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An Evaluation of the Convening Process As It

Was Used in 1983-1984 to Help the State of Mississippi

Implement Its Education Reform Legislation

Executive Summary:

NIE staff developed a convening process to help educators use

research knowledge and practical experiences to make informed decisions

in a short period of time. This evaluation process is characterized by

one or more face to face collaborative meetings, the use of experts, and

a focus on specific problems of an educational organization.

This evaluation report on the convening process used in 1983-1984

to help the State of Mississippi implement its education reform and

legislation was written by an NIE staff member who observed the meetings

and conducted interviews of the participants after the meetings. While

some sessions involved all the participants, most of the time the

consultants and the Mississippi educators split into two working groups

focusing on school accreditation and teacher certification issues.

Results indicate that the convening process appeared to be most

useful and satisfying for the school accreditation group which adhered

most closely to the initial convening process model, but that almost all

participants in both groups agreed that the convening process was better

than other alternatives such as the serial use of individual consultants

or library research. The conceptual knowledge gained by Mississippi

participants during the convening process, and reflected.in the

consultant reports, was incorporated into the implementation plans

developed by both groups.
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An Evaluation of the Convening Process As It

Was Used in 1983-1984 to Help the State of Mississippi

Implement Its Education Reform Legislation

By Susan S. Klein, Ed.D.*

National Institute of Education, (NIE)

U.S. Department of Education

,I. What is the Convening Process?

As defined and developed by Dr. Norman Gold at NIE, the convening

process is a formalized evaluation strategy designed to help educators

make informed policy decisions in a short period of time--usually less

than one year. Typically the educators faced with making the decision

bring members of their staff and stakeholders together to obtain the

collective advice of expert consultants who have research-based and

practical experience in resolving problems or in taking advantage of

opportunities in the designated areas. The process is also

characterized by one or more fade-to-face pre-planned collaborative

meetings which result in written recommendations, the use of ongoing

expert networks, and a focus on a specific client's problems.

NIE staff became involved in the development of this process in

conjunction with their focus on increasing the usefulness of evaluation

in educational decision-making. Dr. Gold (1983) noted some of thet

following advantages of the convening process for Mississippi.

o The convening process differs from the traditional evaluations which

have been unresponsive to users requiring a quick turn-around.

Traditional evaluations are based on the research tradition, where

confidence is gained through extensive time-consuming checks for

reliability and validity of findings.

o The convening process "capitalizes on a natural system of support,

where administrators and other educators call on trusted colleagues

for advice, thus formalizing collegial consultation as an assessment

and problem solving tool."

* The views expressed here belong to the author and do not necessarily

:lect the official opinion of the Natioral Institute of Education.
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, o The convening process involves people representative of the range of

experience and insight available in schools and from the research

community concerning the problem being addressed.

According to Dr. Gold's Convening Process Model, major tasks

include:

1. Conceptualizing the process and how it will operate.

2. Collecting descriptive and analytic information

3. Identifying and acquiring relevant consultants

4. Holding the convening activities

5. Presenting the results to the users

This formal convening process was first used by Dr. Gold and

associates from NIE in 1982 to help the D.C. Public-Schools decide how

to modify the student promotion features of their competency-based

curriculum/student progress plans. While a parallel questionnaire based

study identified similar issues and made similar recommendations, the

convening process "proved to be of unquestionable value", and "the

administration of DCPS has characterized the convening process as being

highl-j responsive to user needs" (Saunders, 1982).

II. Why was the Convening Process Used to Help Mississippi With Its

Education Reform Legislation?

In 1983, Mississippi State Department of Education officials

requested funds from the U.S. Department of Education to help them plan

the implementation of their new Comprehensive Education Reform

Legislation. Simultaneously, but without knowing of the Mississippi

request, Dr. Gold in the NIE Evaluation team contacted the Mississippi

State. Department of Education to learn more about their initiative and

whether NIE could assist. Thus, in lieu of money, the Department of

Education via Dr. Gold agreed to help Mississippi apply research and

evaluation expertise to help plan the implementation of their new

legislation by managing a convening activity which focused on the school

accreditation and teacher certification policies--major aspects of the

reform legislation.
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Mississippi SDE staff in charge of this effort welcomed this help

from NIE and received funding from a local foundation to pay the

expenses of the convenees. The convening process was particularly

appropriate for use in this situation as Mississippi needed to make

numerous policy decisions in a short period of time. In addition there

was an emerging school and teacher effectiveness research base to inform

states and school districts about these decisions, and other districts

and states throughout the nation had been designing and testing

solutions to address similar types of teacher certification and school

accreditation issues.

III. What Was This Mississippi Convening Activity?

Critical aspects of the Mississippi convening activity will be

described by discussing key participant roles and the sequence of

events. The major direct participants were the convening process-

manager from NIE, the host organization staff in the Mississippi State

Department of Education, Mississippi stakeholders--primarily educators

on the task force and the commission dealing with the reform

legislation, and the expert consultants from across the nation.

Participant Roles

Convening.Process Manager

Dr. Norman Gold from the National Institute of Education has served

in this manager role in both experiences with the Convening process

that he designed. For this Mississippi Convening Process, he shared

his paper "Operating ProCedures for A Convening Process to Aid in the

Design and Development of the Mississippi School Accreditation and

Teacher Certification for School Improvement" (1983) with many of the

convening process participants before the first meeting. As the leader/

manager of this process, Dr. Gold was active in shaping the

pre-convening meeting activities, conducting the meetings and

facilitating follow-up activities after the meeting, which included two

additional convening sessions focusing on school accreditation issues

and principal competencies, respectively.

8
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Although Dr. Gold had expertise in many of the content areas, he

primarily played the role of process facilitator. Additionally, he

played a major role in making the meeting possible by helping to

identify funds and consultants prior to the meeting. As facilitator, he

outlined the purposes of the meeting, listened to participant concerns,

praised individual and group contributions, assigned some of the

subgroup leaders, lightly guided the course of the meeting activities':

and summarized some meeting discussions.

Host Organization Staff

Ralph Brewer, Director, Division of Instruction, State of

Mississippi Department of Education; Jane Woodruff, Staff Consultant on

Performance-Based Accreditation; and Brenda Hankins, Staff Consultdnt

on Teacher Certification and Administrator Education and their staff

members and colleagues' were the primary.host organization contacts.

The SDE staff performed many essential functions ranging from

securing foundation support for the meeting to typing and copying

meeting documents and taping sessions. They also helped develop the

meeting agenda, opened the meeting, provided substantive information and

prepared and circulated copies of the final meeting recommendations.

Additional specific functions included arranging for the meeting

facilities and press coverage, preparing extensive briefing documents,

collecting information of value to the participants prior to and after

the meeting and working with their respective Task Force Performance-

Based Accreditation (School Accreditation) and the Commission on Teacher

and Administrator Education, Certification and Development (Teacher

Certification) on an ongoing basis. They were the major linkers
,'!f

responsible for helping the Mississippi stakeholders learn from the

convening process and also had major responsibility for incorporating

knowledge gained into the Task Force and Commission reports which were

to result in plans for the implementatibn of provisions in the

Mississippi educational reform legislation.
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Stakeholders or their Representatives

Aside from the Mississippi Department of Education officials,

stakeholders at the convening prbcess meeting were'five selected members

of the Task Force on School Accreditation and five from the Commission

on Teacher Certification. They provided meeting participants with

up-to-date information on activities and reports of their respective

groups and participated actively in the discussions leading to the

development of recommendations. Not all of these stakeholders, who

included citizen representatives, school board members, superintendents

and college deans, were able to attend the sessions on both days of the

meeting. (See Appendix A for a list of Mississippi participants in each

group.)

Consultants

Dr. Gold and Mississippi Department of Education officials selected

consultants who were nationally prominent experts with research and/or

practical experience in teacher education and school effectiveness.

They were divided into two groups: 1) teacher certification, dealing

with the teacher education aspects of the Mississippi education reform

legislation; and 2) school accreditation, focusing on school improvement

aspects of the legislation.. Prior:to their arrival in Mississippi they

read a great deal about the convening process, the Mississippi

education reform legislation; and related papers, including the most

recent stakeholder planning documents. During the meeting, in addition

to total group sessions, the consultants met with the respective Teacher

Certification and School Accreditation stakeholder groups and

Mississippi SDE staff. (See Appendix B for list of consultants.)

Other Participant Observers (Funder, Union Representatives, Evaluator,

Press).

These observers selected which sessions and groups to monitor.

They included: Dr. Tom Wacaster, an experienced Mississippi educational

researcher 'n his own right anc he Director of the Hardin Foundation

which paid for the meeting; two representatives from the Mississippi

Education Association; Mississippi Education Television staff who did a
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news report on the meeting; and Dr. SUsan Klein, a Senior Researcher

from the National Institute of Education who conducted a process

evaluation',

Sequence of `Events

Pre meeting activities (September to November 28, 1983) included:

1. Identifying the specific issues to be addressed such as

teacheik,certification and school accreditation, from among the

many state responsibilities covered in the new legislation.

2. Developing, criteria to aid in the selection of appropriate

expert consultants for a school accreditation group and for a

teacher certification group;

3. Defining tentative substantive objectives for the groups.

4. Identifying fufiding support to pay for the convening meeting.

(The Hardin Foundation in Mississippi paid most of the meeting.

expenses.)

5. Selecting the consultants and arranging for them to attend the

convening process meeting.

6. Preparing backgrouncr,materials for the consultants from across

the nation and for the Mississippi based meeting participants

and making sure that ail were appropriaely briefed on the

purpose of the meeting and the convening process. (The

consultants read all the4paterials they received before the

meeting and developed questions to ask at the meeting along

with tentative recommendations.)

7. Conducting a telephone conference call with Dr. Cold, the

consultants, and Mississippi'State Department of Education

staff on November 16, 1983.

8. Arranging for the meeting facilities and agenda.

9. Identifying information and resources, in addition to what was

supplied by the consultants, to%share with the Mississippi

staff.

These pre meeting activities were joint efforts of Dr. Gold and the

Mississippi Department of Education staff in charge of this project,

primarily, Drs. Ralph Brewer, Brenda Hankins, and Jane Woodruff.
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On site Jackson, Mississippi convening process meeting activities

of November 29-30, 1983 included:

1. An introductions session on the first evening to review the

agenda, meeting goals'and procedures, and to meet

participants. This included an informal social hour. The

agenda, which was not followed precisely, is included in

Appendix C.

2. A total group orientation session the first morning designed

to have the Mississippi participants share their understanding

of their needs with the consultants from across the nation.

3. Separate meetings of the two groups (teacher certification and

school accreditation), each composed of the consultants and

Mississippi participants, to arrive at a consensus on issues

and answers.

The school accreditation group, composed of four

consultants and a changing number of stakeholders and host

staff, met together on the first day., Late in the afternoon,

in the evening, and early the next morning, the consultants

met separately without the stakeholders to prepare their

consensus based recommendations to share with their larger

group. When this consultant group met with the stakeholders,

it was chaired by the Mississippi Task force chair Dr. Olon

Ray and when it met alone it was chaired by Dr. William

'Gauthier.

The teacher certification group met as a whole group with

both consultants and stakeholders the entire time. Two of the

five consultants, however, arrived late--one, on the after-

nooa of the first day, and,one on the second day. The

meetings of this group were always chaired by the head of the

Mississippi Teacher Certification Commission, Dr. Lisso Simmons.
#

Two consultants who arrived late also stayed longer than the

others and wrote the final group report.
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4. A final joint summary session to share the recommendatiioni
.

from 'each group and to identify joint concerns and

opportunities.

3. An evaluation of this process conducted by Dr. Susan Klein

from NIE.

Follow -up activities (November 30, 1983 - November 30, 1984)

included:

1. NIE staff participants, Drs. Gold and Klein and the

Mississippi SDE staff met for debriefing and planning

follow-up activities.

2. Host staff polished and typed the reports from the two groups

and sent them to participants for comment and revisions and

then to.the entire school accreditation task force and teacher

certification

%s
tification commission for action.

3. Co ultants and observers sent Mississippi SDE hosts

information they thought would be valuable, based on meeting

and subsequent discussions.

4. Mississippi task forces continued to meet with Mississippi SDE

staff. The SDE staff also called on some of the consultants

to review key documents and reports prepared by the task force

and commission.

5. Some of theiold'and a few new consultants involved with the

school accrLditation task force issues reconvened after the

American Educational Research Association Annual meeting on

April 27, 1984 in NewOrleans, Louisiana to discuss the
5

preliminary task force report and provide additional. guidance.

Key Mississippi representatives and NIE staff also attended.

This could be considered a mini replication of the convening

process.

6. A second mini-replication df the convening process was

conducted by a subcommittee of the Commission in Jackson,

Mississippi, in May 1984 when some of its members and a SDE

staff representative met with two consultants recommended by

Dr. Gold. Neither of these consultants was involved in the

November 1983 convening process.
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7. Dr Klein prepared a written evaluation of this convening

process in December 1984 and January 1985.

IV. What Did the Consultant Participants Think About This Convening

Process?

Both during and after the convening meeting, Dr. Klein asked the

participants about their reactions to identify strengths and weaknesses

of the process to guide NIE in developing a model for conducting

convening activities. All consultants responded to Dr. Klein's 30

minute telephone, interview in January 1984, about two months after the

convening meeting at the end of November, 1983. (See Appendix D for

Interview Questions.)

The activities of the consultants in the school accreditation group

followed the model as "desiribed by Dr. Gold (1983) better than the

consultants in the teacher certification group. In doing so they used

the stakeholders mostly as resource people, to learn about the needs and

realities of Mississippi and then wrote an independent report. The

teacher certification consultants primarily met'with their whole group

the entire time except for the last night when tF_ two remaining

consultants wrote the group report.

Reactions of Consultants in the School Accreditation Group

The consultants in the school accreditation group reported that the

most difficult part of their task was processing and assimilating the

tremendous amount of information that they were given about Mississippi

piior to and after arrival at the meeting. They also found that it was

difficult to distinguish the diverse roles and political context of the

Mississippi participants. It was also difficult to write recommendations

that were more than self-evident in such'a short time.,

These consultants had many suggestions for improving various

aspects of the convening process procedures.. They were generally

pleased with their interactions with the other consultants in their

group, pleased with the1r mix of expertise, task orientation and the

fact that they all arrived on time and stayed to the end. They felt

that the pre meeting telephone conference with Dr. Gold and Mississippi

SDE staff and other consultants did not, help much and that it would have

14 BEST COPY



Klein

Page 10

been more effective to bring the consultants together prior to meeting

Without all the Mississippi stakeholders for a briefing on their roles

and the political context of the various Mississippi participants.

The consultants felt that it waa important to receive uptodate

information on what the Mississippi Task force had been doing and

thinking. For example, the task force had generated new plans which had

not been included in the briefing materials sent to the consultants a

couple of weeks earlier. The consultants also felt that the Mississippi

task force members should have had a better idea of what the convening

process was designed to do and one consultant suggested that the task

force should have'clarified what they wanted from the consultants and

even identified questions to ask the consultants-- although it is likely

that the consultants may not have agreed that these were the best

questions to guide the convening process discussions. The consultants

also mentioned that it may have been better to meet with a smaller group
%

of Mississippi Task force members and to have had snore frequent

opportunities to check their thinking with these task force members.

The consultants felt that Dr. Gold performed a difficult leadership

role in a generaily exemplary way, although they did not always agree

with some of his specific actions. They felt that it may have been

better for him'to remain with one group; sometimes when he joined a

group and offered some substantive comments, he did not facilitate the

groups' progress due to his lack of knowledge of the previous

discussion. Another consultant felt that he could have been clearer on

the context and procedures. One person also mentioned that it may have

been better for the group to pick its own leader than to have Dr. .Cold

select a leader.

In response to a question about whether this convening process had

advantages over the use of individual consultants or other options, all

four consultants said yes, that the collaborative approach, cross

fertilization of ideas and experiences, and the chance to challenge each

others' ildeas-, enriched the final recommendations. Suggestions on

15
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improving the process included planning to engage these consultant

groups over a longer period of time to provide for continuity, and

extending the length of the meeting by a day. Some felt that it miht

have been better not to have the two groups of consultants meeting

simultaneously. One consultant pointed out that if Mississippi had been

clear on their specific needs for expertise, they could have hired

individual consultants serially, but that this was not the case at this

point in their planning &forts. They felt that the intensity of the

needs and the required written group recommendations were important

features to retain.

The consultants were also asked what was of most value to them

personally about being involved in the convening process. All

consultants felt that it was a worthwhile professional experience to

meet with other expertsin their area, test their own ideas and apply

them to a new situation, and learn from their colleagues. They felt

that it was equally valuable to meet with Mississippi educators and

learn about their new opportunities.

Finally, the consultants were asked how they felt that they helped

Mississippi. They said that they were able to bring a bit more

objectivity and a conceptual framework to the task force deliberations,

raise relevant points of information, and provide cautions about

approaches. They were also able to confirm some of the things that the

Mississippi participants were thinking, such as the importance of

getting individual school staff members involved in decision making.

They also redirected task force members' attention to a positive

approach to achieve school. effectiveness rather than a preoccupation

with what to do with those who don't meet minimum standards. The latter

resulted in the combined use of an improvement and accreditation

process.

Reactions of Consultants in the Teacher Certification Grou.

The six consultants in the teacher certification group agreed with

the school accreditation group that it was difficult to understand the

political context of the various groups from Mississippi and that it

would have helped if roles of the various participants were structured
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more clearly. Others felt that it was difficult to arrive at allevel of

information exchange that was meaningful to all the participants. They

often felt that the discussion was too general and theoretical and that

they didn't use their time well.

They offered a variety of suggestions for improving interaction

among the consultants. First, they wanted the consultants to convene at

the same time rather than to ha'e some arrive a day late and others

leave early. Some, but not all, felt that it would have been better for

them to meet as a separate small group-without the Mississippi Teacher

Commission Members for some of the time--following the model of the

consultants in the school accreditation group. One also felt that the

consultants should have provided more research-based information on

solutions to Mississippi needs. Another felt it would have been better

to go from group to group to merge perspectives from each on common

issues and one questioned the value of breaking the larger group into

the two subgroups. Another felt that the consultants paid more

attention to impressing each other than in trying to meet the needs of

the Mississippi educators. Some also noted that their final

recommendations were not truly reprIeentative of the group experience

because it was written by two consultants who weren't at all the

meetings.

Some of the consultants felt that their interaction with the

Mississippi stakeholders would have been more productive if the

consultants had assumed more of a leadership role in the group.

However, they did appreciate Mississippi stakeholders efforts to try to

define the issues'and ask key questions, although they realized that

there was no consensus among the Mississippi stakeholders on these items

or on their expectations for this process.. One suggestion for improving

'the process was for all the Mississippi stakeholders to have met before

the consultants arrived to decide what they wanted from them. As it

was, the leaders of the stakeholder groups seemed to know more about the

convening process than the other members of their groups who attended.

Also, it might have been beneficial for the consultants to try to learn

more about the directions that the Mississippi participants were leaning

and then help them move forward.

17
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The teacher certification group consultants agreed with theft

Colleagues in the school accreditation group about Dr. Gold's leadership

activities. One said that Dr. Gold's "sense of the mission and

eagerness to accomplish good things to help Mississippi shone through."

Like the members of the other group, they felt that Dr. Gold was

sometimes too permissive and at other times too prescriptive.

The consultants in the teacher certification group were definitely

not as positive as their colleagues in the school accreditation group

about the value of the convening process over other alternatives

including individual serial use of consultants. Some even said that

they felt that the school accreditation group was more productive and

able to reach consensus. Most noted that it is important to obtain a

broad perspective by drawing on experts with relevant, but different

experiences, particularly when the change sought is so major. Others

felt that their group was too large and one suggested that there should

have been fewer consultants and more Mississippi stakeholders. Another

felt that it was difficult for the stakeholders to cope with the

diversity of the consultants' approaches and that it may have been

better if the group had concentrated on how to adapt the Florida model

to Mississippi. One suggested that the process may have been improved

by forming subgroups and asking each to write sections of the final

recommendations. One complained that the work days and nights were too

long and that instead the process should have been extended an extra ,

day.

In response to the question about what was of,most value to them

personally, several of the consultants stated that they gained new

insights about education reform, found that interaction with their

consultant colleagues helped them rethink their own positions, and that

their interaction with the Mississippi participants helped keep them

honest about the real difficulties of schooling. One consultant felt

that not much was of value to him and that he would have rather been

home working on the details of his projects.

Most of the consultants felt that they helped Mississippi

stakeholders in the long term by encouraging them to slow down and to

obtain a better understanding of the complexity of teacher certification
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issues instead of just identifying evaluation tools before they new

What they valued. They also felt that the materials and models such as

the Florida Teacher Certification Model that they shared would be

beneficial to Mississippi.

V. What did the Mississippi State Department of Education Staff and

Other Mississippi Stakeholders Think About the Convening Process?

State Department of Education Staff

Four of the Mississippi SDE 'staff who had prime responsibility for

this convening process and for following-up on the new Mississippi

reform initiatives participated in the telephone interview in late

November and early December 1984 --- over one year after the initial

Nov. 1983 meeting. One of these initial convening process participants

went on to another assignment in the State Department and one who took

over some of her responsibilities had only limited involvement in the

first meeting. Another one of these participants missed all but the

first night of the Nov. 1983 meeting due to a death in her family.

Despite their somewhat different types of involvement, all agreed

that the convening process was quite helpful to Mississippi. They felt

that it afforded the Mississippi participants a fine opportunity to hear,

from nationally noted professionals and to "pick their brains".

They also bad the following suggestions to improve the convening

process procedures: Have the SDE staff obtain more advance information

about the consultants so that Mississippi participants would be better

able to use the consultants' expertise. Have the Mississippi

participants get together separately from the consultants some of the

time. Possibly have fewer Mississippi representatives and ensure that

those that did come were able to stay for the entire A day meeting.

They also suggested that increased clarity of roles and task orientation

during the meeting would have helped. For example, they wanted Dr. Gold

to help the groups be more decision oriented,'for Mississippi

participants to state their problems more clearly, and for the

consultants to give a more direct response to these problems. One

interviewee also mentioned that all the participants needed to establish
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common language and understandings earlier in the process and that the

best communication was at the second meeting in April 1984 after these

understandings had developed. Since two groups were meeting

simultaneously, one staff member suggested that a co-leader would have

been helpful as it was difficult for Dr. Gold to cover both groups

adequately.

All generally agreed that the convening process had advantages over

serial use of individual consultants because it was beneficial jito hear

disagreements among the experts and td hear them react to each other and

for a wide range of views and knowledge to be represented so that the

larger picture could emerge. Some staff membersalso-pointed out that

serial use of consultants may have worked out better at the early stages

Of the reform effort since Mississippi participants were learning as

they went along and didn't take as full advantage of the consultants in

the November 1983 meeting as they did in the subsequent meetings. A

major test of procedure is voluntary replication. and the SDE staff

facilitated the replication of the convening process for members of each

work group. They also agreed that they may use the Convening process

again in other stages of the edUcation reform effort.

In response to the question, "What was the most value to them

personally?", the SDE members said that the meeting helped them become

more familiar with what was known in their particular areas of concern

and thus they were saved many hours of research. They also felt that

the consultants gave them an ability to understand the total picture

from a national perspective as well.as to learn about different

perspectives on the proposed changes. One said that this convening

process was an essential part of performing the reform work.

Other Mississippi Stakeholders .

School Accreditation Task Force Members

The four members of this task force who attended the November 1983

convening meeting felt that the most valuable aspects were the
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opportunity to exchange ideas with experts, incorporate these ideas in a

new conceptual framework, and receive reinforcement on many of their

previous plans. They also felt that the critical mass of experts and

multiple perspectives they represented helped all meeting participants

*' develop a broad understanding and perspective on the issues and that

this group process was more time efficient than using consultants

individually. They liked the process so well that they supported its

use again in April 1984 and would also like to see it used again in the

next stages of the reform process.

Suggestions for improving the convening process included:

- involving the task force limbers in the planning and control of

the convening meeting, rather than having so much of that

responsibility reside with SDE staff;

- reminding some of the consultants, and others, not to talk just ,,

to impress others or act patronizingly toward the Mississippi

stakeholders; and

- having the leader be sure to work with all the responsible groups

(such as their Task Force), not just one government office (NIE)

to another government office (SDE). If the task force members

had been involved earlier, they may have decided that the entire

group,xather than 5 representatives should have attended the

convening process meeting.

Teacher Certification Commission Members

Compared to the School Accreditation Task Force participants, the

three Commission members who responded to the telephone interview had

similar but slightly less positive reactions to the convening process.

They agreed on'the value of hearing from experts about the most recent

research based information and of having these experts confirm the value

of some of their previous plans for educational reform, but felt that

interaction with individual consultants rather than the large group may

have been better some of the time. They did feel that the meeting was
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a good learning experience for the commission members and that tlhe

Consultants' diverse views did broaden their perspectives. Some also

felt that the process should be used again, although none had much

knowledge about how one of their Commission's subgroups (focusing on

administrator certification) did, in fact, use a mini version of the

convening process to learn about administrator competencies.

The Teacher Certification Commission members also had some

suggestions for improving the convening process procedures that differed

from the School Accreditation Task Force recommendations.

- They felt some of the consultants tried to push their personal

philosophies toc much and that the airing of personal views and

disagreements among the consultants was not the most productive,

use of time. Although it was beneficial for Commission members

to learn about' alternative views, at times some would have

preferred fewer consultants or more opportunities for small

group or individual discussions with the consultants. They also

found it frustrating to have some of the consultants arrive and

depart on different days.

- They commented that all participants should have had clearer

instructions to stick to the initial convening process model.

For example, this would have meant that the consultants would

have met separately to prepare initial recommendations which

would have been then Shared at the meeting for reaction by the

Mississippi Teacher Certification Committee representatives.

- They felt that Dr. Gold as the leader should have been more

directive about keeping the discussion focused on identifying

research based issues and solutions, and examining what

Mississippi had done and what the Commission members were

considering doing.

Phil Hardin Foundation Observer

Dr, Tom Wacaster, the Executive Director of the Phil Hardin

Foundati4 that paid for the consultants and other meeting expenses,
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attended the entire 2 1/2"day meeting and was a participant obsirver in

both the School Accreditation and Teacher Certification groups. The

Foundation is charged withimproving education in the state of

Mississippi and has been active in informing the public about the

Mississippi Reform Legislation and in supporting retreats for the new

state school board and Superintendent concerning this legislation.

He felt that this convening process was very worthwhile as it

brought useful idea; into the state, caused Mississippi participants to

sharpen their own ideas and to think more carefully about what they had

previously considered, saved Mississippi educators time, and gave them

a sense of self confidence. In fact, he felt that it helped the School

Accreditation Task Force members realize that they were on the cutting

edge nationally in their reform efforts. Dr. Wacaster agreed with many

others that it is often useful to involve consultants individually, but

noted.the unique advantages of the consensus group process in imparting

a great deal of information about alternatives to participants in .a

short time. He also felt that it may be valuable for Mississippi to use

the convening process again at the pre- or post-test ends of the field

testing stage of the reform program.

His suggestions for improving the convening process. procedures

included:

- Improving the briefing of the consultants on the realities and

needs faced by. the Mississippi educators. In adeition to

appropriate written materials, an early face-to-face briefing of

the consultants upon their arrival by a few well chosen

Mississippi educators would have saved hours of large group

frustration.

- Realizing that timing is important. In this case, the School

Accreditation Task Force was more advanced in their plans than

the Teacher Certification Commission, and thus, they were

prepared to use the consultants and the convening process more

effectively.



Klein

Page 19

- Ensuring that the convening process establish a clearer

assignment of leadership roles. In this case, it wasn't clear to

what extent NIE, the State Department of Education or the Task

Force or Commission leaders were "in charge". It would have been

better to decide leadership roles at the start and if some of

the within group leaders appear to be weak, provisions should be

made for another leader.to step in.

VI. How Did the Convening Process Discussions and Recommendations

Influence the Mississippi Education Reform Plans?

School' Accreditation Group

The consultants for the School Accreditation Group prepared a 15

page report of recommendations. The various sections on student

evaluation, assessment, conceptua:L framework and implementation were

drafted by individual consultants and then revised according to

suggestions from the other consultants in the group. The following

section will describe how some of the salient interrelated

recommendations were or were not reflected in the April 30, 1984 "Report

of the Performance-Based School Assessment Task Force".

1. Use a positive, improvement oriented apprOach to accreditation.

The consultants recommended "that the accreditation process be

shifted from a deficit model penalty plan to a positive reward system."

In this system the schools would set their own levels of excellence for

which to aspire. This suggestion was accepted by the task force and in

the introduction to their April' report they stated:

The task force wishes to emphasize the primary pUrpose of the
performance-based accreditation system is to encourage the
improvement of our public schools. Even though there has been a
wave of reports enumerating the failures of public education, the
task force is convinced that the majority of our public schools
are doing an excellent job for our children. However, there is
always room for improvement, since the most'valuable natural
resource our state has is its children. The Task force proposes
no witch hunt to embarrass schools, but it does wish to provide a
system which assures that the public is receiving a reasonable
program for the tax dollars spent on public education. Further-
more, the system At-designed to stimulate a long-range plan of
growth which can eventually lead to Mississippi moving from the
bottom to the list on which public schools are ranked on a
national basis.
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More details on how.the school sh9uld select the level of

Performance they are seeking to achieve,in each of the six major areas

of the conceptual framework are described on page 51 of the report.

2. Reaffirmation of the legislated emphasis on using research

supported school effectiveness strategies.

The consultts reaffirmed Mississippi's attempt to link school and

teacher effectiveness research to school accreditation and to link

district level and school level pOlicies. References to these

considerations were consistent throughout the Task Force report.

3. Revise the conceptual framework and develop explicit improvement

oriented standards at the district and school levels.

The task force did change their conceptual categories to conform to

the suggestions of the consultants.. The pre convening process focus of

Mississippi assessment plans consisted of the 5 broad categories of

school leadership, school discipline, teacher behaviors, instructional

program and staff development. The final conceptual model included the

categories of achievement, instruction, climate, organization, and staff

development. The consultants felt that the new categories based in part

on models developed in Connecticut and California were less overlapping

and more comprehensive and improvement oriented. As the consultants

recommended, the task force also developed standards for each component

of the new model and did not liric achievement standards to tests of

academic achievement. As appropriate, some attention was also paid to

articulating unique standards for the district and school levels.

4. Develop standards and procedures that would help the accreditation

process facilitate educational equity for all special groups of

students including, minorities, the poor, females, etc.

Specific consultant recommendations included reporting data by sex,

race, age, and social-economic status. The consultants pointed out that

such differentiation is an important aspect of the definition of

effective schools "where achievement distribution curves for minority or

poor children are similar to those in schools with middle class, white
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enrollments ".. Various requirements to provide information according to

demographic categories and tm set minimum performance level' which

consider background variables of the district are included in the Task

Force report. The Task Force members also accepted the consultants'

recommendation to accredit by school district, rather than by school to

help insure an equitable distribution of resources and effort.across the

district.

5. Share information on the criteria and schools' performance

publically.

The consultants recommended that "Extensive opportunities for

public scrutiny and input should be provided". The task force report

Indicates requirements for the school districtto make an annual public

progress report available to the media in their area.

6. Train educators and others in the use of the educational data.

The consultants recommended that the State Department of Education

should develop a group of highly skilled testing staff members, if they

didn't already have such a group, and that "A major statewide training

effort will be required if the lev31 of data use by educational

personnel is to be compensutate with the likely cost of the planned

testing effort. In addition, the general public and policy makers at

each level from local to state must be properly informed both to promote

use and to prevent misuse of findings". The task force recommended the

establishment of a research and development unit and funding for a

testing program and personnel. It did not mention activities to

facilitate data use by educators'and the public (p.57).

7. Use computers to coordinate data acquisition and analysis and to

facilitate comparisons and statewide planning.

The consultant report had numerous suggestions relating to the use

of computers in the school accreditation process ranging from the use of

test item banks to computerized grade reporting by district. In the

Task Force report there was only a little mention of using computers to
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make various parts of the accreditation plans feasible. That meition

Was limited to recommending that the proposed research end development

unit analyze and interpret data with the use of computer aided

statistical programs (p.57).

Teacher Certification GrAIE

The two consultants who missed the first day of the convening

meeting stayed to write a 17 page dqible spaced report. This report

captured many of the ideas for the group which included consultants and

Mississippi Te-cher Certification Commission members. This report and a

few additional recommendations from the meeting. were summarized in a 6

page single spaced outline by Dr. Brenda Hankins in the State Department

of Education. This "Summary of the NIE Certification Report" was

distributed to the whole Teacher Certification Commission. Ideas 'from'

these documents were incorporated into the August 1, 1984 Commission on

Teacher and Administrator Education, Certification, and Development

working draft report which was discussed at public hearings in the fall

of 1984.

The following will discuss how the convening group recommendations-

are related tohat appears in this August 1984 working draft report and

other ways the Mississippi stakeholders seemed to use knowledge from

this experience. By the end of the 21/2 day group meeting, the

consultants and the Mississippi stakeholders present recommended th@t

the full teacher certification commission!:

1. Design cerfification standards to aim toward excellence rather than

to insure minimum competency and that they use 711tiple procedures

d:13.

and instruments to evaluate process dotard ex ence,

This suggestion is made explicie"An'ihe intro, on (p.4) totits

P report which describes the -Commission's conceptualization of,its task by

stating that "Defining au
Ici

acting upon a set of indicators of excellence

suggest a certification Ind subsequent staff development effort in which

evaluation, rather than inspection, is the hallmark".
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One of the Commission members also mentioned that the convening meeting

helped convince the Commission representatives that the teacher

certification test that they had been considering4was too limited.

Thus, in the draft report the Commission recommended that an applicant

for provisional' certification must pass subject matter knowledge tests

and also demonstrate teaching competencies.

2. Increase focus on goals prior to the selection or development of

instruments to determine certification.

The draft Commission report indicated the Commission's desire to

focus on standards and criteria for process and product evaluation of

teacher education programs in contrast to more of an initial focus on

findingan instrument to assess teachers who graduated from these

programs. 4

3. Will the emphasis of the reform activities be on patching up the

current system or on attaining long range goals?

Although the draft report didn't address this question directly,

there appears to be a substantial emphasis on long range goals such as

long range plans to evaluate the graduates or""products" of teacher

education institutions. The twenty year cycle of 5,year professional
,

development plans for teachers also demonstrates a long term

perspectie.

4. Don't assume that the research-based teacher competencies can be

adopted without question to fit Mississippi's gOals that-,"in turn,

Should be.based on its own definition of a good Mississippi\

teacher.

4 The report incorporated this philosophy by stating that the

commission "developed and SeleCted research-based teacher and

administrator competencies that fit the model,of what a "good" teacher

is in Missisiippi," (p.4). Instead of adopting either the Florida or

Georgia Teacher Certification Models, they used some aspects of each.

The report called for each college teacher education program to assess

their students and-that each applicant for certification should
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demonstrate mastery of sixteen generic teaching competencies. Page .6 of

the report further stated that, "Such .a certification system would

eliminate the traditional credit hours/course title approach utilized

today.". It is likely that this competency assessment requirement is also

inherent in standard 9 for reviews of teacher education institutions.

(See P. 9.)

5. Realize that there are four interrelated collaborative strategies

in the production of good teachers--preparation in institutions

of higher education,.induction or apprenticeship experiences,

maintenance or on the job support and assistance, and professional

development.

The Commission did focus its approach on the following similarly

defined areas:

Teacher education

The report outlined process and product standards to determine

when teacher education programs merit certification. Standard 8

requires completion of a 12 week full day student teaching

experience.

Provisional year

The report gives responsibility to the school districts for.

assessing teacher and administrator competencies, but said that the

SDE would assist the district.

Certification-recertification

Page 6 of the report states:

As all accredited school districts are mandated to have staff
development programs for their certified pdisonnel, the
Commission believes that strong staff development programs
focused on that particular school district's needs will
suffice ss 'Criteria for recertification. This is a dynamic
approach to the system of renewal of certificates that should
add quality and fresh skills to the expertise of Mississippi's
teachers. It totally eliminates thd taking of six semester
hours of "anything" fgr the sake of acquiring six hours for
renewal.

These plans also--"require that educators be provided
opportunities that will improve their professional skills.



Page 25
Klein

The opportunities needed will be determined by an on-tffe-job
performance assessment of the educator. This changes the
concept of recertification for teachers who continue to
,teach". (page 24)

Professional development

The report also explains criteria for 5 year professional

development programs for individual advancement. Successful

completion of an approved 5 year program would entitle the educator

to an increase in salary.

6. Realize that the teacher education institutions and others that

have had an active involvement in teacher certification will be

most resistant to suggested changes which decrease their autonomy

in favor of state uniformity. Therefore, involve them actively in

the design and implementation 'Of the new process and ellow some

opportunity, for local initiatives and autonomy.

The process and product evaluation of teacher training institutions

and their graduates allows much institutional autonomy while attaining

some, statewide uniformity through adherence to explicit standards.

7. Whit are good administrators and how should the state certify them?

This was the subject of the Commission's small scale replication of

the convening process when its adiinistrator subcommittee met with two

consultants With diverse views on assessing principal competencies. The

principal competencies that were derived from that second meeting are'

included in the draft Commission report and the certification procedures

parallel those for teachers that were developed in part from insights

form the first convening process meeting.

8. Remember that all education decision makers should be accountable

for student improvement, not just-the teacher.

It'appears that this was a continual concern of the commission

members. One instance of its incorporation. into the overall plan is

evident in the distinction the report makes between staff development
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and professional development. "Staff development programs are designed

and administered by local school districts for the purpose of meeting

specifiC institutional needs. The purpose of professional develtpment

is to enhance areas of professional competency selected by the

individual educator." (page 26)

9. Remember that the implementation of these educator certification

activities should be Coordinated among all governmental levels and

support common Mississippi goals.

The report describes' different complementary roles for the local

school districts, the State Department of Education and the Teacher

Certification Commission.

VII. What Did We Learn From This Convening Process to Guide Its Use In

the Future?

Overall. Assessment

In general: the convening process participants were satisfied with

the'process and said that they would have used it again in similar

circumstances. The most common comment, particularly from the

Mississippi stakeholders, was that it helped them learn more about

research-based strategies for educational improvement. Most felt that

it was particularly valuable that the consultants brought diverse

perspectives and many felt that they learned a great deal when the

consultants disagreed with each other. Some stakeholders also felt that

they learned and changed their minds when the consultants gave advice

and information that was different from what they initially had in mind.

Most of the consultants also felt that they learned a great deal from.

the convening process. The previous section of this evaluation'repOrt

also indicated that the recommendations from the convening process

reports were incorporated into the School Accreditation Task Force and

Teacher Certification Commission reports. Compared to the previous use

of the convening process with the District of Columbia Public Schools,

the Mississippi educators gained most in their conceptual use of

knowledge to provide general direction to .their.implementation plans.

The D.C. educators used their more specific consultant recommendations

to make policy decisions about how to reassess and regulate student

in01100ti01/11.
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A Natural Experiment

From an evaluation standpoint, the simultaneous use of this process

with two different groups with similar people and issues was Ideal. It

was similarly fortuitous that one group adhered to the initial convening

process model more strictly tha the other group. The leader of the

School Accreditation group appeared more directive and the consultants,

following the convening process model, met separately for a while to

develop a consultants' report. In the Teacher Certification group the

consultants and the Mississippi stakeholders worked together and

developed the recommendations jointly. There even appears to be

agreement among participants in both groups that the School

Accreditation Task Force group, which adhered to the convening model

most closely, was more successful than the Teacher Certification

Commission group. Some said that the School. Accreditation group was

more advanced in their thinking to begin with and thus, more ready to

benefit from the additional insights from the consultants. Both the

consultants and the Mississippi participants felt that the School

Accreditation group accomplished more and they felt more satisfied with

the experience. It is also interesting to note that the recommendations

that were adopted from this School Accreditation group seemed to differ

more from what the Mississippi particiiihts initially thought they

wanted.

Dos and Do 'nots in Reylicating a Convening Process

More is involved in operating a successful convening process than

just getting a good group of consultants together with practitioners who

are addressing a particular issue. It appears that it is important that

the convening process adhere to the basic'model described by Dr. Gold

(1983) and used by the Mississippi School Accreditation Group and the

D.C. Public Schools for maximum success. The convening process

procedure works most effectively where the policy problem is clearly

delineated and somewhat narrow as it was in D.C., but it can also be

used primarily as an educational experience with people involved in very

large scale complicated challenges such as implementing the Mississippi

Education Reform Act.
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aised on insights from this Mississippi experience and dietprevious

convening process evaluation of its use in the District of Columbia

Public Schools, it appears that future convening process planners

should:

1. Obtain a mix of well respected consultants with research and

practice based expertise and if possible, with diverse views.

NIE was in a good position to do this as its staff are

familiar with a wide range of national experts. However some

other external groups,.such as associations would have similar

contacts. Also, an external group may not be essential if the

stakeholder or client group can obtain other expert

participants on its own. Consultants from outside the client

system are essential as they have a certain type of

credibility and lack of political entanglement with the client

stakeholders that is likely to be. missing with "internal"

consultants.

2. Help the consultants understand the political context of the

stakeholders and roles the various stakeholderP have played to

date and are expected to play in the future, prior to the

convening meeting.

3. Involve the stakeholder clients in the definition of the

problem, in developing questions to ask the consultants, and

in identifying alternative Solutions.

4. Insure that the consultants have sufficient opportunity to

meet together to come to some consensus agreement on

recommendations for the stakeholder, without the stakeholders

present, and to develop a written report which will be

discussed with the stakeholders at the convening meeting and,

if necessary, revised based on these dicussions.

5. Give the stakeholders an opportunity to discuss the report

with the consultants in a face-to-face meeting.

6. Make sure that all participants have a good understanding of

the convening process intentions, procedures, and the

anticipatid outcomes. The host organization should make sure

that the meeting agenda reflects consensus agreement on the

short and long term expectations.
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7. Pay attention to the role of the host organization an its

relation to the other stakeholders. In some cases it may be

necessary to involve some representatives of these other

stakeholders directly in planning the convening process.

8. Have a strong, clear assignment of leadership responsibilities

and have back-up plans if the assigned leader is not

sufficiently directive to make the group stick to the

convening process as designed. If two groups are meeting

simultaneously, don't have one overall leader try to service

both. Instead, establish co-leaders.

9. Maintain opportunities for social interaction of all

participants, e.g., at meals or parties.

10. Maintain the face-to-face intensive group contact. It is

unlikely that a teleconference would work unless the task was

quite small and well defined or unless the participants had

already had a chance to know. each other as in a possible-

"follow-up" mini convening session.

11. Maintain follow-up interactions among stakeholders and the

consultants as needed.

12. Continue to evaluate the Convening 2rocess and its results so

that this promising evaluation strategy can be refined.

J
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Austin, Texas 78712
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District

6100 Guadalupe Street
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PHONE: (512) 451-8411 Ext. 370

Dr. Steward Purkey
Research Assistant'
Wisconsin Center for Education
Research

1025 West Johnson Street
Room 785
Madison, Wisconsin 53706
PHONE: (608) 263-4200

Dr. J. T. Sandefur
Dean
College of Education
Westirn Kentucky University
Bowling Green, Kentucky 42101
PHONE: (502) 745-4662

I.

Dr. Phillip C. Schlechty .

Special Assistant to the Superintendent
Charlotte-Mecklenburg School System
Education Center 1

P.O. Box 3035
Charlotte, North Carolina 28235

PHONE: (704) 379-7110

(Accreditation) /

(Certification)
(Current)

Dean, College of Education
University of Illinois

at. Chicago

Box 4348
Chicago, Illinois 60680

, PHONE: (312) 996-5641

(Accreditation)

(Accreditation)

(Current)
Professor of Teacher

Education-
170 Education Building
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon 97403
PHONE: (503) 6867-3481

(Certification)

(Certification)
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Page 2 - CONSULTANTS (Continued)

Dr.,Jane Stallings (Certification)

Professor of Education
George Peabody College
P.O. Box 34
Vanderbilt University
Nashville, Tennessee 37203

PHONE: (615) 322-8448

Dr. Joseph Vaughn
Senior Reseaich Associate
National Institute of Education
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Room 818
Washington, D.C. 20208
PHONE: (202) 254-5407

Dr. Marsha Weil
Director
School Effectiveness Program
Santa Clara California Schools
100 Skyport Dtive, Code 237
San JOse, California. 95115
PHONE: (408) 947-6523

Dr. Garfield Wilson
Director
Office of Teacher Education, Certification,

and Staff Development
,,,Department of. Education

Knott Byilding
Tailahaisee, ilorida 32301

PHONE: (904) 488-5724

NIE Evaluation Staff

Dr.'Norman Gold
Senior Research Associate
National Institute.of Education
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Room 819
Washington; D.C. 20208

PHONE: (202) 254-5766

Dr. Susan Klein
Senior Research Associate
National Institute of Education
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Room 821
Washington, D.C. 20208
PHONE: (202) 254-6271

,

(Certification)

(Accreditation)

(Certification)
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Appendix C

AGENDA

Convening Process on Education Reform
In Mississippi

November 29-30, 1983

Sheraton Regency Convention Center

Jackson, Mississippi

NOVEMBER 28

7:0') p.m. INTRODUCTIONS

Participants:
All Participants (37)

Activities:
Social Hour,

Goal:
To introduce

Introductitins

all participants

Leaders:
Norman Gold, Ralph Brewer

8:00 p.m. ORIENTATION SESSION

Participants:
COnsultants, N1E Staff,
SUL Staff, Chairpeusons
and Commission (22)

Activities:
Planning Session

(Sheraton Room)

(Regency Room') I

hvy Mississippi
of Task Force

Goal:
To reach consensus regarding group goals
and procedures for the convening process

Leaders:
Norman Gold, Ralph Brower
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GINDA for Convening Process
age 2

VEMSFP 19

8:30 a.m. ON-SITE REVIEW (Sheraton Room)

Pzrticipaqis:
Consultants, NIE Staff, Mississippi
SDE Staff, Steering Committees of
Task Force and Commission, Representa-
tive of Commission on School Accredita-
tion, Other Invited Guests (37)

ACtiViIics
Updating informatiun lrom fask lorce
and Commission; ievielsing issues;
identifying issues common to accred-
itation and certification; identifying
specific issues in order of prioriir;
matching flaiticipats hith

To assign .,Ppecific responsibilities to
appropriate pafticii

Leaders:
Norman Gold, Ralph Brewie

11:4S a.m. LUNCM ti

1:OU p.m. ON-sir CONVENING SESSION (Regency Room)

4,

Participants:
Consultants, NIE Staff, Key Mississippi
SIM Staff, Chairpersons of Task Force
and Commission (22)

Activities:
Discussing common issues (entire group);
breaking into two separate groups to
address the areas of accreditation and
certification, with individual consul-
tant'', leading discussions of their
assigned issues

Goal:
To evaluate alternative strategies fof
dealing with issues

Leaders:
Consultants
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AGLNit for Convening Process
Page 3

NOVEMBER 29 (continued)

4:30 p.m. DINNER

7:30 p.m. ON-SITE CONVENrk SESSION

Participants:
Consultants, NIB Staff, Key Mississippi
SDE Staff, Chairpersons orliask Force
and Commission (22)

NOVEMBER 3U

8:30 a.m.

3

(Regency Roc

Activities:
DisLiggslogrcomown Issues, reporting
progress on specific issues, giving
and receiving feedback, synthesizing
the work of sub-groups

I
Goal:

To select-the best strategies for dealing
with issues

Leaders:
NNikrman Gold, Ralph Brewer

\.

UN-SITE CONVENING SESSION (Sheraton RI
Resource)

Participants.: (Regency Rot
Consultants, NIE Staff, Mississippi Typists)
SUE Staff, Steering Committee% of
Task Force and Commission, Other
Invited Guests (37)

Activities:
Consultants work individually (in rooms)
to formulate recommendations, utilising
resource people as needed

Goal:
To produce a sot of recommendations
regarding the development of accreditation
and certification systems in Missisiippi

Leaders:
Consultants, Norman Gold, Ralph Brewer

11:43 a.m. LUNCH

BEST COPY 42



for Convening Process

ER 30 (continued)

00 p.m.

0

REPORT OF RECOMMENDATIONS (Sheraton Room)

Participants:
Consulrhnts, 14111 Staff, Mississippi
SDE Staff, Steering Committees of
Task Force and ComMission, Represen-
tative of Commission on School Accred-
itation, Other Invited Guests (31)

Activities:
Summariping the issues and problems
eddrosied during the convening process,
presenting and explaining recommendations,
receiving feedback, interacting

Goal:
To oFfer recommendations for developing
and implementing accreditation and
certification reforms in Mississippi

Leaders:
Consultants, Norman Gold, Ralph Brewer

lexible, depending upon completion of reports
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PARTICIPANTS IN THE MISSISSIPPI CONVENING MUSS

NIL

"Norman Gold
' Susan Alain
'Joe Vaughan

Consultants

' Marsha Neil
' Freda Molloy
'Stewart Purkey
' Calvin Frazier,(
'William Gauthier
' Jane Stallings
'Phil Sehlechty
' J. T. Samlifur
'Garfield Wilson
' Gary Criff10
40411101 Stufflehealig
'Colorado assistanof

111111111mitoneatofFducatien

'Ralph Brewer, Director, Pivlsion.of
Instruction

'Jack Gunn, Deputy Director, Division
01 Imitri3100

'Brenda Hankins, Staff Consultant,
CertificAtion

*Jane Woodruff, Staff Contultant,
Accreditation

liancock, Supervisor of Teacher
Certification

Jerry Hutchinson, Coordinator of
Planning and Evaluation
(Personnel evaluation)

John Ethridge, Staff Consultant,
Accreditation

Yvonne Dyson, Supervisor of Elementary
Accreditation

Melvin Mter*, upervisor of Secondary
Accreditation

Steering Committee Performance-c Commistion on saiool Accreditation
Rased School Asses:sent Task force

Dorothy Smith, Chairperson
'Mon Ray, Chairperson
Julian Prince, Management Behavior
Mayo Wilson, Regulatory Functions Invited Observers
Annette Luther, Teacher/Staff

Behavior Tom Wacaster, Hardii Foundation
Estus Smith, Staff Developement Puter*oni Arkansas SDE

Steering Committee, Commission on
Teacher end Administrator Education,

and Develonent

' Lisso Simmons, Chairperson
George annon, Certification 4

Recertifiiiitinn
W. 0. Benjamin, Lvalotion, inservice,

lollon-Up
Ira Mursott, earlier faluctilinn
Lvelyn Provisional Crtilicaiwn

maim. PAMTICIPANTS: 37

' ifY PARTICIPANPi, lOAL: 22

/ t at. I t it.

Some planning and synthesi:ing
sessions have been limited to
key paiiicipants. Other
partiC5o4111* are 1001111 i11/0
1u rooms Juring ihese Claes
J. oh,overh only.glimil
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR CONSULTANTS

Appendix D

1. What did you think you did that was of greatest value to Miss?

2. What wPs the most difficult part of this task for you?

4 '

3. How would you improve the convening piocess procedures?

interaction with other consultants

interaction with Miss. participants

interaction with Norm or suggestion for his group leader role

other

Did you feel that this group process had advantages over the use
of individual consultants or other options? Explain

Date--

5. What would you most like to know about the effect of your Miss. work on
Miss.?

6. ,What was of most value to you?

7. Other comments on this convening process.
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