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Aﬁstract

This paper describes an exploratory study which illuminates school-
related factors thaf promote or hinder the extent to which classroom in-
structional changes are maintained beyoﬁd an initial period of implémen—
tagaon. Qualitaﬁive data were collected in 14 elementary,.junior high; and
high schools re%resenting a mix of urban, suburban, and rural settings.
The data suggested that teachgrs continued to use new ﬁractices after for;
mal school impro?ement activities ended when (1) a échqol was organized
such tha; a continued flow of incentives were ayaiiable to them;é?Z) rules
and curriculum guidelines governing instructipnal beha&ior Qere altered‘to
support ﬁhe new practices; or (3) teacher assessments of #he effectiveness
of the new p?actices were positive. Additional analysis examined school
orgaﬁizational factors'that affected the 1ikelih06d of occurrence of these

three events.




SCHOOL CONTEXT AND 'THE CONTINUATION
OF INNOVATIVE PRACTICES

‘,What happens to changes in teachers' classroom practices dnce they are
implemented?v Do they tend to remain in place? Are they simply shelved
once the hoopla surrounding a school improvement project dies'down?‘ Or,
are they continaued or discontinued'on the basis of reasoned judgments ab&ut
their effectiveness? Although schools are frequently criticized for théir
hypochondriacal tendency to seize a highly-touted femedy only to repléce it
hapﬁazardly with the next miracle cure thagALomes along, the 1iterature on
the persistence of ﬁew practices zn schools isqoniy beginning to sératcﬁ
the surfaée of this important topic in the study of educational change.

This paper reports'on an exploratory'study.intended to illuminate some
of the school-related factors that promo;e or hinder the extent to which an
innovation is maintained beyond an initial per%?d of implementation. The

. ' Y
central theme of the paper is that once formal school improvement’activi—
" ties end, so will most of the new practices unless (1) a é&ﬁool is organ-

- . ized so that a continued flow of in¢entives and encouragement is.available
to those making changes or (2) rules and guidelines governing iﬁstructionalv(
behavior are altered to support the new practices. If neither of these two
events occur, thé practi%es,rareiy last long enough for systematic judg-
ments of effectivenéss to be made. | |

The first section of the paper is a discus;ion of.the 1iteratgre-con—
cerning the durability of changes. Second, the reséarch procéduréé and:

" characteristics of the schools studied are described. Next, findings are
presented. Finally, an initial framevork for'underéfanding how éspects of

@ scheool's context affect the maintenance of new classroom practices is

drawvn from the data. : .

W]
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Research on the Continuation of Change

This section of the paper has two purposgs; Tﬁe fi;st is to define
‘what is meant by the term "continuation." This 1s done by placing'the time
span denoted by tﬁe concept inté the context of. the life course of a change
project. Tﬁé secondypurpose is to foreshadow the Qiscussion of study find-
" ings by identifying what reséarch says about organizationalrevents which

affect the persistence of change.

The Coﬁcept of Continuation

G

Researchers often divide the change process into conceptually dis-
tinct, but often gverlapping in practice, stages.A‘For example, Hage and
Aiken (1970) note four: (1? evalﬁation, or a period of assessment of or- |
ganizational needs; (2) initiation, which denotes ;he\beginning adjustments
an organization must make to accept ainew program; (é) implementation; or‘
the period Egring which the new program gets its early trials; and (4) rou-
vtinization, which is when the new program is stabilized as a part of perma-
nent practice.: This last stage has been accorded several labels, e.g.,
"incorporation" (Bérman and McLaughlin, 1976) or "continuafion" (RpsenBlum ‘
and Louis, 1981). Because it can“cénnote the idea that change endures as

the result of both the deliberate incorporation .of new practices into

everyday routines or simple inertia, continuation will be the term used in

this paper. The focus of the paper, then, is on what happens to change

during the“fourth¢stage'qf the éhange process.

From the research available oﬁ the provision of external assistance
for school improvement, the most useful point tJ separate implementation
from continuation>is when external resbufées allocated specifically to the

change effort are removed, i.e., when the patient is taken off a life

e
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support system and must maintain critical functions independently of

special assistance. For example, Berman and McLaughlin (1977) and

Rosenblum and Louis (1981) discovered a drop in the amount of change when
* ?

federal funds were wifhdrawnav Thus, the removal of outside éupport seems

to be a particudarly traumatic event for maintaining new practices.

Miles (1964) provides another way to view this juncture in thg life of
a change project. He>1abels special precjects involving a subset of organi-
zational mémbers as "teﬁporary systems." That is, project participants
constitute a éqllectivity of people who (1) are called together for é spe-
cial purpose, (2) are expected to disband when ei;hér their objectives have
been attained, their allotted time is up,.or their meetihg-is'over, é;d.(3)
through the pursuit of a joint task take.on the characteristics of group

?

life. The point at which a tempora. system to promote change disbands,

-~

.then, can be thought of as an indicator of a shift in organizational

concern from getting new practices started to seeing to it that they are
o

1

continued as routine operation.

e

Organiéational Events Affecting Continuation

Whgt héppens to.changé, then, when a system is on its own to suppdrt
it? Roégnblum and Louis (1981)N?0und that in a school district where .
impleﬁentation goes well, so ddes continuation. While they did ﬁote é drop
in the amount of change wh;n federal assistance ended, schools which'imple—
mented relatively more thaﬁ other schools also continued more (al;hough
there seemed to be a reduction in the disparity émong the schools over
timeﬁ. Because most of the research on change in the past décade has beén

on implementation, this finding should be heartening to curriculum devel-

opers, change agents, and other researchers; the understandings they have




- (1976) noted that if these new practices actually replaced existing prac-

o

develobed aﬁagt implementation will .serve them well irn understanding
continuation. |

Howeﬁer, other research on organizations suggests tha;’;his close link
between implementation and continuation is by no means aséured. Hage and

Aiken (1970) and Yin et al. (1978) diécovered that special'aggention had to

be given to the "routinization" of changes to insure that they lasted. For -
. & . .

’

example, new practices had to be codified into rules governing action, be

included in training activities for newcomers, successfully survive budget i

reviews, and outladt the tenure of' the individuals who were intimately in-

volved in planning the innovation. Additionally, Berman and McLaughlin

.
LY

tices then they were more likely to continue; the prospects for "add-on"
activities were lower. Should suchiroutiﬁizing‘eventsgnot occur, then the
chances for change to persist are reduced.

4 "

Glaser (1‘8L) acknowlecdges similar means for prométing change dura-
bility. He also discusses several others that have a slightly different -
toné related to the kinds of interaction found in an organization. In

particular, he says that opbottunities for staff to discuss changes once

inplemented, to provide feedback to one another on the success of certain

changes, and to receive continuing reinforcement for using new practices

have a’l been shown to be'important'facilitators of change durability; In
the Study of Dissemiﬁation.Efforts Supporting School Improvement it was
found that when similar kinds of social interaction related to new-
practices occurred,ythe practices tended to remain in place, (Crandall et

al., 1982).




Thus, two categories,of post-implementation o;ganizationél events ﬁéve
"been shown to be important influenqes on the extent to which new practices
.arg}@ﬁ%tinued over time: (1)'tﬁe incorporation of the practices into rules
aﬁd‘operéting procedures, and (2) the p;ovision of opportunities for dis-
cussions about and reinforcemeng for continuing new practices.

To ﬁhese two cgtegories of events, a thifd has to be added; asses$—
ments of‘the effectivenéss of changes. As Rogers‘(1962) observes, not all
dhaﬁges should be continued. iPresdmably, ;ome changes will prove to be
succéssful means for assisting attainment of desired goals and others will
not. To the extent thatlchanges are less useful, Ehey‘likély will be dis-
.carded; Thus, such asséssmeﬁts are also importaqg even?; affecting contin-
ﬁation{ .

The data from this study were examined to determine what relationships

©

existed between these three categor%es of events and whether or not newly-
implepented praCticesgcontinued to.be used. However, the analysis also haa
an additiopal focus. The cumulative research on implementé;ioﬁ in schools
warns ﬁhat knowing that certain critical gvents mqét take place‘does not

g
>
{nasure their occurrence. In fact, one of the major lessons from the past

’

decade is that there are important contingencies in a school's context
which can sFali, stop, or speed up the chang; p}ocess, often in spite of (
the iﬁtentions of intelligent énd committed individuals (Berman, 1981). |
Thus, research on the persistepce of innovative practices must pay'careful
attention to characteristics cf~§sbools which can facilitate or blbck the
oécurfence of these important events after implementation.

The intent of this paper:\then, is to identify critical post-implemen-

tation events that affect the continuation of new classroom practices and
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'the{school-rélated'characteristics uPOQQWhich their occurrence is contin-

4
.

gent., This will help generq&e an initial conceptual framework for under-
. . 4

standing why continuation does or does not occur. Knowledge about ‘

continuation at present falls far”short of providing a_priori hypotheses to:

v

» H
h

test.

. i} . Research Methods

. The data reported in tﬁis papef were collected as part of a three-year
exploratory study of change in 14-3chéols. The schools were attemﬁting to |
improve their instructional érograﬁs in either basic skills, career educa-
tion or citizen education, with external assistance from Research for
Better Schools (ﬁBS) (a priyaté}nonjprofit eéﬁcational 1aboratory5. The
échools érfanged for’the tiﬁe‘fdr their staff to participéteﬁin the pro-
jects (five managed to obtain special funding for this from the stéte edu-
catio: agencies) and were responéible for final decisions about which

changes to make; RBS pfovided, at no cost, resource and training materials

and the time of one or more field agents and numerous technical staff. J

Thus, RBS offered intensive assistance while the schools provided a place

for RBS ﬁo develop approaches toxschoollimprovement in the three fields.

Data Collection and Site Schools

In the first year of the study, the initiation of the change projects
was examined, in all 14 schools. Then, intensive field ﬁork, involving ob~—«,

servation and formal and informal interviewing, was done in five of the

"schools to get rich‘daggbonvthe intricacies of implementing change.

» &

Research staff determined that more in-depth investigation of school life

-~ was needed and that five was the largest number of schools research
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resources could accommodate. The specific five schools were those which
posed the fewest entry problems for fieldworkers. During this time
activities at the other schools were tracked through occasional school

aQ
visits and interviews to see if similar issues.were arising. The third

- year of the study was devoted largely to cohducting interviews in all 14

schools to determine the fate of changes afger&formal project activities
had’ended} In twquof the schgci%, such activitles.had not “ended by thls
tlme; in theAremainaer, 12 to 24 months had elapsed since the school’s had
received speqlal eiternal assistance.

The rese@arch intent was to interview as many teachers and administra-
tors in a school as possible. The number ofrpeople interﬁiewed varied
widely, from loo'hercent (N=14) in one school to only 2 percent (N=2) in a
school where most of the staff with knowledge about the project ha& de-
parted. Of course it should be remembered that considerable ?leld work had

been done in all of thezsites prior to the interviews. Thus, the &Qter—‘

" views were not the sole source of data about relevant issues.

The third-year interviews themselves were open—ended Staff were
asked to describe (1) changes they had made personally, (2) - changes 'they
were aware that others had made, (3) changes in school procedures, and (4)
the extent«to which any of ;hese’changes were currently in use. Thus, inj
terviewees responded as subjects and informants. When discrepancies among
interviewees in a school occurred, field data collected previously were

consulted and, if necessary, additional staff at-a site were interviewed to

help resolve the matter.
mfw
+ uIn the first year of the study, teachers‘completed surveys concerned

!

w1th the organxz/tional characteristics of their schools, A full report on

‘ %

P

T




.

. urban, suburban, and rural communities and represented a wide range of

this research activity is available elsewhere (Firestone and Herriott

19805 The data are used in this paper in only one instance to report the

¥

number of teachers who said tﬁ%y felt free to call on their colleagues for

' ¢ <

help and who said they vis1ted other teachers classrooms.

a

Figure 1 lists™ the schools and some of their characteristics (all L

- - .
. e ! : =

school names are pseoaonyms). Briefly, there were three high schools, six =

junior highs, and.fine elementary schools.. They operated in a mix of .

sizes and student populations. '

~
A

. Figure 1 about here ,
N < . ‘ < ¢ ' "w/

The schools were.those which were anproached by and agreed to work

-

™

with RBS staff in one of thHe“three content areas. Selection criteria

varied across the three areas. In basic skills, schools were identified by

O~
Ly
‘ N - <

intermediate service aéencies; in career education, schcols were selected
\ o . . ’
because’ithey had previously expressed dn interest in obtaining special

state assistance ﬁunds for wcareer programs;-in citizen education, schools

r '

v

were sought which had evidenced acute social problens. Thus, the schools:

)

were not selected. in a way thatﬂalloWed-generaIizahilitX to a larger ﬁbﬁu—

lation with any degree of confidence. However, the sample reoresented an |

invaluable mix of schools for\helping_to generate an initial understanding

2

-

of the change process. ' - .~

Assess1ng Implementation and Continuation

The 1hp1ementat10n of change has been measured in a variety of ways.

For example, Rosenblum ‘and Louis (1981) assessed both the ' quantity».of

¢ -

‘}’




change (i.e., thé number of organizationally relevant subunits which
ghanged) and .the "quality" of change (i.e., how widely changes departed
from existing practibes). Others have examined different levels of change
(e.g,; Hall and Loucks, 1977; Tarsen and Werner, 1981). 1In this study,
implementation was to be a baseline against which to compare the state of
‘affairs after a period of time had elapsed. Primary emphasis was on
depictiﬁg the quantity of change within a séhool, i.e., the number of
teachers and administrators. who altered their practice as a result of the
RBS projects. These‘alterations were only the overt cha%ges in practices.
Many staff acknowledged alterations in their awareness of certain issues;
but unless a new:.awareness was tfanslated into action, it did not become a
part of this analysis. The quantity of implementation, then, represented a

e :
snapshot of the schools at the point when formal activities ended.

. Two differeﬁt measdres of th? final stage of the change process have .
been used in the literature. Rosénblum and Louis (1981) were poncerned
with the amount of continﬁation in a schoqlfrelative to otherlgchools.
fﬁis approach highlighted the importance of school factors affecting implg—
mentation as explanationé for continugtio& becausé, understandably; the
factor accounting for the most variance across schools in the ‘amount of
continuétionvwas the émount of implementa;ion (see also Fullan, 1982). On
. the other hand, Glaser (1981) attemﬁﬁed :g‘explain why an innovation de-
clined‘or was retained:within an organizatioﬂ éftér implementation. This
approach focused his explanation on post-implementation factors. This
latter approacﬁ was adopted in this ﬁtudy, especially because of the few

- .

opportunities researchers have had to examine what happens after implemén-—

tation. Thus, the fate of the changes were assessed after 12 to 24 months

4
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had elapsed; and the concern was with explaining decline or maintenénce of
change within a school.

Table 1 summarizes the quantity of change during implementation of the
RBS projects and the fate of the changes after a periéd of time had
elapsed. Theée changes were of two types: (1) individual changes staff
made in how they carried out their instruction-related responsibiiities,
e.ges neﬁ classrbdm activities, different séquencing of.lessons, neﬁ class~
room management techniques, and new supervisory emphases; or (2) altera-
tions in procedures or policies, e.g., a new Honor code or different
sgheduling practices. Of the 12 schools where more than 12 moﬁths had
passed betweén the end of formal project activities and the continuation
interviews, five schools_had essgntially maintained teacher classroom
changes at the same level; six schools had noticeablg drops;‘and one had
neverbmade.any such changes. In one of the two schools where formal acti-
vities were still in progress (thus excluding them from this analysis),
there were already strong indications that fewer changes would.be cdntinued

than were implemented.

1 In five of the schoolé, one or more administrators alsc made changes
in their practice. Although administrative behavior was not the focus of
the projects, administrators in four of the schools revamped their class-
rodm supervision eméhases Eo include the kinds of changes project téachers

made; in the fifth school, Suburban, the administrator adoptéd a more demo-

cratic 1eadefship style.

' Table 1 about here

10

14




Tt should also be noted.in Table 1 that changes in procedures tended
to be retained. The lack of variance could support the argdment that it is
more efficient to alter procedures rather than practice. However, fof this
to be effeétive, a procedure actually has to guide practice; researgh on
school organization stvggests that considerable slippage may occur between
the two (Weick, 1976).

There was considerable variation in whether new classroom practices
were maintained. In some instaﬁces, schools that achieved greater imple-
méntation among staff members, like Neighbortown and Gfeén Hills, had dé;
clines even though the amount of change remaining was greater.than that of,
some other schools. However, not all schools with high implementation ex-
perienced declines (e.g., Smalltown Middle, Smalltown Eleﬁentary, and
Soutﬁend), and not all less ambitious schools were able to maintain the few
changes they made (e.g., Riverside and Farmcenter). Thus, declines were
not simply artifacts of having attempted more change.

To say that a decline occurred in a school is not to say that discon-—
tinuation was uniformly evident throughout a school. An important finding
of this study that will be discussed later is that subunits (departments or
grade levels) could display organizational tendenciés different from the
school as a whole. Occasionally, these organizational differences made
conditions right for a subunit to continue changes that teachers elsewhere
in the school easily dropped. Thus, to fuliy under;tand factors affécting

continuation, analysis moved back and forth from the school to the subunit

as the unit of focus.

11 15




Critical Post-Implementation Events and Continuation

This section disccsses 1f and how the three categories of post-imple-
mentation events described earlier affected the continuation of new class-
room ppactices. More specifically, the'focus is on (1) the provision of
incentives and opportunities for interaction with other staff about new
practices, (2) curriculum guides as a potentially beneficial arena for
adjusting rules and procedures, andl(3) the occurrence of assessments of

effectiveness.

Incentives and Interaction Opportunitieé

Formal project activities constituted what Miles (1964) calls a tem-—
porary system{ That is, the projects possessed organlzationel properties
of their own and were acknowledged”és’haVing a limited duration. In many
cases, these temporary systems opefateaggery thferently from the ways in
which the schools, or permanent systems, operated. For example, instead of
relyirg on students for most of their human ccntact in the_harr?gd atmos-
phere of che claséroom; teachers were able to sit in reiatively uninter-
rﬁpted settings to discuss professional matters; instead of making deci-
sionsbabout a single classroom individu;lly,.they became invoive& in joint
planning for the entire school; and instead of having few, if any, adqlg

v sources of feedback and encouragement apout their teaching performances,
i : they.worked'in a supportive environment in which commendations for action
were frequent from peers, outside experts, and school administrators.
Temporary systems in the form- of planping committees or adv;sory
groups were still in operation in all 14 schools when che first implemen-

tation efforts were made.” As a result, teachers received a steady stream

of queries about how the new activities were going, including frequent

_..El{fc‘ ' : 12 - 16
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interviews from researchers. In addition, they'occasionally had the oppor-
tunity to share their project experienceé at in-service meetings, at
special conferences arranged by RBS, and to outsiders who had heard of the
new programs.‘ This first flush of implementation was a heady eﬁpérience
for many of thelparticipants.

It should not b; sugprising, therefore, that the most critical fac;or
affecting the extent to which new classroom practices were maintained ohce
the temporary systems dissolved was the ;vailability of incéntives, or "any
prospective source of gratification" (Sieber, 1981). Because teachers

typically work in isolated éettingsbwith'Very few dvailable rewards

(Lortie, 1975) the switch from a temporary system to the permanent one as

the major arena for action can be traumatic for them, and problematic for

the continuation of change. Such was th; case in the RBS schools. Where
either positive or negative incentives (e.g., verbal ‘encouragement or the
potential of a poor evaluation) were avai}able to stéff to maintain :
changes; the new practicég on the whoie were continuea; where such incen-
tives werefno; available, the amount of.change‘declined.

There were thrée major poteﬁtial s;urces of incentives: administra-

tors, other teachers, aad students. By far, the most important source for

maintaining change at the school- level was the building administrator (see

also Corbett, 1982b). A teacher's interactions with the other two sources

were not of the frequency or nature to make them very effective in encour-
éging innovative behavior to be maintained. (This is not to discount the

salience of these two sources f6r maintaining other kinds of teacher be-

» havior.)

Yo




Administrators as a source of incentives. In four of the five schools

o

where changés were continued, there was at least one administrator in the

building who exhibited a kéen interest and plizgdfan active part'in seeing
to it that changes were continued. TIn fact all four also made changes of
their own in either theilr supervisory or leadership style, even though this

behavior was not a focus of the projecf. In the fifth school, a district

administrator whose office was located in the school building was an ardent

.supporter of the project.

At Smalltown Elementary, Smalltown Middle and Southend, the adminis-
trators not only conveyed this interest in conveésatidns with faculty but
also -included on formal evaluations thgir obserVations.about staff progress
toward system goals the projects addresqu. At Smalltown Middle this use

.
of evaluations was only with the English‘aepartment (which had receixed
fo:mal training); in the other two schools, all non-project Qeqcheré'&ere
held aécountable for progress toward the.ééme goals as broject teachers.
Non—project feachers werg prévi@ed profect-relateq mater}gls and, not sur-—

prisingly, used them to a considerable extent. _As one administrator said,

"(By using evaluations) I may have put some of them in the position where

‘they had to do something." Thﬁs, the administrators ccupled positive in-

centives (recognition of the use of new practices) with negative ones (the
threat.of‘a lowered ratiﬁg on evaluations for noq—use) to effec;ively in-
duce a large number of project and non-project staff to maintain the new
practices. At Suburban and Bigtown the administratoré uéed more informal
aﬁd positive'inqentiVes in support of project chahges; especially verbal

encouragement and vitible involvement in project-related activities.

45




Post-implementation administrative incentives were noticeable by their

3 e

absence at Neighbdrtown, Farmcenter, Middleburg, and Green Hills. The

Neighbortown principal believed that teachers preferred to be left alone to

~

. ~N
principal professed a strong commitment to the changes. The teachers,sbn

do their work and thus did not discuss changes with them even though the

, . « . . .
the other hand, noted that had someone bcthered to ask them occasionally N

"

"how "things were going,”" they likely would have continued many of the acti-

vities. One teaéher stated ghat the new activities required some addition-
al work and in the ag;ence of positive incentives like recognitidh or a
more negative incentive such as an‘administrative_mandate "I stuck with ’

& . .
what was comfortable for me."

bThe principal at ﬁarmcenter was defineg as a "joiner" by several staff
:members.A Each year tHe school seemed to becomevinvolve& in a new project,
and dﬁring the year‘fdllowing inplementation of the Rﬁs project, staff in- .,
service time was shifted to an entirely unrelgted acti;;ty. Staff inter-
preted this to mean that the former p{oject was no loﬁgef a priority and
subsequently diécontiﬁued the classroom practices devised for it. At
Middleburg, the principal also repléced the RBS‘project with anofher one,
and &ith,similar’resulﬁs. At Greeaniils3 the principal who initiated tbé
RBS proje~t was transferred. -The new priﬁcipal continued project-related
planning (without RBS assistance at the principal's.insistence) but did not
consult with nor involve the original RBS participants in this planning.
.Thus, the principa; actually encouraged some staff and paid very little

attention to others. Subsequently, several of the initial project teachers

reported a considerable drop in their enthusiasm for continuing changes,

15
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The question arises as to-why some building administrators continued

to support changes actively while others did not. Certainl& the answer -is

[

“a compiex combination of factors, but the data from this study suggest that
. p . .

administrators were not all that different from teachérs. When sources of
incentives were available to'tﬁﬁm to promote the chaﬁges,-they did; when
such sources were not available, they ﬁid not.

For example, the twb Smalltown schools and Southend were in the same
district, and the projects aﬁdressed fhe most'préssing issue the superin-
tendent felt the district faced: imprﬁving basic skills achievement. The
central gffice closély followed the schools' progress toward attaining this
goal. Not coincidentally, administratdrs»made specialcefforts to promote
the changes déveloped in the RBS pfojects intended to‘improve student per-

a

formance.

Although there was an overall decline in continuation at Oldtown,
periodically the administrator who coordinated the RBS project received an

- t}

external boost thaf enabled redirecting attention to project—related i
changes. For example at éne po}nt when thg édﬁinistrator felt ;hat no more
time could be allocated to prombting new practices because of a need to

address ﬁore,pressing issues, the state education égency announced regula-

tions for graduation requirements in career education. Project-related

changes provided the simplest way for the entire school to meet these re-

quireménts. The district directed the school to pursue this.approach with

~all faculty, and, thus, the administrator was able to reallocate time to

r

this work. . . ‘ .
The new principal at Green Hills actually had little interest in con-

tinuing RBS projéct activities and, in fact, diémissed RBS from providing




technica} aé%istanée to the school. However, the principal did ‘devote con-
siderable staff time to related activities because of a belief that the.
district had committed itsélf to the school board to‘develop a program in
the area.

At both gigtéwn and Patriot, the districts adopted the RBé épprdach
for use districf—wide. Of>course, thié development did not'insure‘tﬁét
implementation would follow, but by the end of the ;tudy it was evident
tﬁat buildiné administratﬁrs were planning to spend much of their time sup-
porting this initiative;‘ |

dnly-the Suburban administrator continued to encouragé'project—relgted
changes without appateﬁtly receiviné a digtrict or state impetus td_&o éo.
However, it éhould be noted that this person,femained in contéct with an
RBS field agent even'after the end of formal activities. This may have
been an important sburce of incentives in this case.

Admiqistratoks.at the other schools were not nearly as active in en-
couraging change after formal activities ended. However, this stateﬁenf
- does not necessarily reflect administrative shortcomings. Instead, in the
majority of the schools; it highlights the typical felationship that ex-
isted between building administrators and teacher;, For;phe'most par?,
teachers Qere left alone to perﬁprm their duties;ladminiéfrators' time was
‘consumed by budgeting, schgduling, and putting out thexdaily fires that
frequent schools. Thus,'teachérs and administrators rarely had opporfu—
V\Knities to diséuss instruction, unless there’was an additional pressure that

-compelled fhem to do so. Such an'external stimulus waslnot-present in the

~

schools where administrative incentives were rarely provided.

-
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At Neighbortown, for instance, a district official actually reduced

fesources available to suﬁport project activities, even though the person
had been an active participant in formal planning. The administrator ex-
plained that with tighter.fpnds and thg relatively iow priority df career
education the considerab}e level of support for the project (in the form of
rgléaée time for teachers) could n§ lorger be juétified. Ehéaofficial
acknowledged, "We shot a mouse with an elephant gun." Subsequently, ﬁﬁe‘

principal adopted a wait-and-see attitude about promoting project-related

that
A

3

efforts, and teachers reported that they assumed ‘all of this meant
administrators had lost interest in the project. Thus, the salience of the
RBS project for attaining district goals affected ;he allocaﬁion_of re-

sources to support change. This, in turn, affected the building adminis-

trator's efforts to encourage change which then influénced teachers' reten- |

@

o

tion of new practices,

Teachers as a source of incentives for maintaining new practices{; A

second potential source of encouragement was other teachers. However, ob-

servations and teacher reports indicated that the majority of teachers did

. not interact with one another in such a way to be very effective in com-

municating knowledge about or providing encouragement for new practices.

For example, 569 of 661 teachers surveyed said Ebey felt free t; call on
other teachers to solve a problem; yet, only 108‘said they visited other
teachers' classroéms. This suggests that while teachers were comfortablé
with their colleagues, they rérel& had the kind of intensive interactions
about specific practices that. are éritical to continuation. E

Nevertheless, there were pockets within schools where the work of

teachers was more integrated (Corbett, 1982a). For this reason, it is more

«

&
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appropriate to discuss the effects of teacher incentives on continuation at

;the subunit level rather than for a school as a whole. In well-integrated

grades or departmeﬁts, there was typically greater interéction among
Eeacﬁeré. They frequently planned and evaluated classroom -activities
jointly and had more opportunities to seeveéch other teach. This situation
enabled various kinds of information to flow'fréeiy and provi&ed numerous
opportunities for one to receive poéitive incéntive; (professional recogni-
tion from»peer;) for spec{fic'prac;ices. In such subunits containing an

RBS participant, project-related changes were often discussed and implemen-

- . %
¢ed by most of the teachers. Subsequent interviews revealed that these

changes were also typically maintained long after implementation. Of
course, such close-knit work units could effectively resist change as well,

but that was not evident in this study.

At Smalltown Elementary.and Southend, tightly knit subunits not oniy

reinforced the administrative incentives available there but also effec-
tively and quickly induced new teachers in the group to adopt similar
changes. In schoels without administrative encouragemenp such subunits

were the only source of adult recognition ...d enabled ‘change to be contin-

uved through the development of a group commitment to the innovation. For
example, at Neighbortown there was a department of five people which

jointly planned courses, frequently taught the same‘courses, and evaluated

a

the effectiveness of-course activities in consultation with one another..

Changes by one teacher, then, usually affected the others and, .thus, were
not made without the advice and consent of the group. Once such a change

was .made, it was adopted either by the entire-group or by_tHose who had

similar responsibilities.
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However this phenomenon was rare; out of the 14 schools, field work

only uncovered 10 departments, grade levels, or teams structured in this

way. 1In‘all 10 cases, new practices were continued unless they demon-
- "~ .

ﬂl

strated their ineffectiveness. Generally teachers in schools without sup-
portive administrators suffered a considerable loss of a“tention at the end
of formal activities. The continuation of change also suffered as a re-

sult. *

B

Students as a source of incentives for innovative practices. Pri-

marily because of teachef isolation, students have been showﬁ to be par-

ticularly important sources of incentives for teachers (Lortie, 1975).

However, only threF or four project participants reported in interviews

thét students.had been .especially effusive about sﬁecific néw, practices;
instead"étudénts seemed to respond to more geggral aspects of a teacher's

style than the day-to-day actiﬁities the teacher provided. Students may be

the primary sodrce of;feedback a teacher uses to determine how satisfying : v
being in the oCcupatiQﬁ is, but students are not major providers of incen-

tives for specific new practices.

Altering Procedures: Curriculum Revision as a Source of Continuation,

-

An effective alternative to using incentives to facilitate the con-—

tihuation of new clasér;om Practices was, the fevision of curriculum guides.
This‘was particularly effective for change iﬁvolviﬁg spgcifie instr;ctional o
activities. New-inétructional activities required rearrangements of fﬁe |
use of class time, and as a.result, either existing activities had to be

replaced or shoe4hornéd into less ‘time. Teachers in several subuni}s were

willing to make temporary adjustments for initial implementation but argued

that they could not do so on a regular basis without complementary changes

©

2 O ) ' 4 [
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in the curriculum. In effect, old core pfactices had .to be replaced by new

2

9
ones; if the innovative practices remained as add-on activities, they would

Be,quickly neglected.

<

Incorporating new practices into curriculum guides was not unilater- _|

ally effective, however, because of différenccs in the bond between

LN
s )

teachers and the curriculum across schools and across subunits within

schools. For example, at Oldtown, teachers were required to formaiize in

.

writing the activities they would use to hélp students meetié;ate gradua-

- .

tion requirements. Although teachers reported there was a generally blase

e,
attitude about covering district curriculahamong staff members, the state

requirements were more compelling'bécause teachers would be diréctly
accountable to carry out what they wrote. Happily for the EBS effort,

) project—relﬁted changes such as incorporating career.awareness activitiesg

into regular course content offered a ready-made solution for meeting one
portion of thc requirements;, y |

Similar commitments (alchough for differing reasoc;) to adhering to
the curriculum were bresent in the Ecglish department at Green Hills,, K and
the Social Stuq;es departments at both Neighbortowg‘and Suburban. In each

case, formal changes in required content and activities helped insure that

.

changes would continue.

»

"The curriculum had a strong, alﬁhough more indirect effect, on new
practices at Patrict, Smalltown Elementary, Smalltown Middle, and Southend.
At these sites, the curriculum emphasized student;outcomes in basic Skiilé,
and student progress was ‘closely monitored at boch the school and district

level. This close attention to basic skills helped maintain-: practices




intended to promote student achievement, such as those devised in the RBS

o

~—

projects. ' - -~

L] &

Making curriculum changes had an additional advantage: 1t helped
soften the effects of position turnover. At schools where 2 teacher was
largely rresponsible for detergining what occurred in the classroom, there - k,

1 ¢

' M i ,

was no assurance that someone Succeeding a project participant would
continue changes. For example, when the teacher who served as the project

coordinator at Riverside was transferred to another school, Riverside lost

AW‘ -

its major advocate for the prOJect. “nteréstingly, turnover was such a

significant factor at this school that only .two staff members and two stu-
1)

dents could be located two years later who even recalled the names of RBS &

staff who assisted the prOJect.

Incorporating changes into curriculum guides also made the nature of a

course less dépendent on the individual who happened to be ‘teaching the

_course at a particular time. For example, phe math representative on the

.

project at Neighbortown prepared an outline for a course that was later
taken over by another teacher in the ‘devartment. - This second teacher had

expressed no interest in the project and yet, by following the course

guides, actually made as many changes As project participants. Similarly,

new teachers in Social Studies at Neighbortown and on one of the teaching

teams at Smalltown Elementary almost unwittingly implemented project

a
t

changes‘as they followed curriculum guides,infused with project activities.
However, a close linkage between what teachers taught and what was

prescribed in the curriculum was the exception rather than the rule. As

indicated in the above discussion, only four of the 14 schools exhibited a

strong bond between the curriculum and teachers generally; in one of the
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schools the bond was tight iny where the‘cnrricuium was reinforced by
A

state graduation requirements; and only a few subunits in schools with
looser bonds demonstrated a strong commitment to enacting their particulér

curriculum. In the remainder of the schools and subunits teachers exer-

cised greater flexibility in what they chose to teach. Moreover, even when
it became appafent that curriculum revisions could be an effective way to
promote the continuation of new practices, the people who were in the best

‘ : - s .
position to instigate such revisions—were often not members of the'planning

AR v . ~
team or, worse, vocal critics 'of the project. . ' .
‘ . .

N
P

Assessments of Effectiveness

-

The third category of critical post-implementation events identified

in the literature is effectiveness assessments. In'éach of the projects,

©

particiiants initially intended for new practices to continue once imple~

mented. ! Even in schools that adopted and discarded projects with alarming

speed, participants expressed the hope that somehow the RBS project would

s i

‘enjoy a different fate. Ideally, the sole deterrent to this intent to con-
tinue would be when a practice had clearly demonstrated its igeffectiveness

as a means to a desired goal. Yet, in the 14 schools and their‘conscitueht

v

subunits, there were few examples of changes receiving a long enough trial

' to.make_an assessment about-their effectiveness.

. .
i

] The notable examples, of course, were the well-integrated subunits
. g-\ o *

e déscussed previously. For examplé, at Silver Lake, teachers in one. team-
hd .‘:3 . :‘ .

@éed student pe;fofmaﬁce.op teacﬁér4made tgsgs‘to determine that new in-

. A X “ ". - 4
structiééQEfstrategies haqipqen'effective, -ﬁhen asked about the pr0spectS“
for a new pracﬁi%e ébn;ip@ipg in thé sociallstudiés departmeéﬁ at Neighbqr—

.tbwn,‘Zh;’chﬁirpqisgnkgéplied‘éhat tﬁé‘pfactic; would be continued for the
b i ' '

- N




1
remainder of the year, at which time %E; fate would be jointly determined

-
-
s

by the group.
There were two instances in which individual teachers made assessments

of effecéivene§§fghggwéf£§9§§dwgon;inyaﬁionlggA_teachermat,Neighbortown and

several teachers at Patriot relied on overt student behavior. as a measure

-

of effectiveness. 1In the former instance, the teacher maintained a prac:

Awticg_ghat;theﬂteaehe%—iﬁ%ended*to_drbpj‘iﬁ”fﬁé’Iﬁfféf‘Iﬁziﬁent, the 4\
teachers discarded a practice they w;re inclined to maintain. . \\_—if
In Patriot's and Southend'; districts test data ard mére informal ﬁg;—
ceptions of administfators indicated that studenf achievement was improv-
iﬁg. The formal projects engaged in by the districts were credited.witﬁ
.being responsible for thezincrease and,‘thus, were continued. This kind of it
assessment affected reteﬁtioﬁ of specific.new pracétices more indirectly
than did teacher assessments, primarily by directing building adminisfrator
attentibn to project—relateé changeé.
Tfpically, assessments did nof occur. Either projectsvsimply came a{d
& . ' .
went too frequently for objective and most subjective measuresvof school
improvement to be attributable to any specific intervention, or objective
data were so fér removed from‘the occurrence of specific prac;ices that
their effectiveqfss could not be clgarly deterﬁiﬁed. Thué, on the whole,
potentially bené%iqial préctices suffered the same fate as less useful

practices (and vice-versa), unless alternative sources of incentives were

‘4

{ 8 :
available or’new practfﬁes had been incorporated into curriculum guide-

L4 ~

lines.




A Framework for Understanding Continuation .

Figure 2 summarizes the relationships among the continuation of class-

room‘changes, critical post—implemeﬂtation events, and school context dis-

cussed in the previous sections. To read the chart the reader must remem-—

ber several rules. ' First, arrows drawn from one variable (or, more

appropriately, category of variables) to another indicate the direction of

— - B

effect between the two (e.g., allocation of district resources affects the

provision of administrative incentives). Second, arrows drawn from a vari-‘
atle to the mid-point of another arrow imply that the variable has a medi- -
ating effect on the relationship 5etween the two variablés the second arrow
connects (e.gi, %pcorporation qf new practices into‘;he curriculum can
mediate the’detrimental effects .of staff turnover on continuation). Third,
the encircled signs along an arrow indicate fthe nature qf the felationship
between two variables. . The meaning. of a‘positive or negative sign is

®

straightforward; an encircled zero means that the variable does not have an

inherently positive or negative effect on another variable.

?

Figure 2 about here . .

t

A caveat is necessary.regarding the framework. The data reported in

this study do not provide a test for the framework; they generated it by

pointing to antecedent conditions as one worked backward from continuation
to critical post—implqgsntation events to school context. It remains for
" \ . . .
. Y e . B
subsequent research to ‘explore the theoretical statements more fully. How-

ever, the framework is consistent with the previous research on

; 4
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continuation in terms of the nature of critical post-implementation events
. ) £
and moves beyond these findings by tying events to school characteristics

upon wnich their occurrence is contingent.

The framework can best be explicated by working backwards from right

2

to left. - The post-implementation events and one school context character-
istic had direct effects on whether or not teachers maintained new class-

-

room practices. The post-implementation' events have been discussed: (1)
the proVision of administrative and peer‘incentives, (i) incorporating new
practices into the curriculuﬁ, and (3) asséssing the effectiveqess of the
new practices. It should be noted that incorporating'éhanges into the cur-
riculum had a positive effect on continuatiéﬁ only where the linkage bei
tween teéchers and the ;urriculum was already tight. This is indicated by
the arrow dra&n from "linkage between teachers and'gurriculum" to the arrow

drawn between "incorporation' and "continuation.'" Also, the occurrence of

effectiveness assessments had no single ﬁirection of effect on continua-
tion. The result of assessments can be either positive or negative.

The oﬁe school context factor that directly affected continuation was
staff turnover. This factorAhas béen addressed in ﬁrevious research as
well (Louis, 1980); Obviously, when project participants left a school,
the ovérall number of teachers u;ing new practices dropped. This tendency

was mediated in well—integratedvsubunits where the practices had been-

incorporated into the curriculum, thus an arrow from "incorporation' is

hd -

drawn .to the arrow between "staff turnover" and 'continugtion." 1In other

words, the greater the incorporation into the curriculum of new practices,.

the less staff turnover had a negative effect on continuation of the prac-

tices.

26
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. "A critical contribution of this study to the research on continuation

is the-identification of schobdl context factors upon which the occurrence

2

of the post—implementation events 1s -contingent. It is not enough to know

that the events are nececssary to promote continuation; understanding of the

R e -~ RN

éopditions under which the events_ﬁccu;,1§_alsagimpérative.

First, whether or not administrators provided incentives'to teachers - °

to continue new practices was contingent,uﬁon the availabilify of resources
to support this activity and upon the nature of teacher/administrator in-
teractions aboﬁt‘instruction in the school. Additioﬁally,’the availability
of resources to support the change projécc had some positive effects on the
nature of these interactions. Resource availability itself was further
contihéént'upon«tbe salienée of project activities for meeting district
goals kor fof complying with state requirements which boosted the priqrity'
of relevant district goals).

Second, whethef or ﬁot other teachers provided incentives for continu-
ing new praciices hingfd primarily upon fhe organizational struéture of
subunits. Where the work of a teacher was well-integrated with that of
otheré, interactioﬁ abouﬁ instruction was frequent and incentives'fqr.spe—
éific’practices were generally provided; where teachers were more isolaped

¢

and autonomous, such incentives were not available. Staff turnover had.

-

some negative effects on peer incentives when project participants subse-
quently left a school.  The magnitude of this loss was mediated in subunits

" with close linkages among teachers, as indicated by the arrow drawn from

"subunit integration" to the arrow between '"staff turnover" .and "provision

of peer'incentives."
o
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‘teachers and the curriculum.

Y

Third, school context was not so important for determining whether new
=) .
ptactices were incorporated into the curriculum as it was for determining

whether such incorporation had a positive effect on continuation. A posi-

tive effect resulted only under the condition of a close linkage between

Finally, assessments of effectiveness hadla better chance of occurring
in schools that had a lower adoption rate of new projects. TIn schools
where principals were labeléd as "joiners," projects came andrwent with
such frequency thatjno single one received attention long enough for its
effectiveness to be.determined. New projects had increased 1ongevity when
they were clearly salient means.for attaining district goals. It has al-
ready been noted that assessments also had a better chance’of'occurring
where incentives were available and new practices had been.incorporated
into curriculum guidelines. |

Generally, this framework highlights the importance of System linkages
as a maJor factor in the change process. Close bonds among teachers and
between teachers and administrators ‘increase the probability that incen—
tives for new practices will be available; close bonds between formal cur-
ricula and classroom practices heighten the effectiveness of curriculum
alterations; and close bonds in bothbfases improve the chances that a
change will last long enough to have its effectiveness assessed. Thus,

continuation of new practices is facilitated in a school where such link-

ages are present.
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ties for teachers to interact with one anothef

Conclusion
Of the critical post-implementation events, by far the most frequeﬁt_
and powerful was the provision of incentives by administrators.’ Opportuni-

regularly enough to be an

- Contextual factors such as the availability of resources to support change;

effective source of incentives for specific new practices were rare except

in a few scattered departments or grade level-subunits. Making complemen—

¥

tary alterations in a curriculum was also powerful, but not Very frequent.

Moreover, such events were effective dnly where the curriculum actually
guided pracpice. Effectiveness asseséments generally did not gécur, either
due to tﬁé p;eméture ending of a project or to th; unavailability of data
clearly indicative of the effects éf specific practices:

What this analysis suggests 1s that the persistence of nQQ'practices
in schools is problematié. It relies hgavily'on édministratqrs being able
to devotevregulaf attention to encouraging sfaff to maintain newly imple- .
mented practices; and given the hectic mnature of administrators' lives,
this too is problematic. |

However, the situation does nof appear hopeless. Although many
schools may well deserve the criticism that they flit fromvfad>to fad, the
blame is;wfongly targeted if it is‘d}rected at the.persqnal shoftcomings of
educétops,'ei;her individually or collectively. Instead, the rapid coming -

and going of change is deeply gmbedded in the ways. schools are organized.

the nature of feacher—aaministrator interaction about instruction, subunit
integration, staff turnover, and how closely curricula govern insfructional
behavior influence whethef-or not events critical to the cpntinuation (or
the'rgaﬁoned'disc&ntinuation) of new practices will occur. Solutions to

H
!
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the problem of promoting lasting educatiohal change, then, need to take

these factors.into account. At a minimum, attention needs to be directed
- ) . - _— ‘ A ) . . ) ‘Q
" (1) to what incentives are available to administrators to encourage them to

_alioqage time specifically to encouraging teachers, (2) to, seeking out
school subunits where‘peer iﬁpentives already flow regularly as important
initial targets of.change, and’(3) to takingvadvantage of situations where
curricula already cloéely govern instructiéhal behaviorz' Thése first steps
should af least improve the chances of neﬁ practices rémaining in'pi;ce

long enough for their effectiveness to be properly determined.
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NUMBER OF PERCENT OF -/
. v _ CLASSROOM MINORITY COMMUNTITY
‘NAME IL.EVEL TEACHERS STUDENTS . SERVED RBS PROJECT
Patriot ; Elementary : 18 957% Small City Basic Skills
"Middleburg . Elementary m// 31 117 Suburban Basic Skills
‘Middletown Elementary 22 21% Suburban Basic Skills
* Southend Elementary 13' 20% . Rural Basic Skills
Smalltown ‘Elementary 35 33% Rural - Basic Skills o
Smalltown Middle 38 21% Rural ‘Basic Skills - '
Yrban Junior High 77 61%_ Big City Citizen Education
Farmcenter " Junior High 43 19% Small City Citizen Education .
Riverside Middle 63 96% Big City Citizen Education
Suburban Junior High 49 2% Suburban Citizen Education
Green Hills Junior High 45. 8% Suburban Career Preparation
Neighbortown Senior High 49 0% Rural Career Preparatign
Bigtown Senior High 150 - 92% Small City Career Preparation
Oldtown Senior High 141 .55% Small City Career Preparafioﬁ
Figure 1. The 14 Schools.
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Table 1. Implementation and Continuation

%5 : , \
. . ( N ¥ N
o ) 3 . TEACHERS WHO ‘ ADMINISTRATORS W ) PROCEDURAL
SCHOOL ELAPSED TIMEa CHANGEDb CONTINUATIONc WHO CHANCEDb . CONTINUATIONc CHANGESd, CONTINUATION -
Middieburg 24 months 8 Declined 0 NA | Yes Declined”
Smalltown Elem. 24 .months 19® Gained 2 Maintained No .. NA .
Smalltown Middle 24 months 8 Maintained 1 + Maintained ’ No . NA °
Riverside 24 months ' 2 Declined 0 NA Yes Detlined
Suburban 24 months 6 Maintained 1 Maintained Yes : - Maintained®
Urban . 24 months 0 . NA 0 NA Yes Maintained
Farmcenter* : 18 months 3-5 - Declined 0 NA ’ Yes Maintained
Southend 12 months 10 Maintained. 1 . Maintained No NA
Green lills . 12 months 12 Decline 0 NA 0 ) NA
0ldtown : 12 months ) 19 . Declined 0 NA Yes : Maintained
Neighbortewn 12 months 11 Declined 0 NA Yes " . Maintained
Bigtown . 12 months p . 10 o Maintained 0 NA Yes In progress
Middletown In progress, 18 : Declined 0 NA ‘ Yes Maintained
1 Maintained » Yes ‘ Maintained

Patriot ’ In progress 6 Maintained
1

aScnnola are ordered according to elapsed time from the end of meetings with RBS to final data collection.

<

bExcludes awareness changes which appeared .tc be substantial but difficult to track over time.
Determined by comparing number of individuals who initially implemented new practitcs with number who continued to use the new practices at times ¢
final data collection. "NA" means a rating was not applicable. .

dIncludes changes such as new 8cheduling practices for special students, new avards systems for students, new methods for selecting student officers

- scheduling new classes, and rearranging teachar planning timeb. .

®This number is a rough estimate. At the other schools innovating teachers were directly interviewed by researchers or identified specifically by .
informants. At this school informants estimated such a high percentage of innovators that follow-up interviews could nct be conducted with everyon
. Estimates ranged from "amost everyone" by the principal to 75% by an assistant principal to "about half" by teachers. Because administrators ia.mo
schools geemed to overestimate the amount of implementation,_ the "nbout half" estimate was uued to arrive at a figure for the school.

.

These two schools were excluded from subsequent analysis becaudk RBS maintained & presente in the schools. _ :
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CRITICAL POST- . S

SCHOOL CONTEXT : R , IMPLEMENTATION EVENTS v ' OUTCOMES
Salience of Project C) : Availability of Re- [\ C) . | Provision of‘Adminis—‘ _'Q 1“ \\<1 -
for District Goals P sources to Support  I—— Pp| trative Incentives =

. o - T i
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~ Staff Turnover AF : ) Classroom Practices
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%inkage Between Incorporation of New _
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ulum riculum

. . | \ o
v @
Adoption Rate of New ' ' C) Occurrence of Assess- C)

Projects > ments of Effectiveness .
about New Practices? . .
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8nccurrence of the other post-implementation events improves the chances that such assessments will be made.

Figure 2. A Framework for Understanding Continuation
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