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research on effective schools and programs, Volume III is more speculative.
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INTRODUCTION

During the past five'yeers, efforts to iyprovefpubiic education have
increasingly‘éome to foucs on what_are.known ae "effeetive schoole" programs.
Thesc programs have attracted considerable public and professional attention.
Effective schools p011c1es and programs have been developed by many state and
llocal educatlon agencies, and the programs have become a popular t0p1c for
education news stoiies and professional pub11cat1ons; More recently, 11»e1y

debate has generated questions about their merits and the research base on

which the programs rest. In some quarters, the effectlve schools movement

may be controversial, but it is a major nattonal phenomenon in public educatlon

and a new approach to school reform.

£y
>

This report is the third in a series of three which deals with effective
schools programs. The series was prepared for the National Commission: on
Excellence in Education to provide a review of the literature available on

effective schools programs as it pertains to secondary education (Volumc 1)

'and to survey the extent of program adoption, particularly at the high school

level (Volume II). Volume II was concerned with the approximate number of
such programs, where and when ‘they originated, what thelr 1mpact thus far
seems to be.. Volume III of the series continues this dlscu551on of effectlve

schuols plograms by sett1ng the movement in recent historical context and by

draving aftention to those features of pub11c high schools which distinguish

thcm from elementary schools, on whlch most of the effectlve schools PeﬁEdlCh

wits based But whereas Volumes I and 1I of this series were derlyed from

.

It considers the extent to which effective schools programs can be transferred )
from elewentary'schools to ﬂ}gh schools, and suggests that attention to the

”

diffrrences might produce more successful high school programs.
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The report is intended to serve as a discussion paper for state and local

: educationfagencies_and.other developere planning or impgementing effecfivv
sehools progfams at the secondary level. With~the other‘Volumes in this series,
it is intended to proyiee the Commission and other interested parties with an

' OVerview.of the effective schools movemene, its origins and evolution in theo
recent history of school reform, an'assesshent ef the research'on:which the
mevement rests, and implicatiOns of what has been learned for policy, practice
ana~rescarch; | |

¥

SCHOOL REFORM AND THE EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS, MOVEMENT

Lfforts to improve public schools and teaching practice arc alhost a§ old
- as the schools themselves, but in the past twenty years, such efforts have
expanded and changed coqs;derably. Prior to the late 1950's and 87{3Y 1960's,
most education impfovemént efforts focused on reorganizing schoq{g and improving ..
their educational resoufces. Smaller, agngraded classes, bc;ter materials nnd
improved facilities werF expected to improve work conditions and produce better
instruction.: To- 1mprov% the quality of teaching, educators tried tohattract
better qualified people to the teaching force. Improve teacher tralnlng programs.
upgradeﬁ.credential requirements and enhahced status anhd work_ conditions were
sought’ ta profe551onallze the work and increase its appeal. These approaches
to sihou  improvement domlnated reform effortq for morc than one hundred vears
Fhe notion was that 1mproved 1nputs would produce better outputs, but little
attention was pa1d to how the inputs were ut111zcd in schools and how they
influehced student and teacher performance.
’ | th the launching of Sputnik and the growing federal interest in the
inequaiities sqffered by poor and minority students, the federal government's

/.

interesi in education took a new turn and its investment in education increased
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substantialiy ‘Federal officials believed that by intervening early in the

"1ives of poor ch11dren through school desegregatlon and compensator) education

= ¢

p;ograms, it could 1mprove educational opportunity for poor children, and-

)

‘eventually the1r adult opportunities would increase as well.

[

éut although the federal government had a keen interest in influencing

local schools to improve, it had few resources available to attract their
COOprﬂLlOﬂ It was constitutionally limited in-authority to intervene directly,
and Although federal money was a much b1gger carrot than in the past, it was
still a‘modest contribution to the total-expenditure of local agencies. Thus,
with aUthority and money%in short supply, the government turned to persuasion

to hring about local change The chief means of this persuasion was to be the
knowledge and products of a new education research and development enterprise.

Fedoral-officials believed that if the new education knowledge and products

wer~ proven to be effective, local adoption and school improvement would

»
.

natnrally follow. ‘ \\\\\
' S ,
The next twenty years, roughly the decades c¢;1960 and 1970, saw much

federally-sponsored creative and productive activity directed toward school
improvement.‘ But during this time,'ideas about how to foster improvement
chauged considerably. Initiallv many thought that if effective programS—Q
p.aTams which could improve student achievement--could be developed or dis -
A ., .ualidated, -and dissemlnated districts would qUickly adopt rhem

§ 11 shen cvaluation studies indicated that improvements had not matorxalt;od.
now resources were directed toward encouraging more wide-spread dissemination,
anu research interest focused on issues of implementation. Perhaps teachers
were -unfamiliar With the techniques proposed by the new programs, needed help

in implementation, or were allergic to an improvement introduced from thc

tap Jdown.

€
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Implementatlon studies were undertaken, 'and soon indicutgd that in order

to achieve the desired results, school staff needed to be 1nvolved in plannxﬂg

~'

\ . 8 i
for school improvement efforts. The success of these efforts u1t1mate1v depcnded

on staff commltpent, and this could be. bu1lt’by including them in the planulng
process, providing needed assistance, and convincing them by means of program
evalvations and research studies toat teaching quality and school climate
could bc 1mproved in their 1nst1tutlons With thebpublication of information
on the processes requ1red to help new programs take root in schools, the popularity
[4
of top downgreforms faded. It waskreplaced by the notion that schools should
generate their own improvement activities, and select programs that were most
suitable for their school.needs. Many educators came to believe that rather
than tnruStlng new programs on the schools from above, schools should enter &
problem so v1ng process, decide wh1ch available programs might solxc their
identified problems, and fine-tune those programs to make them su1tab1e for
local settings. Schools might be encouraged by district or state officiuls to
undertake improvements, but since schools had ﬁeeds and minds of their own, the
final design and implementation of improVement practices should be left te the
school‘s descretion. .

This evolution 1nvthought about how to bring about school improvement is
captnred in the current ?ffective‘Schools movement. [t zims to 1mprovc schoo!s
not by Lntxnduclng particular, wellsspecified program packagcs. but by initiating
a proccss which bu1lds staff commitment by involving them in the dizgnosis of
school_problems, decisions about how to correct the problems, research on the
effect1veness of varlous alternatlves, and training and assistance with th0|1

improvement efforts. Effectlve schools programs build on what has been lecarnecd

about school improvement over the past twenty years.’ They acknowledge the ultimate

authority and control of local actors in school 1mprovement and str1vo to build

staff commitment without imposing specific new programs from above.

6




with school processes than with curriculum innovations or specific new

EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS PROGRAIS IN HIGH SCHOOLS

"~ The éffective school§ movement had‘it§ origin in el?mentary s;hdols,
but programs developed for that-level are now moving up to high schools.
As reportéd in Volume II of this sefies, we identified 39-research-bésed4
effective school proérams operating in 875 school districts and 2,378 in-
dividual ;chdols. of these, 367 wéré middle or junior high schools and

345 senior high schools, or 40 percent of the schools in the sample. We

B

caution2d that these figures might be conservative, since our survey was not

comprehensive and did not include many local development efforts. But we
also pointed out that where programs were adopted for use aistrict-wide,'
implementation was reportedly more d{fficult in high.sqhools and often was
initiated later than in lower schools. Thus our figures may reflect the
number of high school adoptions, but they tell us less about the amount 6f
implemeqtation:activigy going on at the secondavy level.

Efforts to plan and implement high school programs appear to have pro-
ceeded on the assumption 1) that differences betwecn the ;Wé school levels
are of modest importance énd 2) that because'ghe programs are more-concerneid
teaching techniques, they are generic aﬁd can be used at any school level..v
8ut w.ile it may'be true that the process is the main message in effectiye

schoc!s programs, our conversations with program developers indicate that

implementing the process is slower, more complex, and fraught with difficultics

in secondary schools. Issues which center on the context and organizational
structure and the diverse goals of high schools, and on faculty, student,
and parent/community cc...iderations merge to form the image of a highly

compler social organization--one which places different demands on
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impﬁemantation ét the‘high school level. Yet the prog?éms which have been

" developed for high schools do not appear to differ in_esséntial design from
those at the elementary level. High school program ‘goals may place a greiter
emphasis on improved Student attendance and Beh;vibr, and occasionally de-

‘partments rather than entire schools are the unit of analysis for fhprove—
ment. But for the mosf paftvh;gh schools and elementary schools use the
_same desigus and approaches. B

A "typical" effective schools program is hard to describe since they
vary in their details as we noted in Volume II. Nevertheless, in order to
givebthe uninitiated reader some flavor of what the programs usually seem
to inctlade, we will try to sketch their broad outliﬁes. Our intention is
to,prgvidc a general program portrait, followed b’ twé specific examples,
td set the stage for our later discussion of i.igh schools and the particular
challenges they present for developing programs that will succeed at that
lével

Effective schools programs almost always begin with the selection of a
school -wide planning feam whichAéonsists of adﬁinistrators, teachers, and
parent representatives. This team, and sometimes'the entire teaching staff,
‘are introduced to informainn and research on effecfive schools in an aware-
ness vonicrence which may;iaQt frcm one to several days. Sometimes the
presentations are made by district staff, but some districts obtain the help
of maoc figures in the movement, suéh as Ron Edmonds, to help launch the
programs Armed with information on the characteristics of effective schools
and instruﬁent; for identifying the“degree to which they are present in the
school, the teams next conduct school-wide studies or enlist the help of

external site visit teams to do it for them. These studies or surveys
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measure such things ae school climate; the principal's effectiveness as an
instructional leader; consensus on instrucfional goals; teacher expectations
for student learning; and the use of student test results for praetice im-’
arovement. Data are reported to the entire school staff, and baeed on it,
thé team establishes school-wide objectives targeted for improvement. Fre-
quently task(}orces are then convened to develop implementation plans for
each of the targeted improvements. Then comes the impiementation of the
plans. " |

| At thisapoiht in the process,'more program'variation>begins to appear
and implementation steps may be unclear or flexible. Some)programs urge

schools to develop their own improvement goals and plans, while others urg2

" schools to adopt the entire platform of effective schools characteristics

and to begin work on all simultaneously. ‘Some districts introduce intensive,
focused training sessions for principals on instructional leadership or for
teachecs on effeetive classroom management practices. National experts in
thess areas of practice are sometimes called in to ruﬁ'workshops, and the
process may‘involve repeated classroom observations‘of teachers, and in-
dividual consultat1on over time on their management or 1nstruct10na1 problems;
Othev districts take a less aggressive approach and do little more than urge

teachocs to take advantage of available district in-service assistance.

© Prog-ows vary ‘considerably in the degree.to which they rely on outside experts

vs. .l:.trict in-service staff; in the amount and intensity of staff training

" in new practices; and in the availability and aggressiveness of fcilow-up

obsecvalion and consultation with school staff. Districts also vary in the

varicety of school data they gather and use, and whether they try to usc it

]
for itwprovement.or as benchmarks of progress. Some districts have somewhat
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‘Fluid plans for implementation; many seem to take their cue from individual

school's receptiveness to thé'program.

Let us provide two examples of high school programs to illustrate how
programs differ. Program A aims to improve teaching, student achievement,
and behavior by developing better léadership skilis in administrators at
thé schuol; district, and sometimes state level. At the building level, a
{eadership team is cbnv; »d consisting of the principal, department chairs,
teachers, and central office staff respénsible for secondary échoéls. This
team xeviews existing student achi¢;ement data, and collects school-wide
data on disciplinary incidents aﬁd percéptions of student behavior. The feam
is then introduced to the resea.~} on effective schools, and asked to come
to 1 consensus about department performance in: leadership, curriculum, school
climat~, teaching, and assessment. Next, the team collecis community per-
ceptions of each department, and reviews district policies relevant to any
improvement pléns. Then, based on these policies, perceptions, and stﬁdent
achievement and behavior data, the team develops a school-wide management
plan which includes an implemen;ation strategy and a program monitoring system.
The pregram includes focused training, but. it is reserved exclusf&ely for
princirals and deals with effective instructional leadership. Faculty imolve-
meni L Lhe prégram consists of an iﬁtroduction to the effective‘schools

research through an awarenéss session, but they do not receive training or

in-service help on practice improvemént. Rather, the principxi sewly trained

in instructional leadership provides needed help to department chairpeople,

who in tiirn assist their department staff. This program has been designed

<

by its daveloper for packaging and broad scale dissemination, and as such

does nui iavolve training or assistance from non-district staff. According

+
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to its developers, the program is relatively inexpensive to implement.
Program B was déveldped as a modifiéd version of an clementary schocol
effort designed to change the school's management structure. It focuses much -
attentién on principal ckange, but does involve the entire faculty. The |
process begins witﬁ the selection of a representatiye program coordina*ing
committee whxch administers a climate instrument throughout the school to
assess attitudes and expectations in the five key arnas of effective schools.
The data are analyzed and compared to a data base which includes information
from other district high schools. The school faculty are then assigned at
random to small groups for data feedback, to diagnose organizational issues,

S

and to identify problems. Next another iﬁstrument--an academic matrii--is
used to determine }evels of student academicha;tainment: minimal attainment,
proficienéy, and excellence. The faculty reconvenes to analyze the aggregated
matrix results in terms of curriculum and instructional issues, and form

"< ;ues groups' on both a schoél-wide aﬁd departmentai basis. Coordinating °
coun-.i} aemu%-s and some department heads are trained in group facilitation.
sc inma they #4711 be able to lead work on each issue. Groups tackle thc
problems psae at a time, and using data obtained on each issue, generate
solutions and prepare recomnendations for the coordinating council. The
council develops a comprehensive improvement plan, prepares an implementation
approac’. and initiates the plan. The expected reéu]ts of this effictive
schools programs are not only improvement in the five areas, but an increased
problem solving capability institutionalized throughout the school. This
brogram is extremely labor intensive, but it holds external assistancc to

a minimun by relying almost exclusively on the work of school faculty. It

differs From its elementary school version by differentiating groups and

11
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isﬁueé to reflect the greater complexity of high school organizations.
! Q . .

~ Althought most program descriptions are quite specific about the assess-

“ment and planning phases, implementation steps for later phases are often

‘ "A ?
left unclear, and some difficult issues are sidestepped. For example, programs

&

Y

rar(‘Y specify how schools 1dent1fy teachers who necd assistance, win their
genuine c00perat10n, and provide the assxstance whxch they will f1nd useful
to 1mprove thexr practlce " Program desxgns do not indicate how the results
of a years-erd retestxng of students will be used to influence the next year's
operation of the program. This data may prov1de evidence of student learning
progress or the lack of it, but program designs do not indicate whether and
how student test results wiil have operationa} impact ¢n programs over and
above the informgtional‘purpcSeﬁ it serves. In addition, program designs

do not address institutionalization. Steps to ensure fhat the programs wili
not be diluted or vanish within a few years are overlooked‘in most program
materials. v .

Questlons also arise about the implementation of efforts to de\elop
other effective schools'’ characterlst1cs For cxample, little is said ubout
how '"a pervasive and broadly understood instructional focus'" is instilled in
school Faculties. We assume that the issue here is not a knowledge of the
school '3 curriculum but the faculty'é agrecment that the identified focus
is appropriate and consistent with their values, and that they know hew tO
imptement it successfully. How is this accomplished? In a similar manncr,
we wonde; what teacher behavi;r conveys high expectaticrs for students, and
how teachers acquire this behavior if it is not part of their natural
teaching style. And how are teachers'. expectatlons .for students ralsed

if after teaching for several years, they have concluded that some students

"
A
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have little real interest in learning? What training.or information alters
expectations defived from experience, eQen if such expectations aré.in fact
invalid? These are critical issues in the implemgntation of effective
schools programs at all school levels, but the available program descriptions
. do not address them.
This'1e§ds to the obsefvation that many effective schools Pfograms are

.in guod measure process reforms which are driven by the persuasiveness of

&

the rescarch on effective schools. This déscription is not meant to discount
the programs of to suggest that they will not lead to real improvement.
Indeed, a major lesson of the past 20 years' fesearch'in educétiéﬁ is on f . (
the central role that process plays in the ultimate effectiveness of new
programs. These are procegs reforms in that they strive to capture.the
interest! and imagination of schobl faculties, t; revitalize those whon arc
demoralized and to generate enthusiasm for joint work on cémmog goals.
-Because they are not like the top-down refprm; of recent vintage, but instead
are bqttom-up, 5ointly planned ventures, their suc.:ess depends on shared
pérceptions and wéll-ofchestrated c;;léctive activity. Their_primary thrust
‘is tn initiate a process of school-wide self-scrutlny This process is
EocuSﬁd by research wh1ch is used to develop a consensus about prevallxng
schoo' characteristics and conditions. Once agréement has been reached,
thc.?mplementation plans }or altering ccnditionslare not well-specificd
becanse effective schools programs, reflect the belief that school Lhanqe
ultimately depends on persuasion. ‘Facultles must. develop belief in dﬁd
commitmént to'change.- Tﬁey must agree that they and others in the school
need improvement.

the main instrument for this®persausion is the research on effective

)

[
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schools and teaching practiceé. The awareness sessions that introduce
administrators and teachers ro research findings are intended to persuade
individuals fo work tb alter their praétices, to develop high exﬁectations,
and to take advantage of assistance. The research is dsed as a vehicle to
coﬁyince staff that by working together o; joint goals, they can make the
school wore effective. Persuasion is the most difficult part of theteffective

school process, but it is the part on which the success of the effort ultimately

depends.

The effective schoolé research base is thus a central and c¥ucial element
in all effective §Chools programs. It serves as a catalyst for the improve-
ment process by prov1d1ng a framework agalnst which schools can assess thexr e
own performance. But the data base is less persuasive as a dev1ce for con-
vincing high school staff that ‘the process will work at that school lcvel.

One problem is that the effective schools research is dETIVEd from studies

of elementary s;hools, and it is not clear whether the characteristics of ‘
effective"eiementary schools match those of effective,seéondary schools. |
The work of Rutter et al. is of some use, but it was conducted in‘British‘
high schools and did nét use achievement as the chief criterion of effective-
ness Studies of effective American high schools haveyyet to be conducted.
A second problem‘with the research base is that it emphasizes achichment
as tio criterion of effectiveness, ignorihg too many other goals which are* N
equally important in high schools. Rutter used a range of outcomes in
‘identifying effective schools--discipline, vandalism, and attendance as wc]]
as achievement--and this makes his study more relevant for high schools than

" othe- studies. But fewer than half (13 out of 30) of the high school programs

identified in our survey developed their programs with reference to Rutter's ,
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work. Amecrican studies of elementary schools have influenced the develop-
aent of high schoél pfograms to a gré;ter degree than this study of Britisﬁ
high schools. | , “ |

A third weakness of the effective schools research base as a guide for
developing high school programs is the fact that it was dérived from studies
of predominantly minorify, urban schools, not schools which are average or
typical And yet as we reported in Volume II, effective schools programs
are beiwg implemented everywhere: 69 percent of the programs are operating
in rural districts; 16 perceht in subuf?an districts; 12 percent in medium-
sized cifies; and 4 percent in large cities. These figures reveal a consider-
able amount of program activity going on in schools which are not»compafable
to thos: in which the effective schools research was conducted. Noncompar-
-~ ability »f school level .and community—schpql demographic characterigtics
weakens the authority of the research base for guiding high scﬁool program
developaent.

The research base raises several other questions, somc concerned with
methodology and some with its usefulness as a program development guidg.
‘These have been discussed in some detail in Volume‘I of this series. But
as we ai<n pointed out, the research has great éppeal because of-its-facc
validits, its pragmatic, ﬁon-theoretical'angle of vision, and its concern
with fszucs which are centralctq management and practice in all schools.

I; would be hard to find a high school disinterested in its pérformancc} and
in that sense, the research base focuses‘on issues which are uniyersal.i
This may explain why it is being used as a basis for high school programs.
In the ﬁbscnse of research onﬂAmerican high schools, but with growing con-

cerns about basic skills and student behavior (which is often what is meant

| e
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by school climate), high schools have turned to the most credibie work on
effective schools which is available. It focuses on issues which-make sense
to school people, and in the absence 6f good reasons not to use it, and the
pfesence of more applicabfe rgsearch,‘it provides a starting point for work
in high schools | |

HIGH SCHOOL FEAJURES AND EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS PROGRAMS

The remainder of this report discusses the features which differentiate

upperbschools from elementary schools and which may influence the success of
effeutlve schools programs in junior high, middle or high schools. As ‘we

F—

.noted earller, this analysis is more suggestive than conclus:ve, since imple-
~ oo
mentation studies have yet to be conducted on high school programs. But with
bgrowlng numbers of state and local agenc1es developlng high school initiatives
N

or trinsferring elementary programs to upper schools, it may be useful to

draw attention to those aspects of high schools which suggest design modifications
or new approaches for secondary programs. These observatlons draw on our
, knowlodge of high schools, research on how they are organz1ed and operate uas

well as on comments of program developers who have implemented programs at

the secondary level. , .

Deanltlons of Effectlveness

Since the publication of the Cardinal Principles, high schools have

2
-

sougi* to achieve a varied lot of goals. In addition to teaching fundamental

literacy skills, high schools have tried to teach critical thinking and the.
skills of seff-dis;overy, to impart a general knowledge of the wor]d'anq our
culture, to encourage wholesome physical and mental develdpment, and to in-
struct students in proper behavior if not good manners. High schools also

strive to prepare some students for college, some for work, all for informed
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9

citizenship, and in receﬁt years, wise consumerism aﬁd‘sqitable career choice.
High schools have long lists of goals and objéctives, andvdver time, the list
‘has lengthened. The course guide and student handbook of a large, comprehensive
high SChéol is a telling mirror of school goals reflected in the great diversity
of course offerings, and the long lists of rules and.responsibilities delineated
for students. ’

Given this diversity of high school 6bjective§, describing a school's
effectiveness in terms of one single measure--student achievement—-provides
an artifically narrow view of the high schools' mission. 'While all parents
and staff are concerned that stuQents'learn to read and calculate, all parents
and staff do not agrec that the schools energy and resources should concentrate
on these to the detriment of work-related skills or'personal and social develop-

'4

ment .

A cecent analysis of data from John Goodlad's A Stgdy of Schooling is
revealing on this point: of the moré than 1,000 teachers, 9,000 parents and
11,000 students surveyed at the junior and senior high school 1evéls, me e
than 50 percent did Egi see intellectual development ;s the desired primary
function of secondary education.' They reported the social, personal, and
vocat’ona] purposes of high:schools to be more important. (Sirotnik, K{,

"What You See Is What You Get," Harvard Educational Review, Vol. 53, No. 1:

 February 1983).

Furtherﬁore, high schools vary in the degree to which a focus for student
achievement is in fact a real necessity. In schools where most students
ﬁerform below national norms the focus oﬁ achievement may be well placed.

But at least half of all high school students are in the upper,half in achi eve-

ment, and for these students in particular, other goals increase in importance

ey P
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relative to achievement gains. But even schools with-a majority of students
below national norms‘serve mahy students whe'are above average, and both
g;oups of students have a broad range of needs which schoeTs must mcet.

Since academically well-performing high schools are adepting_effective schools

programs and all academically weak schools have some well-performing students,

high school programs broaden their defini-

tions of effectiveneé;.
Program developers indicate that definitions of effectiveness have been
expanded to include studenf behavior and attendance rates. But as yet no
def;nitioﬁ of effectiveness in these domains has been.put forward as clearly
as defiﬁitiens in the domain of achievement (Sirotnik, op. cit.). Edmonds
(Arlie Houee, 1952) defined effectivencss as "a highly circumscribed, quanti-
tative measure ''by recording_annua} increases in proportionate mastery ih
the lowest social class." While some might quarrel with thi§ definition and
its measurement, a similar definition in other aspects of school would provide

a uscful benchmark for assessing effectiveness in thesc areas.

Organizational Considerations

Size is one obvious high schooljcharactefistic which distinguishes then
from rlementary schoels. At the mostesipple level of analysis, the size of
high schools complicates program impleﬁentation because of the number of
people who ust be involved in the process. For example, more faculty
schedules ﬁust be accommodated te.schedule awareness sessions or training
pregrams than in lower schooiS'where most teaching schedules afe'the same
And. the number of people to be surveyed for schoel-wide ﬁata coliectipn
requires z longer timeframe for data collection and analysis. Furthe;more,

the number of faculty, administ;ators, counselors and parents needed for a

18
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steering committee representative of different constituencies will be quite

large. This complicates decision-making and makes greater demands on school

. administrators' time and attention--at precisely the time they should be

attending-to instruction. Size is also likely to increase program COSts:
more release time must be purchased, more training and technical assistance
provided, more data collected and analyzed.

The organizational complexity of high schools and their departmental

structure also raise implementation issues. The subdivision of the school
into departments, skill arcas and ancillary functions such as counseling and
social services encourages splintered school goals and interests, which may

conflict. For example, confllcts are qu1te common in high schools between

faculty and counseling staff. Counselors (and-administrators) are much con-

cerned with students' systematic accumulation of credits for graduation,
while teachers plagued by high absentee rates in their classes crack down
by failing students and denying credit.; Schools, of course, have policies
on attendance, but the pressure to graduate students encourages relaxed
enforcement, particularly in‘urban schools where. school and class truancy

flourishes, 51m11ar1y, teachers are persistently dismayed at counselors

‘ease in purmitting students to change courses oOr sectlons in m1d term. It

di-iunis instruction even as, from the counselor s point of view, it keeps

students in school and earning credit by accommodating to their requests.
Conf11cts also develop over departmental interests, particularly a

these are affected by the master schedule. A maJorlty of seniors and many

juniors in high schools hold Jobs and are permltted to leave after required

accommodate to work schedules, and many students will not select classes

oS ° B
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held in the afternoon. Which classes are most essential, and which depart-

‘mental electives are scheduled for mornings and which for afternoons is a

-

big issue in some schools.g‘ls an English elective more impdrtant than art?
Arguments over scheduling,‘particularly, thrive in large high s;hools where
the master schedule is long and complex. These examples illustratc goal and
procedural conflicts in high schools--conflicts which vary in intensity from
schoo} ta échool, but which are persisteﬁt tensions in the system. Learning
to ﬁanage §uch teﬁsions may be an important by-product of collaborative M
processes but the process will first magnify the tension. Issues which are

v

usually beneath the surface will inevitably rise as groups strive to reach

e
¢

consensus in the face of conflictipg objectives. Cénflict must be antiﬁipatedr
and managed in highlschool program implementation. |

One approach to deaiing with iSSues)which arise from school size and
complexity is to focus improvement efforts on smaller school units, such as
departments. Some high 'school prograﬁs are trying this.as a morc wmanage-
able alternative to tackling the whole school as the unit of improvement.
But at some point, cacﬁ’unifs' wérk must be reconciled to enable cbmmén goals
to emerge. A pyramiding approach to building schoql goals from the goals
6f.individual units may permit more goal variation with the school even while
1t facilitates more universal objectives. But the difficulty of introduciny
bottom-up reforﬁ in lérge, complex settings whose yprking units are atfected
by the work requirements of others is well known to students of organizations.
The challenge to effective schools programs in these settings will be to
avoid the time-consuming and demoralizing struggle for ag}eemént which sank
many innovative school efforts whicﬁ were built on theories of collaborétion

in the early 1970's,

3
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An effort to designate basic skills instruction as the top priority

t

goal may be more difficult in high schools where teachers have stronger

vallegiances to subject matter and skill areas than in élementary schools.

Some depariments such as vocational education do not consider the teaching

of basic skills to be avmajor purpose of their work, nbf‘is it a particuiar
interesi although they acknowledge its importance. But even in academic
departments, mény teachers are more concerned witﬁ teaching their curriculum
or subjeét aréa than proyiding remedial instruction in skills they feey

were the fesponsibility of elementary.schdoi teachers. Even in literature

or history classes which lend themselves to developing reading and writing
skills, many high school teachers havg retreated to easie; fexts and less
required writing. As students seem less willing and able to write and more
reluctant to try, teachers make fewer wfiting demands and eliminafe essay
questions from their tests. Basic skill instruction is the central acrivity
in remedial or ESL classes. But elsewhere many teachers are uninterested.
feel they lack the necessary skills, or simply dlsagree that basic skills

is an approprlate focus for h1gh 'school work. This is in sharp Lontrast to
elementary schools, where reading, writing and counting are the most important
instrnctional task and all teachers know how to teach thoss things. In a
sense, che curriculum is the vehicle for basic skills instruction in elementary

schools, while in high schools, the curriculum is the venicle for teaching

<

. contnnt

The organization of high schools also m111tates against a pervaslve

basic skills focus in its system of moyigg_§;udcnts from class to class at

frequént intervals. Teachers are less famllxar with the skills of individual ;.

student: than in elementary grades because they work with each student

el
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fewer hours and have many more students to teach. Most high school teachers
meet between yZO and 175 students each day. They knbw which students are |
academically weak and which are strong, but they have little kno&ledge of
particulav strengths and Weaknesses.“ Urlike elementary teachers, those in
the upper gradés do nct recéive‘diagnostic information at tﬁe individual
" student level, nor could they easily deal with it if they did.
‘3tudent movement from class to class also affects issues of school
climate in that it creates mOTe opfortunities for students to fight, ditch

school ot classes, OT otherwise misbehave. Tight student management 1is

easier in elementary schools, where students stay in one place for most of

the day and have fewer opportunities to evade adult supervision. And students
. _ are also less disruptive and‘problematic when they are younger and in settings
where they are known. The movement of students around high 'schools aéd the
pumber each téacher.meets daily creates a situation in which many students
are anonymous and feel less obligation to abid> by rules of socigl conduct.
The_organization.of high schools is also characterized by the tracking

or grouping of students by ability. pifferent tracks require differcnf

amounts of work from students, set up different expectations, teach different
kinds of content and often employ differenf teaching strategies. The impli-
cations of this arrangement for devzioping effeétive secondary schools is

that the divisions between the upper and lower fracks will deepen as attcation
in lower tracks focuses on improved achievement. As we noted garlier,
effective schools programs strive' to raise the achievement of the lowest
performing students to that of average student’s in’the school. In high

schools, this suggests 2 strict basic skills curriculum for the poorest

students while others pursue more diverse objectives. But the result of s
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this might be a more sharply defined tracking pattern than now exists, where
there is considerable mixing of students between the two extremes of“abiléty
or performance. Oné'implication is that many students now'in‘het;rogeneous
élasses‘would be §egreéated in a concentrated pursuit of improved achieve-

ment. They would receive an education more narrowly focused in content, ex-

pectations, and teaching strategies. Such a division would have profound

consequences for the traditional function of high schools as social melting

pots.

o

Effective schools programs focus much attention on the preparation’ of

principals to assume instructional leadership roles. Instructional leader-

ship involves many responsibilities, but effective schools programs are
pariicularly concerned to involve principals in issues of curriculum, teacher
evaluation and aésistance,_and“review for permanentjépppintment? The principal
is to set thevtone of the school and overseé the effective implementation

of its'cuxriCUlum. This leadership role is suitable in elementary schools
where by comparison to high schools the curriculum is limited; course content
is not compléx, requiring special knowledge and skill, and the faculty is

»

small. Nor do elementary school principals have large non-instructional

- departments and a range of extra-curricular activities to oversee.

But high school principals manage a more complex enterprise, which is
more diverse internally, -and involves contact with a greater number of

external constituencies: employers, colleges, social service agencies, and

other schools. Their management responsibilities preclude serious and

sustained attention to curriculum and instruction, but even in smaller
communities where demands are fewer, principals are often not qualified

to judge on instructional issues. Unlike most elementary school principals.

23




who once taﬁght at that level, high school principals as teachers did not
teach in all subject areas. The ﬁigh school cufriculum_and téaching
strétegies vary considerably both within and between departments. Yet
decisions about instructional competence requires not only familiarity with
each curriculum and the ability to\judge whether students ﬁre enéaged; it

involves knowing the subject well enough to know if the content is accurately

p

-presented, the lesson is at the appropriate level of challenge, and the

instructional focus of. the lesson is well placed. Furthermore, high s~hool

‘principals, in order to fulfill the instructional leadership role effectively,

must be prepared to make such judgments across many departments, many courses

¢ <

and course levels within dépar;ments, and across many different teachers who

use different pedagogical approaches. Instructional leadership in this

i sense of the term seems particularly inappropriate and unwieldly at the high

school level, an observation which has led some program developers to suggest

«

modifications. Some propose using department chairpersons in this capacity,

which seems sensible if they are selected on the basis of competence rather

~ than willingness to take the job. But the latter is often the case in high

schools, where salary stipends have been elimina}ed for department chairs,
reduzing fhe job to an undesi:able'respbnsibility circulated among depart -
ment members. Introducing instructional leadership to high schools may
work best by preparing department chaifpeople for the role. But it would
require resgoring merit to decisions about chair‘appointments and incentives
to make such appointments attractive,

A further observation about prin:ipai leadership in high schools is

that many districts rotate principals from school to school every few yea:s

to avoid the building of feifdoms and t6 accommodate promotions up. The

24
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brief tenure of principals in high schools with stable faculty who know
they will outlast the principal makes the exercise of formal authority

difficult and weakens the .potential for informal authority to develop.

Principal nobility is an obstacle to>de:eloping lcadership, particularly

in schobls‘where the systemic .change of effective schools programs is being

introduced.
A final observation about high school organizations is that any changes
introduced to the system, including effective schools programs, must be

designed and managed such as to support a central objective: attracting and

holding students' interest so that they will come to school regularly and

remain for a diploma. Wide-scale school and class truancy and dropping-out
are not big problems for elementary schools, which accommodate a more com-

pliant clientele. Young children may react disagreeably to new school

‘policies or programs, but still they'come to school. High schools facc a

more serious challenge from students in this regard; and effective schools
programs which propose to tighten sfandards and require basic ski}ls tracks
for some must be prepared to deal with the migratory impulses of’displeased
students. Many students mostly come to schéol because it is fun, does not (
demand much, and provides great latitude in course selection. Reorganizing
the tnstitution whil§ maintaining its student appeal will be a major challenge

in vroating effective schools programs for high schools.

Faculty Considerations

Enlisting the enthusiasm, commitment and involvement of school faculties
is necessari for effective schools programs at any school level. At the.
very least, these bottom-up reforms depend on staff willingness to suspend

judgment and cooperafe; preferably they depend on determination to learn

-4
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new skills and enter into collaborative &ct1bities" In particular, effective
school programs try to 1nsp1re rhe faru11y to act on the schooi's newly

v

defined ;nstructxonal focus; enforce the ru‘es to maintain a safe climatce;
‘develop high expectations of students; and use student achievement to evéliate
their teaching. The programs propose hajor changes in teacher behavior and
attitude at all s;hoolalevels, but the changés.may be ﬁarticulariy profound
for high school teacheré.

In the previous section we discussed the subject mattér specialization .
as a barrier to working on students basic skills. This issue comes up again

in considering how to develop faculty commxtment to work on school-wxde goals.

In viewing themselves as subject matter specialists, even long-time faculty —~

members frequently have less allegiance to their schools than to their dis-

ciplines. A parallel might be drawn with college faculties who are not
disinterested in university affairs, but who first and foi=»most consider
themselves to be members of their disciplinary group. Their wajor energies
go into their wprk, but most of it is subject-oriented work rather than
work on university-wide issues. Similarly. many high school teachers find
’ greatest satisfaction in teachiﬁg their subjects, not working on school
goals which may be unrelated. Collaborative activities wh?ch cut across
disciplines, awareness sessions on effective schools research andkin-ser»ire
sessions on classrcom management 6r test-use may be resisted for this
reason. Many high school‘teachefs are impatient with training which does
not deal with how to teach the curriculum in their subject area (Neufeld,
Farrar, C&hen, forthcoming); and this may increase with years of experience.

High school teachers at work in 1979 had eleven years as the median years

of experience, as contrasted with seven years in 1966 (Schlechty and Vance,
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"Recruitment, Selection:and Retention: The Shape of the Teaching Force,"
wArlie House, 198?), and in 1983, this.figure is likely higher. We do not
know of research on this issue, but our Qork with high schéél fdachers
suggests that with experience, they resolve or learn io manage their class-
TOOM difficdlties, and those_who don't find other work. .This does not . -
suggest that all teachers are perfect; rather, many have come to terms with
teaching prbblems and do not perceive the need for training. They arc most
\ .
interested in étllaboration whicﬁ is focusgd'on their curriculum and how

to improve the way they teach it.

Effective schools programs must also contend with greater teacher

Igg}gfgggg_at the high school level. Program developers who have worked
in bigh schools report;d greatér faculty cynicism and inertia than in
elementary schools, and a strongér feeling that the process would produce
few school-;hanges (Volume II). Tougher, more active union‘leadcrshjp in
high schools reinforces resi§tance; and bargaining over terms, conditions,

- and trade-offs for féculty participation is more pronounced in secondary
schools. .This resistancé may be}tﬁe'fruit born by failed ﬁast'efforts to
change high schools, which discourage faculty from jumping on ﬁe@qgand—
wagons. ié.may also arise from skepticism that the effébti?e schools
ffengrch«base is a dependable guide to high school impr9vementf' The per-
suas;ve force of the research may be too weak to convince high school teachers
to give change another try. It may also be tﬁat effective schools programs
preposc changes which are dramaticall} different from the way that high

schools are Eurrently organized and teaching work performed. The proposed

changes may seem unrealistically ambitious and naive to teachers who entéred

the profession in the heady reform years of tHe 1960's and saw their own
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reform dreams fail to réach fruition.

Indeed, -effective schools reforms do propose changes which are far

more dramatic for high schools than elementary schools. First, they seek

Fb tighten links between loosely connected departments and sub-units' through
greater fécp}ty collaboration and interchange. Buv co%laboration is a rare -
qémmodity in high schools. It occurs in modest amounts between department
members who oély rarely have formal contact with other dep;rtments. For
example, teachers of math and history work with material which is unrelated

in content and teach@ng strategies. . In addition, studenﬁ anonymity‘is'Qd
pervasive that teachers rarely have occasion‘to‘share concerns about indiviahal

students. Furthermore, there are few issues which require decision-making

between departments and the few decisions which require facﬁlty involvement

éfe made on a school-wide basis. High schools have few substanfive needs
for faculfy collaboration, and as a result their contacts with one another
are largelyAinformalband serendipitous. The situation in‘elementary schools
is quite different where all teachers at grade level teach the same cur-
riculum, and throughout the school, all teach sequential ékilis in reading,
writing, counting, etc. Greater intellectual and pedagogical similarities
are found in elementary schools, and.several teachers may’share a year-long
working ﬁnowledge of a studént with other teachers. These provide a foundation
on wﬁich to build néw formal and informal working.relationships. Effective
schools programs can build on established collaboration in the lower grades
‘but in high schools must first establish contact between people whose
specialities and interests have kept them apart. h

Second, effective schools programs propose more dramatic changes in

~.

high schools than élementary schools in their teaching strategies and

28




classroom management techniques. DeVelopers report that high school teachers

use more traditioﬁallmethods in both areas, either because they have not
been much exposed to innovative practices developed-ovef the last décade,
or Because they have no} found them useful. Whatever the reason--and it
would be 1uportant to know which is the case--high school teachers have to
learn naJor new approaches rather than f1ne-tun1ng ‘what have become familiar
practices. . For example, recent 1nnovat10ns such as mastery learning havp
eifher been adapted as g;piece or have %nfluenced instructional patterns in
many elementéry schopls. But thése are notably absent in observations of e
. : U LY : i ’
high school classes which\ére not remedial. High school teachers lecture,
less frequently hold class discussions, and even less freduently, subdivide
v the +lass and teach émalllgroﬁps. Lectures and desk work are the two main
| >econdary school teaching strategies, as they have been for decades. Changlng
these lnvolves not only changlng practlce, but changing conceptions of
. :

‘appropriate practice and intervenlng in traditional beliefs.

§
Teacher opposition to the notion that school quality and tcaching

practice can be measured by student test results is another sticky issue

for high school programs. Elementary school teachers don't like this either,

but high school teachers are particularly wary that teaching competence will

be judged on the basis of test scores on students whom £heyythqaseen only o
fdur hours each week for sixteen weeks: They argue that this is insufficicnt
time to have muth affect on test scéres, whethér they rise or fall, and that

it is not possible te know what aspect of a students course schedule was
responsible’for'gains or losses. Whether as individuals who are uncertain

about the influences of their teaching on test results, or collectively

L

as a groQP who-don't. teach skills which would influence achievement, tcachers

-
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as programs lead to tighter rules and procedures to create a morec orderly

climate, schools must consider the effect of more stringent enforcement on

suspension, truancy and drop-out rates. They must also,prepareffor possible
civii rights sancfions'if minority students are over-fepresented amohg those
who are penalized‘or leave school. The number of recent court cases on the
over-representation of minorities in urban school suspension and drop-out
rates has fostered a more cautious aﬁproach fo sanctions for all_sfudents.j
Are high schools now prepared to tighten up in view;of fhe reasons why en-
forcement was relaxed in the first place? ’

Repeated punishment and.droppin; out are highly correiated, so if more

students are punished for violating rules, more should leave school. And

if rules are tightened, how can students be convinced to violate tighter

‘rules at least no more frequently than they did before? This suggests that

without some creative anticipation of the problem, as rules are tightened
and enforced to improve schoollélimate, suspension and drop-out r;tes will
rise.

A similar question applies to failures. If class attendance and home-
work completion are linked td grédes and éredits as a means of improving
achievement, it is pdssible‘that failure rates-~-and thus drop-out rates--
will rise. Calling home is one successfulnapproach fof getting students
to school each day, but‘truancy from individual cléSQes‘is a big problem
in its own right. Can schools support the effort required to call home
about both kinds of truﬁncy? How will effective school progrdms respond
to inéreased.failures and.truancy #s'standards are tightened? "And will
communities and district offices, which have traditionally judged schools

on their ability to contain these problems, be sympathetic if the rateS

.30
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reject judgments about quality on that basis (Cohen, Farrar, Neufeld, forth-

coming). We also mentioned eérld:r that the majority of high school teachers

" do not view improved achievement as the central purpose of secondary education.

 Social, personal, and vocational goals are more important in their view, and

3

progféss in these areas is not reflected in test -esults (Sirotnik, op. cit.).

High school’teachersvare also wary of effective schools prbpogals to use
achievemént as a‘basis for program efaluation. Aéhievement is weakened by
excessive.abSenié;ism or truancy, and is uncertainly effected by.various'
environmental enticemenfs such as work, with which high schooi'teachers must
compote. Education's great uncertainty about the relative influence of
varions school and enVirbnmental factors on achievement makes it a qyéstion-
able measure of program effectiveness. This particularly éoncerns teachers
who worry that a focus on achievement will encourage them to feach to the

test. Many high school goals--personal, social, vocational--are not reflected

_in test results. Neither are writing and critical thinking skills, which many

teachers would like more time to develop. In summary, high school teachers
have many sound reasons for rejecting achiethent as a méasure of program
effectiveness, and efféctive schools prograﬁ; that advance this claim dis-
courage staff support. Some developexrs have responéed.by including measures
of vandalism, absenteeism, drop-outs and the {ike. But the level at which
these factors differentiate effective from ineffective high schools has. not
been determined. |

Student Considerations

Students' reactions to effective high school programs are the biggest
mystety ih the eduation, but it is doubtful that they will accommodate to

some nf the proposed changes as willingly as elementary students do. First,
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increase? What incentives can schools providebstudents to eiscourage dropping
out as standards rlse? | . V °
These are 1nportant considerations 'in the 1mp1ementat10n of effect1ve,
schools programs in high schoals.. Older students preferences and expectations
must be taken into account in program plann1ng because unlike elementary
students, they are able to express their dlspleasure or resistance by not
attending. School is not central in the lives of many students, who are more
involved in wori or other interests, although the unavailability of work for
inner-city youth-may increase school's attractiveness.' However, this is not
the‘experience of some city schools, where drop-out rates approach’so percent.
Many high school students want to be in échool, bht tney'don't necessarily
want to learn what schools have to teach. They are willing te attend because
school is fun, a pleesant place to be with‘friends, and ;nvoives.few hassles.
Many students have become un1nterested in formal learning by the time they
reach high school, and schools retaln them by offering a wide variety of progrﬂms
" and curricula, many interesting or perhaps relevant, but which make few reul
demands for student performance. Effective schools programs may reverse thie
pattern by building student eommitment and interest even as standards rise.
But the eask will not be eaéy: Students who find the improvement process un-
platable may be truant or may drop out, and they may also transfer.to other
district schools. Particularly in many urban districts, students are free
to mo?e fron schbol'to-school as they see fit, and many students exercise | "
this opt{on. +Student mobility is\a major issue in many’dietricts, and if

mobility increases as a result of effective schools programs, it will not

improve their standlng with counselors and teachers.

>tudent reactlons must also be con51dered in de51gn1ng policies to
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improve order and school climate. The most effective way to build student

commi tment to the school is to increase their personal contact with school

" adults as a way to reduce feelings of alienation and anomie. But building

;elationships requires people to jointly deal with both»pleasant-and un-
pleasant situations, to engage over all matters that arise. And high school
teachers today are reluctant to become involved with-threateoing eQents:
studeﬁt misbehavior, vandalism or fights. Teachers are more inclined for
safety reasons to refer problems to secoiity guards or administrators, and
in some schools, do so with good reasons.; Student violence against teachers

K]

is overstated as a fact of life in high schools, but the fact Js that some

Pl

students are thfeatening and some fight back.v Studeﬁis‘are less submissive
and more challenging than they used to be, and it may be diffieult as both
a faculty and unioﬁ_issue to persuade_teachers to become'involved‘in dis-
ciplinary issues. But building. student commitment may also be difficult if
teachers do not wish to share this responsibility, even if tﬁey do so with
good reason.

Fhis raises a larger issue of how programs can bu1ld student commit-
ment.when so many are anonymous in large high schools Some students prefer
to be unknown to school adults, but some have little ch01ce because they are
not charming or bright, good or bad enough to attract adult attention~ ‘Some
stodeots are unknown because they are not special. These students receive
very little personél eftention in large high schools, yet it is difficult
to know how they can become engaged in working toward school goals Qith;;t
it. One resoonse to this situation may be to diversify adult roles, perhaps

adding counselors whose job is to try to build relationships with students.

But this remedy has obvious disadvantages in times of declining school

. 2
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budgets and teacher riffings. Ncvertheless, creati~—z responses to this

problem must be a central feature of designs for effective high school

programs.

Parent/Community Considerations

‘Parents and community members are often less 1nvolved in high school
than elementary school issues, perhaps because older students’ are approach1ng
adulthoo! and are pressured to be more alile to- act in-their own 1nterests
than are youmger childrea. Yet in good measure, the ability of facqlty and
administrators to ralse standards, make the school more safe and orderly,
and improve attendance depends on support and some part1c1pat1on from adults
outside the school. Ultimately, these cannot be accomplished without parent
and the community approval. As we mentioned earlier, communities trgditionally
judge schools by their ability to keep drop-out rates down and students in ’
schoo}‘to_graduétibn. If academic standards and school rules are'tightcned'
as a result of effectiQe schools programs, will the community support schools
in face of the possible consequences? Are communivies prepared to Judge
schools by achievement rather than by attendance and other traditional goals?
Regent Pxperlence with community controver51es over soc1al promotion in high
school and the survey of high school parents on goals they hold for the school
sugg:»t that this may be an issue in some places. Developers may find it
part?C1;dc1y important to diversify the goals of effective high schools to
inclade those which parents and the community think are important in ordc
to wiﬁ their endorsement for charges which some wil} find unsettling.

But parent participation as weli as endorsement is needed for high school

programs, and this is not accomplished easily. Many parents have less control

over their children and are’ léE?\able to exerc1se adult authority than at

. - :3f1
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the elementary schogl level. Some parents are less concerned about élder
childrén,'but many ;ore are uncertain about how to deal with older children
yﬁo have misbehaved or failed and who are also a source of trouble at home .
Uncertainty rather than di§interest may more accurately explain the apparent
lack of parental involvement in the lives of some children, but in cither
case, parénts typically respond by asking the school to deal with their
children's problems. |

Other parents do not become involved in school issues because their
lives are complicated or strained or perh;fs 1nv01ve several jobs or no job,
which may be worse. They do not have the time or energy to provide support
at home for new homework policies or a;%endance rules. These and many other
parents waﬁt their children to attend school and achigve, and they do not
want schoél'problems to become problems at home. They want to maintain
comfortable relationships with their older children, and if probiems arise
at school? they wgnt them to be handled there. This may help to explain why
pafentsvare uninterested in issues of high'school and teaching quality.
They want both to be good, but:rather than examining these school matférs
closely, they prefer to use’their own child~z2n's school experiences and
academic performance as measures of school performance. Their concerns about
curriculum and instruction fade in the face of their children's decent academic
vecords and the absence of calls aome. parents are concerned about their
chs ldren's futures, whether they include college or work. and these concerns
exert a subtle influence on schools and teachers to relax student rules and
permit grades to be maintained at a respectable level. Their concerns en

courage schools an the d1rect10n of grade inflation, tolerance of misbehavior,

and a relaxation of academlc demands and requirements. These parental
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1 education suggest that effective schools programs

interests in high schoo

may need to develop strategies to counter parental resistance to new policies,

and to find more effective ways to involve parents or others who are willing

to assume responsxbllltles which ideally are carried out at home.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY, PRACTICE AND RESEARCH ON EFFECTIVE HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAMS

The preceeding discussion of effective schools programs and high schools

q

is intended to provide a point of departure for discussions on the design and

implementation of secondary programs. .As such, it raises more questions than

it answers, although we have suggested some.lines of inquiry that may warrant

closer scrutiny. The most obvious lesson that emerges from our observations

.aboiit high schoal programs is that while there is much effective. schools

activity at that level, the paucity of research and information available on

high school programs permits only broad recommendatiohs for future action.

with that in mind, we suggest that our work on effective schools programs

contains the following implications.

Implications for Policy

1. The establishment of a clearing house at the regional or national

level would facilitate the d1ssem1nat1on of 1nformat10n and materials on

effective high school programs At present, program 1nformat10n is scattcxcd

and difficult to locate, particularly on local development efforts.

> The National lefu51on Network might be considered as a vehicle

l1saem1nht1ng ‘vigorous high school programb, partlcularl) since effective

schools programs are complicated, demanding, and require -initial and on-going
technical support.

3. Federal support might be directed to the redesign and development

of prbtotype high school programs, or to the preparation of documentation
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on the implementation of well-conceived program plans.

4. State ‘education agencies and intermediate units are in the most
critical position for giving visibility to effective schools programs and
encouraging regional adoptions. Support might be directed toward encouraging
them in this role.

5. Implementation'research to learﬁ more about the problem’Apossibilities
and accompiishments of secondary school programs is needed. It should téke‘
the form of realistig, ciose-up views of program activities. |

6. Much»of the initial development of effective schools programs has
been undertaken by large, urban districts. bFedeféI'and state agencies should
provide some public acknowledgement of their ground-breaking‘work to encourage

similar local initiatives.

Implications for Practice

1. Recognition énd clarification of the diverse goals of high schools
would facilitate considerably the design and implementation of ceffective |
schools programs.‘ At present, goals are either too abstract or unclear
to provide much guidance for development.

2. Many a5pects of high schools make elementarf school programs un-
suitablc for use at that level. Developers should undertake more adaptation
and exprrimentation of programs for high school use, | -

3. High schools which are large hay have gr

they usc dJepartments or other sub- unlts in the scho

ter program sSuccess if

as the unit of analysis

rather than -taking a school-w1de approach. Developlng departmenta goals

as a prior step to seeking school-wide consensus on institutional oRjectives
: ]

may be one way to begin this critical activity.

4. - Curricular innovation and assessment are important but often .

o
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overlooked activities‘in high school program design, They necd to be given

such greater emphasis than seems to be the case at present.

5. Because of high school size, faculty and staff task forces need
o

to assume a bigger role in implementation and planning. The nature of that

oA

role and its responsibilities needs greater clarification in order to avoid

‘'staff confusion about time commitments and role demands.

6. The nature of front-end and on-going training and technical assistance
to acéompany implementation needs to be more clearly specified. Schools may
vary in the amounts of assistance they need, but assistance plans should: be
sufficiently flexible to permit help when the need arises.

7 A school's readiness to undertake an effective schools program
shoﬁld be diagnosed as a pre-step to program planning. The conditions of
readiness need to be defined as well as the steps which might be taken to
improve a schdol‘s‘readiness to begin.

8. More sharing and csllaboration\is needed between developers and
betwéen developers and users of high school ﬁrograms; Networking will in-
cfgase the information flow and stimulate more creative design and planning
work.

9. Improved.teaching practice is one important aim of effective
schools programs. Practitioners need to carefully assess the effect of
vaiious practice improvement activities, such as instructiongl management
systems, for example, on both the curriculum and classroom practices.

10.  The weakest link in the chain of activitics which comprisc
effective'schools programs is that which concerns ;xecuting the steering

w . .
committee or task force plans for improvement. Greater precision on how
~

- the plans will be put into practice is needed, as well as information on .

o
I
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what the plan reguires in the way of time, assistance. ctc.

11. Many state and local agencies have mandated effective schools
programs; When programs have beern mandated, agencies must be prepared to
support school efforts with training, technical assistance and other needed
help.

12, If effectlve schools programs are to be institutionalized rather
than ephemeral 1nnovat10ns, greater attention must be directed toward
planning for program permanency.

Implications for Research

1. Qualitative implementation —esearch and the development of case
studies are needed to determine how the programs operate and their con-
sequences for students, teachers: and schools. ThlS 1nformat10r will aid
future pregram des}gn, deyelopmentvand assessment efforts.

2. The documentation of local implementation activities will help
to generate a data base which will provide guidance and assistance to
other local developers.

SL More systematic research on the characteristics of effective high
schools is needed. At this rpoint we know little about whether the character-
istics which are claimed to make the programs effective‘are in fact the
source of high school effectiveness.

A. Technical assistance is needed to support the implementation
process, but more information is needed on the role which change agents
should assﬁme in assisting schools.

S.\ The research base on effective schoolslplays a critical role ir

devcloping staff support and commitment. A research base which deals with

the characteristics of effectlve high schools is needed both to increasc




ORI, g

Vet
. N -38-
the legitimacy of program efforts and to assist with their design and
development. o ;-
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