programs of school improvement can
substitute for pupii placement plans of desegregation, Improved
achievement for black students is unrelated~to the legal, nora13 ethioal

obligation to eliminate descrimination as a characteristic of pupil

placement. The Chicago Board of Education needlessly confounded the public

15
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policy discourse on school improvement and deSegregation by refusing to
adopt both plans which would have advanced desegregation and achievement
simultaneously.
Superintendeni Ruth Love didn't arrive in Chicago till ?fter the
Green, Ednonds' plans had been submitted to the Chicago Board. It is
therefore reasonable to expect'that Love will interpret the court order
in ways that reflect her fdrmidable mastery of the various elements .

<

that adVanPe "achievement in a large urban school system.

The/school 1mprovement programs thus. far d1scussed are but a few of .
many now underway ‘ Our exper1ence with implementation gives no basis for N
preferr1ng any particular design. We know far more about the characteristics
of school effectiveness than the means by which they come to descr1be a
school. Despite that it is possible to fiake summary observations of
potent1a1 use to all programs of school improvement.

The research on the characteristics of effective schools has not yet
shown some characteristics to be more important ‘than others. Thus designs
éor schooi improvement must attend‘to all of the cﬁarac;erfstics. It‘
must be made clear that the need for chanée is school wide and incrudes
both pnincipalsandteachers. A1l programs of school improvement shon}d
be evzluated on at least two distinctive measures. Changes in student
achievementuarel;n obvious importgnt measure. of equal importance are
observable changes in the instirutional,'organizational nnture of a school

as a function of changes in principal and teacher behavior. Formative

evaluation is to be distinctly preferred over summative evaluation.

“

Finally it is important ‘to néte ‘that most changes will occur within a

school but some important and desirable changes ¢an only be made by the

school board or*the superintendent. Local school designs for school
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improvement will from time to t1me reveal aspects of board policy or
administrative rules that impedp the plan. It is 1mportant at such times
to continue the local school plan while acknowledging that district wide
changes may not occur oT may take a long time to accouplish. Thus no

“
local school design should depend on changes over which- the local school .

dbgginot have .control. .

I want now to degcribe programs of school improvement administered
by state agencies.

A number of %tate.qepartmentspof.education are_circulating-matérials
designed to encourage local school districts to adopt school'improvement
plgng based on the research on. school e{fecti&eness. For example, the

Missouri Department of Egucation has produced a filin (Missouri Department

 of Elemaentary & Secondary Education, 1981) now éirculating throughout the

state. More p01nted act1v1t1es are occurring in Ohio and ‘Connecticut.’
In addition to d155em1nat1on activities the 0h1o Department of Bducatlon
is offering modest financial support to Oh1o school dlstr1cts willing to’ N

Eoa

pursue school effectiveness programs.

The most formal state program is the Office of School Improvement of ,
the Connectrcutrpgpartment of Education. During the 1979-80 school yeaw
staff of.the Connécticut Department spent spbstantial time in N.Y.C.
observing the School Improvement Project training program as well as liason.

behavior within project :schools. Conﬂecticutvwgswespecially interested in

the instruments that had been developed to evaluate the correlates within

" the schools: The Connecticut State Department 0%fice of School Improvement

now offers two services to local school districts.

Districts are invited to submit designs for school improvement based

on the characteristics of effective schools, Some of those designs are
N
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funded with grants from the Department. Whether funded or not, all
Connecticut School districts may request technical assistance from the

- Office of School Improvement{ For example, any district may ask State

Department personnelito use the: evaluative instruments to conduct a
needs aszessment in. a loéal school. SFate'Depa;tment personnel will
perform this service and will also teach officials of the local district
how theAinstruments are to be uséd. As a result of these activities a
number of Connecticut school districts have dgéigned\énd implemented
programs of_;choo} improvement based on‘the charactef@stics of effective
schools. The preliminary rep;rps are enthusiastic alkhough no formal
evaluations have yet beeﬂ préhuced. ’

The New Jersey Education Association (NJEA) offers an interesting
variation Qn theée state pfbgrams.' Officials of the state office of the

. ” ‘

NJEA were sent to N.Y.C. in 1979-80 to observe the Sghogl\}mprovehent
Projent. Ip 1??9;31 Ehe NJEA iaunched its‘own'Effectiveness Training

‘2 'S P
\ Program -(1981): ‘Tocal chapters of the NJEA may request assistance from -

the state office to design and.implement a program of school improvement.
The state office sends to the local chapter a team of trainers to conduct

needs -assessments and. =taff development activities designed to encourage

- -the developmént of local plahs;

None of these state acp@yi%ies has produced -evaluative materials that
permit assessment. It would be highly desirable for all of them to do
so consistent with *he recommendations that followed the description of

local school district plams. ..

s . 7
s

I ant‘now to describe three university based programs of school

improvement that combine -dissemination and. techhical assistance. The

E

I
Lw . . Title IV, Kent State University, deségregntion assistance center is one
|
|
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such program. In cooperation with the Ohio Department of Education, Kent

Y -

State has held school improvement state confererices and is working w1th

a number of Ohio school districts in'the design and 1mplementat1on of locaL ’

Aplans for school 1mprovemeht based on the school effect1veness research.

Kent State has-anterpreted the scheol effectiveness research as complementary

-

to, and suppo:;1ve of, local. plans for desegregation. The school improvement \;\\\\9

activities at the Kent State Desegregatlon Center graphically illustrate

—
—

the premlse that regardless of the part1cular plan for desegregat1on it’
profits all schools. to exploit what is now known of the characteristits - - N

. 1 \
of effective schools.

.

A similar program is now -underway at the University of M1eh1gan 5
Program of.-Equal 0pportun1ty (PEO) which 1s a Title IV desegregat1on
assrstancercenter. PEO's dissemination materials expl1c1tly pote~the
complementary neture of school effects research and teacher effects reseatch :

(PEO 1982).

Finally, I want to.describe activities at Michigan State University.

The National Institute of_Education funded Institute for Research on

Teaching: is part of M§Uﬂs_College*of Education. Some faculty of the

© Ipstitute study the correlates of effective teaching while others focus

on the correlates of effective schools.

-

The College of Education has formed a unit called the Center for =

‘School Improvement whose purpose is to synthes1ze and disseminate the

knowledge gained from research on effective schools and effective teaching.

During the 1981-82 school year, Michigan school districts were invited to

* participate in a trainingsprogrém focused on the implications of this

knoﬁledge fbr;practice. More than 100 principals, teachers and central

administrators from Michigan's’twenty-one‘largest school districts are

19 /
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~ now participating in this program. These eduéators are designing local

B \
programs of school improvément to be implemented in one .Or more of the
schools in their districts. The demand for training programs based on
research on effective schools and effective teaching illustrates wide

¥

-spread educator interest in knowledge based designs for school 1mprovement,
These brief descriptions of local, .state and un1ver51ty programs of
school improvement illustrate the range and variety of such programs and
activities, although these diverse programs do share certain common.
~ ..charaoteristics. . f . : r
These are school-based programs of improvement in that the local school S
. s the unit of analysisrand the focus .of intervention. All of these
fé T . programs presume that almost all sc¢hool age ch11dren are ediicable and
- . that theix educab111ty derives primarily from the nature of the schools V
to which they\EFE\sent. While all of these programs wouldvadvocate
increased financial support for schools their oesigns fot -school

i

,1mprovement focus on more efficient use of ex1st1ng“resources Finally,

all of these programs use increased achlevement for low income children as\\\kq\

~

the measure-of gain-while presuming that such gains will accrue to the .

L

even greater benef1t of middle class children. These- shared characteristics

form an interest1ng basis for Judg1ng the long-range prospects of the
programs described in: this paper. This discussion urgently ‘recommends - Ll

that all programs of school improvement pfovide the basis for their

.'systematic(eviluation. o
/
It is equally important to suggest advances in edncational résearch

that would profit all of these projects. More basic research on school

.effectiveness would reinforce the correlates of school effectiveness and
. - -

further advance our knowledge of effective schools, Among the fundamental »
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research. issues_yet to be studied is whether .the correlates of school

effectiveness .are also the causes of §§h661 effectiveness. This paper

- has illustrated the program uses to which the'coggelaies of school
effectivenéss are being put. Basing such programs on the causes of

: school effectiveness woilld dramatically increase the resulting rate of )

\ <@

achievement gain.

e ' . . - it B * N
The majér findings from research on schools-and research on classrooms
o -3 '

should be integrated. From a ¢onceptual point of view both groups of

researchers emphasize behaviors within the schooi;as the major determinants
. ~

of achievement in basic school skills. Both groups of researchers depend -

on the discovery of effective practice in contrast to invention of .

4

recommended practice theorized to improve achievement. Furthermore the
2

¢orrelates of -effective schools and effective classrooms derive exclusively

- .

N

<

from the environment over whlch local schools have -control.

-

~These two sets of research findings complement each other and each

4

would be strengthened by the conceptual effort to integrate their

+

findings. For exémple,oneof the correlates of effective schools is the

principal's preoccupation with instructional leadership. One of the
manifestations of idstructional leadership is frequent principal teacher
T ~ discourse focused on the diagnosis and solution of instructional problems

within the classroom. Pr1nc1pals who have intimate knowledge of the

"- most effective techniques of claseroom management and instruction would

o

>

be well prepared for’ dlscusslons with teachers focused on the classroon.

It is probably safe to say that as schools acquire the characterlstlcs

.of effective sq&g:is they create a school climate more receptive to teacher

| o use of the correlates of effective teaching. )




from-the presence or absence of the principles of organizatiohal

220- _ . .

improvement reflect the finding$ from research on organizational change.

~This dlscu551on ‘has %rled to illustrate the range and variety of the designs

for local school ;mprovement. Those designs are dlsparate partly because

of variability in their analysis of the medns by which organizational

{
change might occur. As we record the progress of these projects it would

be well to note the extent to which their successes and failures derive

IS * -

'deveiopment.

This much is certain. Significant numbers of educational decision
makers héveﬁponcluded~&hat the findings frpm research on effective schools
are accurate and efficacious. We are thus Observing the proliferation of
programs of school improvgment based on' a common body of knowledge. This
intimate interaction.between research and practice validates the value of

s

past research on schools and c¢lassrooms and encourages an expanded agenda

of educational inquiry.
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