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ABSTRACT ‘ ,
Six school-based. 1mprovement programs distributed
throughout the United States were studied in order to determine; how
effective these plans have been and what factors help or hinder them.

. The programs studied shared three central features: 1) focus on the
- school as a whole; 2)/ involvement of teachers in. designing

improvements; and 3) incorporation of elements of rational planning.
1t was found that while school staffs are able to establish a
continuous planning and review processy these processes. do not
necessarily lead to 1mproved instruction. Two important factors for
achieving instructional 1mprovement were found to be the
instructional content and support for change. The conditions they ~
found necessary for achieving improvement were that preconditions for
change existed, that there was instructional leadership within the
school, and that conditions outside the school (i.e. Federal or State

ugovernment) were favorable. The general conclusions were that: 1) the
‘concept of treating the school as an organ1zatzonal entity and

developing a process for-°ongoing planning and review with staff
involvement is sound; 2) the creation .of ‘school based planning and
change is difficult; 3) the fact that planning groups can :be formed,
even though they may not immediately cause instructional 1mprovement
is hopeful; 4) there is little evidence that th2 most needy students
will be overlooked in school-based improvement plans, although more

‘ ‘ser1ous risks lie at the district level and d1sadvantaged ‘schools

require more resources; 5) the kinds of knowledge, skills and actioas
essential to 1nstruct1onal leadership can be used as criteria for
1dent1fy1ng and\tra1n1ng local staff as change agents and to devélop
and expand preserv1ce tra1n1ng programs. (CG)
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1. ‘BACKGROUND: SCHOOL~BASED- REFORM
The consensus of ﬁhe,mid-l9805 is that something is very wrong with
our scho_ols.~ But that's Qhere.the zgreement ends. Questions of precisely

what is wrong, why it's wrong, and what should be done about it elicit as

. many diftferent fesponses as there are respondents. To some the challenge

s L
lies in the direction of creating a totally.new curriculum more

appropriate to the age of information and technology. To others it is

enabling schools to do qabetter'job of what they are already ;ryiné to do.

To still others it is primarily a struggle to secure an equitable

distribution of resources and opportunities in the face of threats. to the

-

'gains made in equity over the last twenty years. What these perspectives

-

have. in common is the salient fact that schools are being asked to change

in significant ways.
P ) ) : y :
Over the past twogdecades, a number of different strategies for
wr
improving schools have been tried. These strategies vary along many

dimensions including their source (federal, state, or local), their
aésumptions about .change ke.glj wa.compréhensive effort's should be), and
their particular focus ke;g., insﬁruction).' Building on what has beer
learnég about the process 6f educational chapge from these various’ |
approéches, a new class of reforms has evolved over -the last few .
years-~the school-based strategy. In £981, the Bay Area Research Group
undertook a study.of several va;iants of the gchool-based strétegy. Our

-

goal was to assess their progress in bringing about instructional

ach ™ .

improvement:\especially for disadvantaged students, and to identify the

-

conditions associated with their success. Because these approaches are

relatively new, our purpose was to assess the promise of the school-based
. ' ‘ R

.



‘adaptability of ‘reform efforts, involving teachers in the design of -

k]

-

strategy for the future and the validity of its assumptions rather than to ' ;
pass definitive jngment on its short-term impacts. .
oo / | @
EVOLUTION OF SCHOOL-BASED APPROACHES ‘ . ’ . .
School-based approaches for improving in§truction‘differ,from other
;mproyégent strategies in their focus on 'the school as the app}opriate
unit for'designihg_aga implementiﬁg change. Since the i950:§, when

educational reform moved into.the national policy arena, strategies for

improvement havé run the gamut from targeﬁing resources to districts or to

particular types of students, to programs for particular grades or subject

.~ S
LS

[

aréas, to in-service training for teachers and administrators. Only

reccntly has it become fashionable to c%gstder'the school itself, rather
than .the district, as an entity that can be the focus of'chanée. _ L.

Thi§ shift in emphasis' is the result of several étrand$ﬂbf research,
concomitant socigtgi trends, and frustration born from p}ev}oué_failures.
The 1960's brought a style of educational reform® that emphas};éd )
instructional content or methods (g.g,, the new @ath,-Project Follow
Through) and a néw focus, on disadvantaged studéh@g (e.g., the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965). By the 2970'5 researchers and
réfé;mers alike discovered the coﬂcept of implemengation,xregogniZing that
the success of a reform effort depends more upon how it is adapted'by
particular people in a particulé{ context than upnn i£s original intent or
design (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Weatherly & Lipsky, 1977; Berman & ,
McLaughlin, 1978; Williams, 1980). ' o

Attention to implemgniation led in turn to interést’in maximiziQg the

)hat

FUUEE U P

they are ‘to smplement, and gererally shifting the emphasis from the
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content of reforms to the- processes they require or foster (Emrick &
APeterson, l978 Farrar, DeSanctis, & Cohen, 1980; Berman,‘ 981 Fullan,_
l982). At the’same'timeaeducational researchers began to apply concepts
from organizational theory to schools, finding_that schgols share certain
features of other organizations but‘also have features'unique to their
‘institutional role in society kPincus, 1974; weick' 1976-'Miles, 1981).
These research trends all contributed to the evolution of a school- based
strategykfor instructional improvement characterized by: (1) a focus‘on
the school as athhole, (2)“involvement of teachers in designing the
reformlhand (3) incorporation of elements of rational planning,

The grouth of school-based approaches.was also/stimulated by concerns
about, the effectivenress of categorical prograns'that target\monep tO<
particular types of students--some subset of a school's population. Such
programs, notablyuthe former Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (now Chapter 1 of:the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act), whose ultimate‘effects onnachievemenc continue to be
debated, have typically résulted‘in‘pullingvdiffenent subsets(of students
from their reéular classrooms -to receive special instruction. (National
lnstitute of Education, 1978; Knapp, Stearns, Turnbull,~David, & Peterson,
1983). " In the absence“of’agreed—upon and‘interpretable measures of

“student achievement attributable to these programs, the debate has shifted
from outcomes to program structure, with critics claiming that the pullout
structure is disruptive to program participants and other students
(DarlingeHammond & Wise, 1981; Kimbrough & Hill, 1981). This line of
thinking has helped stimulate»enthusiasm for reforms aimed at the whole

— —— U e *»

school rather than separate groups of students.

School-based strategies dlso hold appeal for those frustrated by the

A B )

o . . .
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will try to implement new skills (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978).

i

limitations of in-service.training programs for teachers. These programs

attemptltO‘improve skills but typically occur, as one-shot worksh&bs

outside the school and do not influence the environment in which teachers

4
e

s
More recently, the growing body of literature on effective/schools_

nas emphasized an association between instructionally effective schools

o~ ,
and several schoolwide characteristics including instructional 1eadership

from the principal high expectations for students, collaboration among
teaching staff, and 2 school climate that fosters academic achievement

(Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer, & Wisenbaker, 1979; Edmonds, 1979

~ Glenn, 1981; Purkey & Smith, 1982).

Likelmany of the findings of the effective schools research, the
-

argument'for school-based approaches to instructional imprQYeﬁent has more

. . "

intuitive appeal than strong evidence. Part'of the intuitive appeal comes
from the logic of the argument that people are more likely to change when
they have had some voice in the decision to change and in the design of
the change efﬁort. Part comes from the fact that a -school is an

organizationally distinct unit of”seemingly manageable size. And part

comes from frustration withnbrevious reforms that have focused; on other

‘levels~-this level hdsn't been tried before.

 FEATURES OF SCHOOL-BASED APPROACHES

‘No two school-based programs are alike; nevertheless, a common core
of features differentiates these programs from those that are district-,
teacher-, or pupil-based. School-based approaches focus on the school as

the entity that is to change, and they place primary responsibility aad

authority for change at that level. This is in contrast to‘categorical

+

. . 8
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programs,. for example, Qh%;h tyg}célly focus on partitular target students

 *x

. S

within a school and*place primary authority at’ higher levels.

+ s ////
School—based programs also share an emphasis on 1nvo1v1ng school staff in

designing and implementing changes.. This 1nvolvement generally takes the

form of some sort of planning mechanism,\ﬂeriveq,frgg;modeIs-of rational

o

planning, by which a group of teachers (often working with the principal
and parents) is responsible for identifying prdblems, devising'solutione,

implementing the solutions, and continually assessing and revising their

- ”» -

plans. . .

Beyond these similaritiee, school-based programs vary considerably.
¢ e ; .
Fpr exgmple, eﬁgy differ in, their requirements or criteria for selecting

.schools to participate. Some school-based programs bring .new funds to
participating schools; others do not. Some have specific requirements

concernlng the composition of the planning group, or the form or content of

o !

L4
the school plan; others provide only general guidance.. Some provide
outside assistance through change agents .or consultants, whose involvément
also varies in intensity across programé. The degree of emphasis on

community participation varies across. programs, as"do the role of the
- A S
L 4 ) . '

district and the duration of the program.

The history of .school-based approaches can be traced back at least to

Ta

Individually Guided Education (IGE) of the 1960's. Califdrnia's School
Improvement Program and Florida's school-based management date from the

) mrd 1970's, but most manifestations of the strategy are recent. Although

* 9

a few researchers have studied individual programs in the last few years

, l (Berman, Cjelten,.f‘izu, 1981; Clark & McCarthy, 1983; Rubin & David,

~

1981),—systematic stilies across different school-based efforts have not

‘.

been conducted. ‘ e
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. To. understand the potential of. school-based approaches for

instructional improvement, it is necessary to look across different
- .

.
vy

manifestations of this strategy. . Beginning in 1981, we undertook to do

just that.

Because school-based strategies are often conceived as an alternative

v \ L]
to categorical programs targeted to disadvantaged students, we were

particularly concerned with their promise for realizing improved

educational experiences for such students. Although the notion of

~

school-based approaches has. great intuitive appeal, this is no assurance

that sdch appgoaches can be implemented. The thoughtfyl assessment .and

-

planning that school-based programs envisage is extreﬁely~di£ficult to do

in the best of circumstances., We wanted to know whether scliool staff
could conduct meaningful planning in the difﬁicult circumstances found. in
sﬁhools serving primarily disadvantagea students--the schools having both
the greatest need for agd the greatest challenges to instructioﬁal b
improvement. K k

Having complicated our task by focusing on schoqls with disadvantaged
students, we simplified it somewhat by limiting ourselves to elementary
schools. This resulted in part from the.fact that more programs are’

direcﬁed to elementary schools, but it was also a simplifying decision;

»

‘! .
elementary schools are not as organizationally complex as secondary
‘ - (3 (3 - v k] : . ol ‘ (3 A
schools. These decisions iimit our findings somewhat. However, given the
nature of the questions we asked and the answers we found; we are

confident that our findings provide insights relevant to more affluent

elementary schools and in certain respects to secondary schools. OQur

P
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decision fo focus on elementary schools serving disadvartaged children

v

3influencéd our choice of school-based programs to study. The six programs

»

welselected'ére:

. New York‘City School Improvements P;oject XNYC-SIP)
California School Improvement Prograh (Cal-SIP)

" Individually Guided Educa;i;n.?IGE)° ’

F%prida School Advisory Councils (Fla) '

yew York City Local SchooI:Development (&YC—LSD)

Schoolwide Projects Provision of Title I (TI SIP)*

~ LY

.

Our approach to the study was influenced by our preconception that

the. x~le of teachers is crucial in school-based programs. Because

3

ins .cuctignal improvement ultimately requires that teachers change their

behayiors in the classroom, we were most interested in how teachers become

»
\ -

involved in school-based érograms, their roles in the planning process,

and the kinds of changes they implement in their classrooms. ,
Finally, we chose to concentrate on the questions we believed to be

agswerable—-questions about conditions associated with successful

school-based programs rather than questions about which program works

studied very little, we did not expect to be able to draw conclusions

- . " .
about what works and what doesn't. We did expect, however, to contribute
to a growing understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the
*Qur data on Schoolwide Projects schools were: primarily drawn from a study
During most

of the current study the provision was in a state of limbo because it was
contained in a set of technical amendments to Chapter 1 which had not been

of that provision conducted in 1979-80 (Rubin & David, 1981).

\

signed into law.

. ]71

t
_best. Because school-based programs are relatively new and have been

e




school-based strategy, the conditions associated .wyith success, and the
; Al \\‘
promise ‘of school-based approaches in contrast toTQ%Fernative strategies

o N ;-

(e.g., categorical approaches).

Lo : i . N\ C
As we imply above, we did not attempt ‘to defing and megsure suciess

- “\‘

in terms of .student outcomes. Given the recency of the programs ahd ;hé

durat1on of our study, we felt it was too soon to tackle ‘the infinite

’

‘complexztxes of analyz1ng and 1ntergret1ng,test scores. Instead we

focused on the steps: loglcally prerequlslte to increased 1earn1ng:
v

"teacher involvement in plannlng, and the: 1mp1ementat10n of changes

affecting instruction,

METHODS - o | y

The complexity of the processes to be’ studied and the limits of time
and resources necessitated a series of carefully weighed compromises. Any

. . .
study of interventicns as complex as school-wide programs in erganizations

[y

. as compleX as schools faces an inevitable trade-bff between uepth of

understanding and a corresponding soundness and usefulness of tonclusions
t= - ' 3
on the one hand, and breadth of experience and corresponding
g .
representativeness on the other. For example, -to fully understand how
Y

teachers participate in the planning.process and react :to the actions of a
i . \ 3 -
planning group, one would want to spend weeks in a .school abserving

.

meetings and interviewing teachers. We might have been able to do this in
» \ . .
one or two schools but not more, and we would have been left uncertain

about the geéeralizabi&ity of our ‘observations and. conclusions. At the

1 4

other extreme, one could send a questionnaire to every school :

experiméntiﬁé with some type of school-based program. This approach,
ho@ever, would produce data of questionable validity and- minimal

* g

.
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usefulnegs in understanding whether a program wasior was nut successful
and why. We therefore needed vo défine a middle ground in which we could
igégﬁuaé much asipossisle about.each school withoﬁt sacrificing the.
variation needed across schools to draw valid conclusions. (See Greene &
.David, 1984). L ° ' .
The middle ground we chose consisted of‘selecting a few schools K

representing each of six school-based approaches or programs. Our sample

(see table, below) comprised 32 schools, representing 17 school districts

_1in seven states. . . AU

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND STATES IN: SAMPLE BY PROGRAM

. > . Schools States
Cal-SIP 5 g
NYC-LSD | 1 “ 1 .
) NYC-SIP 2 o
FLA‘ 5% . 1
IGE .3 .0 2
TI-SWP 19 : 6

©

l

We selected schools by asking people knéwledgeable about the programs
, to nominate schools they judged to-represent the programs' intent~-the
successes. Having been frustrated by other studies in which researchers

try to determine why an intended .program never materialized, ‘we felt that

we would maximize our chances of drawing useful conclusions by studying

. what worked, We also recognized that selecting examplars would in no way
. 3 x

insure that the resultant sample would contain only successes, even though
we relied primarily on nominators with first-hand knowledge of the schools

\
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they récommended.
We visited each school for one to gwb days during the 'spring of 1981.
During thgse visits we interviewed the principal and several teachers,
: X .

inﬁluding some involved and some not involved in tﬁe plannidg process.
. Where possible we also interviewed consultants and change agents
associated with the program, and parents.'

During the visitslwe also interviewed district or other central

office staff knowledgeable about the program. Given our limited time in
‘the schools, we found these conversations particularly uSeful.“Although‘
remove& one step from the schools,. these staff were typically interested,

like us, in what was succeeding and what wasn't and why. Their

observations gféétly‘ehhanced our data ‘because we were.able to hear the

contragts:énd conclusions they had dzawn across more Schools than we were
ablg to visit. We also returned .to many of these people during the second
year to catch up with what had occurred since our visits.

In addition, we have spoken.throug?but the study Qith‘other
researchers and practitioners involved in implementing school=based:
brograﬁs. We have incorporated their insights into our thinking; And we
have drawn on the relevant research and popular literatﬁfé as well as our

own- previous work (particularly our study of the Schoolwide Projects

]
*

Provisions of the former ESEA Title I legislation).

Our report is-organized in a .way that reflecﬁg the mixture of data
sources ana'pur sense of what most heeds attention at this stage. IA the
remainder-of this chapter we describe the gix school-based programs we:
studied. In Chapter 2 we present our findings on how the programs work in
practice. In Chaptef 3 we present our analysis of the conditions

associated with successful school-based change. In Chapter 4 ve step.
\ .

- 10 14 --



back f;om the school level and discus; the implications of our conclusions
for po}iqqukers,and program planners. Chaptér'S ﬁlaces our findings.and
conclusions in -the broader context of school improvement.
o
PROFILES OF SCHOOL-BASED PROGRAMS
The six school-based improvement pr&graﬁs we studied share the three
central features of‘the school-based improvement strategy discussed above:
(1) a: focus ;n the school as a whole; (2) involvemert of teachers in
designing improve%ents; and (3) incorporation of.eIeménts of rational
Blanning. Thus, most or all of the programs share structural features such
as the.formation‘ofya scﬂool planning group andvthe d?velopﬁent of a
.________.__.mwniiten_planﬁ.:Ai:theusame\time,_the png;pams-gifée;,withwnegand_to_suéhh_”A:j_w”__;_fft
features as: the compositiQn and intended role of the planning group, the
scope and emphasis of the written plan, and the ﬁaturSAand ;xtent of'
resources provided to suppbrt thé improvement Jrocess.
Below we pégsent descriptiye profiles of thé six programs studied. In
these profiles we consider -the programs' structure, scecpe, and philosophy
. of school-based improvement. Tﬂe profiles highlight both major
similarities and‘important differences in design. They are based on
discussions with program developers and staff from the sponsoring agencies
as well as review of descriptive materials and reports from studies of
individual programs. . |

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CAL-SIP)

Program (Cal-SIP) when it enacted an omnibus school finance reform law in

1977. The program's roots can be traced to an earlier state-financed

-

.~ 0

11 1-5

\
|
\
\
\
\
\
The 'California Legislature created the California School Improvement
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program, Early.Childhood Education, and to growing concern at -the LoD

levels of the state's education departmént about the limitations of
.. . ® - L
‘categorical approaches. Cal-SIP is an attempt to place authority .and ‘ .

aqcountability for certain pragrammatiéidéciéibhs and funds at the scho;l
level, so that thege decisions will be made at a point cibse fd-the
students. To overcome problems of ﬁragmentétioh and unnecessary
duplication of services sometimes-aSsociated with multiple categorical
programs, SIP has also attempted t; encourage school-level coordinatién o?
resources and services. '

Cal-SIP requires each participating school to establish a school site

council, wh;ch is intended to serve as the primary vehicle for

decision-making, planning, and coordination of services. The council

q - - - -~

includes representatives of the major constituencies within the school

community-—the principal, ‘teachers,. resource and support staff, and
parents. Each group selects its own representatives, and parity in numbers
between school employees and non-employees is required. Councils are

required to follow a systematic problem—solving process that includes needs.

-

assessment and development of a comprehensive written plan detailing
"behavioral objectives, activities for attaining them, .and criteria for
‘asseséing performance. The written plan covers three years but can be

updated annually.

. -

. Cal-SIP supports improvement efforts by awarding annual grénts
(ranging from.abnut $25,000 to $50,000, depending on the number' of
students) to councils at participating schools. The state doés not target
the funds to particular subpopulations or content areas. Instead, the
‘emphasis is on identifyiné,weak—poinﬁs within'an individual school's

overall instructional program and designing improvements that will enhance

.

12
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the program for ail séu@enté.

‘ Any pubiic school in California is eligible to participate in SIP.
”Partigipation must be approved first by the schéol (by the school site
council or & témporaryfgroyp‘represehting:schooi staff and the community)
and then by ;he.districé. Half the project schools in each district must

be selected from among the district's low achieving schools. At the timé.

[
Lt

.of our visits, about halfvthe state's elementéry schools anefapproximately
12 percent of its secondary schools received SIP funds. Teams of state
staff, consultants, or staff from SIP schodls in neighboring digtricts
visit participating schoolé at intervals of approximately three years.
These visits,hknown as program reviews, are intended both to monitor

compliance with program regulations'and to assess qualititatively the

pdeéSses‘éf planning  and ‘implémentation-

’

WEW YORK CITY SCHOOL iMPROVEyENT PROJECT (NYC-SIP)
The core of NYC—SIP.is the set of five factors identified by Ron

Edmonds (1979) in his reviey‘of research on effective schools for urban
N , o

elementary-age students from minority and low income backgrounds. TheSe

facfprs are: (1) instructional leadership from the principal; (2) high .

expectations for students' academic achievement; (3) .emphasis on
B

instruction in basic skills; (&) orderly school climate; and (5) continuous

mohitorin% of student :progress. NYC-SIP is based on. the assu%ption that
urban échogls in which student‘échievément is geperally‘ppor can be
improved by .focusing on teachers' expéctations, bésic skills‘ingtéqction,
and the other factors.

The NYC-SIP model for improvement uses a combination of change agents,

known as liaisons, and school planning committees to install the five

2



§

- C* o
characteristics in participating schools. Liaisons trained. in the
. ) A , >
e e

characteristics of effective schools and skills assoéiated with change
ageﬁtry work iﬁtensively yith participating schools for three years.
During the first year, a neéds assessment is conducted and' a written plan
for improVeﬁént is_prepared. Both of these activities are structured
around the fi;e characteristics; the aim is to identify an important .

A

problem or weakness in each area and to plan activities that will hélﬁ‘the

- N ‘\\
school address the problem. During the second year the plan:is

\

implemented. Progress is reviewed annuai;y and plans are updated or
modified as appropriate.
NYC-SIP began operéting in ten New York City -elementary schools in

1979—80; by 1981—82, the number of participating schcols had increased to

25 (six of the or1g1na1 group p1 S others added in tue §écond”and third -

- ¢
years). The central offlce of the New York Clty Publlc Schools admlnlsters

the program. Funding provided by a mix of state, federal, and foundatlon
sources supports the liaisons and other project staff plus an extensive
dqcumemtatién/eValuation effort. Resources provided to schools consist

malnlyuginxhe,;;alsons services (approxlmately the equivalent of a

A e WS IY NERE S YN aTnd PR T et

full-time liaison for twe years, with a axeduced level of attention in the

third‘year).*.'

THE LOCAL. $CHOOL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM -(LSDP)

Also based in New York City, the Local School Development Program

B

#Qur field work was performed in Spring 1981, while NYC-SIP was in its
second year of operation. Plans called for discontinuing liaisons'
services to a school after three years, with the expnctation that school
staff would assume respon51b111ty for sustaining the process after this
perlod

18 ) A\ | ~
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takes a somewh?t different approach to school—basqd iﬁpro;ement. Déveloped
by the New York Urban Coalition anﬁ aﬂministered by the'Coalition and the

_ local school éystem, LSDP focuses on building a broad base.of support for
school impfoveﬁ;ﬂt efforts. LSDP starts from the:asspmptiqn that all the
major schooi-level constituency groups--administrators, staff, parents, and~
in some cases students--must ée actively involved in the improvement

process from théwoutset, so that they will develop a seﬂse‘of
respénsibility for the overail oﬁération of their schooi.‘ At the same

time, LSDP has encouraged -higher levels in tﬂe system (in Ngw~York City
this includes the pommﬁnity school districts and the cenkral distric£

office) to support school improvement efforts by providing schools with

policy guidelines, incentives for participation, and technical assiStance.

The LSDP approach.entails estéblishingua‘planning_groub”at_eé;h_school
(wiéh membé;s ;rawn“from all the school-level constituency groupé} to
assess.needs, develop a comprehensive writEen plan§ and éngage in shorF-
and long—terh improvement pro jects. The planning ‘group acts in"an advisory .

capacity, with the principal retaining final decision-making authority.

Although LSDP's ultimate aim is improvement of students' academic

S
(

achievement, planning groups are expected to examine all aspects of school .
\ . . . . » N
operations and to develop a comprehensive plan that addresses the school's

Y

instructional proafam, social environment; administratdion, and physical
plant.

Technical support for School-level activities is provided by a team

consisting of an LSDP staff member and a community district person. In
addition, training workshqﬁs and s.pport groups are available to

principals, planning groups, parents, community district superintendents,

]
»

students, and. others. -

15]_9.. ' o .



The first yeaf'of(projéct operations (1979-80) was set aside for

training and other coalition-building efforts. The second year was devoted
.o >
to development of the comprehensive school plans. Implementation of the

school plané began in the third year, when 29 schools representing five

community school districts participated in LSDP.

INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION (IGE) . - P

Y

The oldest of the school-based improvement programs ’included in our

étudy, Individually Guided Education grew out of rewearch and improvement

efforts conducted by /I/D/E/A/, a branch of the Kettering Foundatién, and

6& the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning

during the late 19§Os and early 1970s.% From its outset, IGE has

Areflected_many.of.the_guiding_prinqiples_shéhed_h*mthe_ﬁo;e_necen?
~ school-based; school-wide reform programs-e studied. It is based on the
assumption that the school is the appropriate unit for impro@ement and

change efforts. IGE's architects recognized the importance of cultivating

~

internal and external support for change efforts.

*

IGE offers participating schools a model for improvement that

;ncorporaﬁes both pedagogical and organizational components. Although

schools interested in IGE are not required to use all its components, IGE
/
is unusual among school-based programs in the fact that it provides an :

explicit instructional philosophy. A systematic model of individualized

instruction constitutes the core of IGE. Students proceed through cycles,

-

#*There are differences in emphasis, terminology, and resources between the
version of IGE disseminated by the Wisconsin R&D Center and the version
disseminated by /I/D/E/A/. In’spite of these differences, the two versions
share the emphases on pedagogy, organizational structure, and collaborative
-planning. discussed, here.
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of pre—aséesSment, activities relevant to specific learning objectives, and
(.bost—assessment.' Their programs are designed to take into account
1nd1v1dual dlfferences in skill levels, learning styles, andAlnterests and
to comblne 1nd1v1dual small-group, -and 1arge—group instruction.

IGE also introduces organizational changes intended_to facilitate .

individualized instruction. Thé school is divided into learning

> ~

communities or units, in which a group of teachers collectively assumes
responsibility for a group 6f students. Flexibility in :grouping students
fbr instruction is ené%uraged; students are likely to be grouped by‘skill
level rather than by agé or grﬁde. Most day-to-day instructional planning
_takes place within these communities or units, ;hich normally compriéé

\ .

between four and six teachers, an aide, and 100-150 students. One teacher

’

in each unit is, designated as leader; the leader serves on a school-level

rcommittee»that~meets»regulaflwaithnthe_principai:to address school-wide

issues énd to promote communication and continuity across the units.
Unlike the other school-based prognéms, IGE has not operated out-of a

federal, state, or local agency with special fundlng set aside for its

1mplementat10n in schools. However, IGE has been c1rculated to schools

across the country through a number of channels, and a varlety of fundlng

sources have been tapped by school and district personnel attempting to

install some or ali\;?“'ts components. The schools we visited were

-

introduced to IGE in ‘the mid\ingf, sevéral years prior to our visits.

ESEA TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS C{ETLE I SWP)
'The Schoolwide Progects provision- of T1£i311 (now part of Chapter 1 of
the Education é%nsolidation.Improvement Act) al wed' school districts to,

use' Title I funds to upgrade the overall educational égogram in eligible
- ‘ - \ ‘ -

oL o | .
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schools. This: provision, intréﬂucea in the Education Amefidments of 1978,
stemmed from concerns about the appropriateness of pullout quels for
remedial instruc;ion-(particularl& in schools with high:congentratigns of
'children receiving suéh services)‘és well as interest in the potential of
school-based .school-wide planning to improve instructional programs.

The Schoolwide Rrbjects provision requires. a comprehensive assessment
of the educational needs of all studéntseinrparticipating échools, plgnning
for and provision of educational services to all students, eygluétion and
periodic revision of school plané, and %gaining for teachers and aidés. .
Although the desitrict office has formal responsibiiity for SWP school
plans, planning is to be carried out in collaboration with the school staff
and parents; school-level parent advisory councils must approve the written

plans. .

. Schools that. participate are relieved of certain requirements that .. _____
normally apply to schools receiving Title I funds. Specifiqaily, these

. schools do not need to account for Title I funds .separately from other
@

sources, to identify Title I barticipants separately from other children;

. -

or to demonstrate that Title I-supported Services supplement rather than

-

replace regular services. ’

‘Unlike most of the other school—bgged‘programs we studied, Title I SWP
has highly restrictive eligibility ré&uiréments. Only schools in which,.75
percent or more of the stﬁdents are from low~income families qualify.
Participating schools are selected by state- and districtélevel Title I
diréctors. The district musk make suﬁplemenfary state or local monies
availéSIe to these schools to cover sefvices for students who are not

educationallé deprived. The state/local contribution must equal or exceed

the Title I allocation on a per-student basis. ' -

v * .
.
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FLORIDA: SCHOOL REPORTS AND ADVISORY COUNCILS

Eah -

"We originally included several Florida. schools in the study because of
state laws calling for school advisorX.coungils and annuai school reports
and éncouraging schBol—baéed management. When we visited‘the state, we
found that a number of gtaté laws and regulations include elements of
school;based appféaches. Rather than attempt to isglate thé effeéts of
}ndividual laws, we focused on their combined impact and differeht schools’
approaches to managing the collectign of school—bésed activ;ties. For the
sake of clarity, however, we will describe the relevant provisions
Separately here.

‘State law requires local school boards to est;blish advisory co;;cils
at the district or the schoél level. Councils iﬂcludé teachers, students,

- ) and parents; details of council composition and procedures for selecting
meﬁbers are not specified by the state. The cbuncil's role is advigory;.

s locak boards and prinqipéls retain the adthority to make deciéiogs~and have

considerable disgreﬁion r;é;;hzhg the activitieés in which councils become

involved. -Councils may apply to the state for small grants to support

their activities.

»

Annual school and district reports are also required. These reports

-

.were originally conceived of as similar to corporations' annual reports to

stockholders. ,They are intended to make information .readily availableé to K

» ¥

- EENE—

the community concérning the schéol's>programs,'test results, and finaneial

status.

~

When we visited Florida, we learned that the advisory councils and *

s

school reports are viewed mainly as a means of facilitating communication :

between the home and school as a way of building community support.

“x ‘ p

. * . . M
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Somewhat cldser to the notion of school-based planning as a strategy for

. o » . * .
improving instruction is ‘the idea of schocl-based management. Essentially,

school-based management entails decentralization of various aspects of
administration and decisionmaking from the‘dﬁétrict office to the

individual school. It is grounded in the assumption that decisions made at

the school level are more responsive to the needs and preferences of the

individual school and its community. State law does not mandate

N L

+

school-based management, but it encourages districts to .move toward

decentralizing decisions in such areas as budgeting and staffing.

-

School-based management does not necessarily lead to incredsed staff an

community involvement in decisions, however; it may simply increase the

principal's authority. ¢

-
L]

Several other activities add to the complexity of the school-base
planning picture. Florida districts are required to develop compreffensive

five-year plans, updated annually, which include continua of performance

ot

objectives tied ‘to the state assessment tests. Schools, too, are expected
1
to‘enéage in systematic, comprehensive planning within the guidelines

established in district plans. At the time of our visit, the state was

oy

practices that included visits to selected schools. - ~

L3 L]

beginning to implement annual audits of districts' planning and management

+

o

1

Florida schools are also visited at five~year intervals by review

»

teams who spend a few days observing classes, talking with staff, and
reviewing {ecords as part of the accreditation process. Prior to the

k3

review visit, school staff undertake a comprehensive self-study, in which

they scrutinize the instructional program and noninstructional aspects of

LI

the school. The review team supplements each component of thefEElf-study_

- i

‘report with comments and recommendations based on its visit. The review

v -

. . -
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process and its written product incorporate both internal and external

perspectives on the school.

Finally, at the time of our visit Florida schools were in their second
year of implementing the Primary Education Project. PREP is a-major

state-financed effort aimed at strengthéning the educational program for

.children in kindergartén through third grade. Although PREP is not

schoolwide in scope, it shares with the other school-based programs an

N

emphasis on systematic planning and the aim of improving instruction for

all students. PREP is especially interesting in view of its résemblance to

~

California's Early Childhood Education.program-—the precursor to that
state's Schecol Improvement( Program described above.

’ ¢

»

/
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2. FINDINGS:, - HOW SCHOOL-BASED PROGRAMS OPERATE

In this chapter we report -our findings concerning the. implementation

-

;§f school-based improvement programs in elementary schoéls serving children

from low-income families. Thése findings'dre based on visits to 32
schools, répresenting 17 school districts and seven states. In addition to

-

our school visits, we met with district staff (and state staff in the cases

- . -
LTI

. .

of Cal-SIP, the Florida programs, and.Title I SWP). In several places we

have supplemented information we gathered with reports€§rom other sgaaies
0 ~ J R 3

€

3

of these programs. Where we repoPt information that we did not obtain

v

)
ourselves, we identify these sources.

We have organized our findings into five topical areas ‘that deal with
management and implementation of school-based programs,. These five areas

are: '(l) selection of schoolsf (2) formation and.functidﬁfng‘of school

L

plannlng groups; (3) development of written plans; %) uses of the plans;
and (5) program monltorlng Although we point dut systematic differences
across programs where we found them, programmatic variations are not a '

major theme in our discussion of findings. There are two reasons for this.

: .

Firsg we have not conceivéd our our study as a set of six implementation

1

case studies. Others have ei?mgned implementation of individual programs

in more depth.® Our aim here has been to address questions about the

\ b

ihplementation and impagts of the school-based strategy in general.

, .
Second, we did not find important differences uassociated with the

- N - A
- » -

- -

#Readers interested in Cal-SIP are referred to Berman, Weiler, Czesak,
GJelten. & Izu (1981) and Berman- & Gjelten (1982). A three-year '
implenentation study  of NYC-SIP is reported in Clark & McCarthy (1983).
IGE has been the ‘Sub ject of.numerous studies; among them is Popkewitz,
Tabachnick, & Wehlage (1982).. Tltle I SWP implementatlon is described in
Rubln and David (1981). ., o~ - . :
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} ] .ingivi&qal‘programst Details of procedure, formqt; and the_ like differed

- v . : — [ —— N «

‘across programs because school staff®enerally conforméd to the detaiied\

-

<N

- - Lo

- B - . . . - - ) Y . an Y (3 T
requirements of each _program. However, these variations did not materially

4

affect the essence -of what happened locally “Thus, many of the flndlngs

Q\

reported here neflect 1mp1ementat10n patterns that hold .across_schools and .
h\' -4 - . r

. -programs. Other flndlngstreflect school—to—school dlfferences. These ,

.
’

dlfferences were as likeély €% occur between schools w1th1n the same program

- 1 N 4

“x ‘as bEtweén schools fh‘different programsf

. N . -
S . . . > ..
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SELECTION OF SCHOOLS TO PARTICIPATE’“““"“" ' _—

L 4 *
% * + -~

Theoretically, a schoo1—ba5ed program\could be ,directed to every

ok -

- .
i e 8 e v e

1 3 _“ﬁ_”_’— e mn | pmn
%

W ) schonl. within the sponsoring agency s Jurlsdlctlon ‘(a district, state, or

- - .y

the entlre country) However 11m1ted resources and other con51deratlons
e R m———t . [ T T

hdve led most sponsors of school—based programs to limit their efforts to

selecteo schools,* School selectlon comprises, two sets of - dec151ons.‘
PO M
First the program’p}anners and sponsots identify a pool of éligaple
o . ,schQOIs} secon& the'participants are chosen from this pooi?a RE
4 . .
In most of the programs we studled the pool of eligible schools

1nc1udes all publlc elementary schools in the sponsoring agency's district

* ’ _ or state, ¥¥ However, some sponsor%ng agencies have taken steps to ensure
> Lhat schools.with minority and low-income populétions are incluée@1

| ) (Qel-?IP, for example, requires»that half the project schools_}n each
§district be sélected from among the district's low-achieving. schools.)

.
- . N + -

XS -
~ - v

: ) *Among the six programs we studied, only the Florida statutes calling for
: School Advisory Counc11s acd annual reports apply systemwlde.
#*The Schoolwidé Progects provision of Title I is limited to schoals
servihg very high concentrations of disadvantaged students--a small subset
of the Tltle I pool.

.
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"+ . schools in: each program. Several factors accounted for this variation.

Most of the programs we studied have relied oﬁ‘selﬁreclection—as a way

of attréé;ing schools where. the principéliand the: staff are open to

1 - . - - - e

examining their program and willing to undertake seriois change. In

practice, however, the commitment to self-examination, collaborative

- 3
'

planning, and instructional improvement varied substantially among the

’

In the case of a new program, the pressure to get started with

orientation sessions and other early activities sometimes led to shortcuts
. . . <
? -
- in choosing schools. 1In NYC-SIP's first yeéar, for example, program. staff

\

selected schools on the basis of nominations by district officials and
L)

-consent. from the principal because it was difficult to convene teachers and

. - . {
+ other staff during the summer. At some schools, liaisons were able to

»

generate enthusiasm among the staff and support from theiprincipal after

-

several months of intensive work. However, staff or principals at other

schools remained unsupportive throughout the planning process. According
_to the program's evaluators, internal conflicts or lack of commitment ffom_
staff and administration- led thréﬁﬂofiﬁhe ten original schools to withdraw

N

grom'tﬁéwprogram after the first year (Clark & McCarthy, 1983).
Involvement of school staff (and sometimes parent.representativégj in

the decision to participatg in 3 school-based program was often essentially

y

\

ceremonial. We did not hear stories of serious internal discussions.

- -
N

regarding the pras and. cons of participation. Nor did we hear of teachers

initiating participation. Instead, we heard of teacher groups being given
the opportunity to endorse decisions already made by district- and

g, - - e e . . .
school-levél administrdtors. Principals told us that they had recommended

RN L) ‘ . ) t .
. participation 'to their staffs because they had seen :a school-based program

as offering valuable resources and as compatible with their ideas about

e ~ .- 28
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school\management. Teachers recalled presentations by their principals

emphasizing the resources Ehat would come to the school and stress1ng the

z

opportunities for staff to_help shape,theirqschoolfs prdgram.*:_
o ; .

“District-level. factors also influenced school selection. In the case

of Title I SWP, decisions about partic.pation were effectively made aththe

Adistrict level. ,Titie_I;directors in.many districts with eligible schools

chose not to take advantage of the Schoolwide PrOJects prov151on because
they did not hav° access to the'necessary matching funds. Others believed
that the cost and effort of disrupting school pregrams and developing

comprehensive .plans exceeded the benéfits of relief from in-school

targeting. In its first year, Title I SWP was implemented in only 19

-districts (Rubin & David, 1981)s- -

-
- ’ T

In other programs, district officials exerted their influence in other

ways. Several principals told us the1r superlors had asked them. to

-

"volunteer" or that they had agreed to part1c1pate in order to avoid some

other, less attractive -program. Because district officials viewed}Cal—SIP
as an expansion: of the earliex ECE program into the upper elementary and

secondary levels, schools that Had regeived ﬁCE.support were usually given
first priority for SIP funds, with the expectation that others would‘be
added as more monef became available. IGE; ehich does not necessarily

bring new funds to a school, was introduced into some districts after the

'hiring of a new'superintendent'or other senior officidl who had successful

#Qur ‘'study was limited to schools participating in at least one

school-based program. However, ‘some of the schools--and schools we have
visited for other studies--had 'declined opportunities to participate in
other school-based programs. Staff who recalled decisions not to

participate described presentations emphaslzlng recordkeeping requlrements‘

and other negative aspects of the programs. Such presentations usually
reflected the principal's prior decision not to participate.
. !

»
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experience with the program in another setting. Typically the new district

.administrator recommended IGE to principals, some of whom investigated it .

’

and proposed it to theéiT faculties.

 THE, SCHOOL PLANNING GROUP

A group involved in planning and carrying out improvement activities

is a central element of school-based approaches, although‘theAsize,'

_ . -
composition, and ‘authority of the group varies across programs. In the
i LA

. schools we v;sitedf’group membership generally correspbnded closely to

-

program guidelines. Schools in Cal-SIP‘had school site councils with eqdal )
numbers'of school staff and'parents; schools in IGE had program improbemgnt
commit tees whose members represented grade 1évels or Eeaching teams} and'so
on- The<principél's formal role in Ehe‘grdﬁp yaried,'generglly

corresponding to differences in progfam requifemenfs. In §o@é cases - s
principals were véting members; in others, gﬁéy‘presided~over meetings

vi thout casting .a vote on group decisions.. ;h NYC-SIP the liaisons either
chaired meetings of the planning group or wor;ed closely with the group in

-

a resource capacity. - s -
~ - - w__iﬁ\
Most, programs give ﬁarticipaping schools some discretion as to the

size of the group and the method used to select its members. In practice,

4

group size qndféelection procedures vgried both across and within pr;grams. ' h:
Somqbimés'the membership of an existing group satisfie& program

reduirqunts, and this body was designaﬁed the school planning group.

Occasicnally existing groups were combined. In small schools (with less,

than about 15 classroom teachers), the council bften inciuded the entire

faculty. In larger schools (and in small schools_whereﬁpggents.servgd as

members of the group), some type of representative structure was generally S



[ J

used. Elections were occasionally held. "More often, however, volunteers
were sought. If the number of staff or parent volunteers exceeded what was

presumed to ‘be a reasonable size for the council (which it“usually did
3 o .
» 2. _,? . .
not),.an election.was calléd. Cerg
.W . : " >
- o . Pr1nc1pals sometimes asked particular teachers or parents to volunteer .

for membership. At Some schools such actions led to the perceptlon that

R

«

only those who supported the principal were on the group. In other ca.es

staff viewed similar actions as a way of .attracting the most effective

- N

staff and parents to the council; One principal posted a deliberately

unattractive description of the group members' responsibilities.and then
P group p

© -

spoke privately with the teachers he belleved would be. most effectlve on

.e. o - »

the COUDCll (Because council membersrrecelved~a~small‘stipend~£or

-~ . *

. 0 -
after-school time at,meetings, union rules demanded that the most senior

Yo

teachers be glven prlorlty in the selectlon process 5
Several prégrams requ1re or recommend that the schoolw1de plann1ng
TR L T te S : -

A group_lnelude parents, and the schools e v1s1ted complled w1th such

. - A N » “
LN e

equ1rements where .they applied. However, 1nclus10n of parents in the

Bl

plannlng group did not typ1cally lead to substantive 1nvolvement of parents

« .

- in instructional plann1ng School councils that 1ncluded‘parent members

-o‘u’*
-3 . Ers “' . ~- " .

M
functloned almost exclus1vely as vehicles for enhanc1ng communlcatlon

e e - -
' o - "..«

.between bhe school and the commun1ty Staff generally referred to these

’ “*.:.-.__‘ A “.,"‘ RS <“
) tounc1ls as "the parent group " In meetlngs that we attended or heard
o ": ._:’”'.. N ¥
about a varlety :of 1ssues (including program budgets and plans) were

. ’ presented to the counc11s, and parents had the opportun1ty to voice the1r

>
« -

- N _..r

opinisns and raise questions. However, school staff members on;:; the

L - K

4.

. counclls typically presented a unlted front on issues ra1sed for
% - ~
dconsldgratlon. The limited d1scus51on that took place dealt ma1nly wkih

SAs
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resolving questions and concerns voiced, by parent members.
When we questioned staff about the lack of disagreement during these

-meetings, they responded that meetings.of .the parent. groups were .not the

-

appropriate forum for internal debate about the school's. instructional
progfam. They reported that parents did not feel comfortable with an
active role in curriculum planning; except in cases where heated local

" controversies had arisen, parents preferred to leave ‘this area to the

professionals. The main purpose of the .parent group meetings was to let

interested. parents knoy what was going on in the school and to elicit their

support.

Schoolwide planning groups that did not include parents often served
. ] /s °
as vehicles for communication between the.administration and.- the rest of
the staff. We did not find planning grbups that took on substantial

responsibility for coordinating the content and logistics of all programs

~» N
and services in the school--the "umbrella" function envisioned in some
. ¥

. LRl .

. > pdn .
school-based approaches.¥ -U%ually the group's role in decisions was
'comparati;gly modest, although this role varied, depending mainly on

school-specific factors such as the principal's management style and his or

her«relationshié Qifh the planning group.
Principals who played strong leadership roles in their schools tended
to use their councils both as vehiclgs for Spreéding information and as

sounding boards. These principals went into council meetings well

JPreliminary results from a multi-year study of €Cal-SIP-indicate that
school site .councils-do occasiondlly play this role. However, the councils
the Cal-3IP study characterized in this way were found in. schools serving
middle~income communities. Councils in schools serving large proportions
of disadvantaged and other special needs students did not become involved
id coordinating resources and services associated with their schools'
multiple targeted programs (Berman et al, 1981).

) \
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prepared; they presented ideas to the group for consideration, alnost

always with a recommendation for action.  (In some cases it was a vice

L)
principal or another second-level administrator who presented issues and

recommendations to the group,'after a preliminary meeting of the
princ1pal s cabinet-—a smaller, selected group ) Normally the group
endarsed the princ1pal s recommendation although they sometimes discussed

alternatives first. However, both prineipals and teachers argued that
: [ d E

.o

these councils were important because they informed teachers about upcoming
. ' 0
decisions and events and gave teachers a legitimate forum in which to

express their views. Whether teachers' preferences prevailed was not
prefer pre

always important to them; what mattered was that they were consulted before

deCiSions affecting them were ‘made.

.

The extent to which staff members not in the plaaning group believed
that the group was constituted fairly and that their own interests were
represented was releted-to three factors. .First, nonparticipants were more
likely to view their counCils as appropriately constituted when members
represented exp11c1t constituencies than when they -all served 'at large."
A common and convenient structure for'elementary.schools was for one
teacher from each grade® to serve on tne.couneiL, along with
repreéentatives of tiassroom aidee, special prograns, support staff, and
(depending on the program) parents. T ) )

Second, communication between council members«and=the'stéff—théi
represented.was important. ‘In sphoois where staff geported that their

interests were well represented and that they were kept informed about

~
~

*In. schools with teaching teams or 'nontraditional organizational
structures, a representative was..typically selected by each team. The
point is that planning group members represented éonstituencies.-that were
part of the school's €éxisting structure.

'
° . . , .
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schoolwide issues, time was set aside on a regular basis for council

members to meet with their constituencies (for example, after monthly

council meetings). These often.amounted .to.grade-level meetings which the

teachers used for within-grade instructional plannihg as well as discussion

of schoolwide issues. !

Finally, staff concerns about the planning group's representativenessw
were closely related to. their perception$ of the group's role in ‘the .
school“ In schools where the faculty and principal Viewed the group mainly
as a vehicle for keeping parents informed and, soliciting their support

\

representativeness of staff members .was not a salient issue. In cdses

where the group served as an important communication link between the

S -
. ¥

administration and the”facuftx, on the other hand, representativeness was

important. o ' . L

THE PROCESS OF SCHOOL~BASED PLANNING
NEEDS ASSESSMENT .
Once the school planning group has been formed, the process of

school- based planning begins with a needs assessment ?he scope of the

needs assessment and methods used to gather data varied somewhat across the

~

schools we visited. Most of this variation‘was related to differences in
progra;f;eouirements;~scope and methods were typically‘consistent with
program specifications.< Most needs assessments were questionnaire surveys\
of staff views concerning problems and priorities for .improvement. The
survey often included parents and sometimes students. Questionnaires to
parents were usually mailed ogwsentmhomeﬂwith their children; response

rates were generally low, particularly for low-income parents. Student

demographics, test data, and other types of information were also compiled,
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depeﬂding on program reqﬁifeﬁents. Most prog;éms provided‘échoql s;aff~

»

with sample instruments and formats fi¢r compiling data, although staff

could add to the sample instruments or develop: their owd?“]\i\}’// o o

N

. . Guidelines for' most of the programs call for comprehensive needs

assessments. Staff and parent surveys included questions .about the

@ school's reading, mathematics, and language arts programs; provisions for

3 . =~

; handicapped, limited-English~proficient, and disadvantaged~childr%n;'staff
developmqnt;‘éarent inyolvement or communif& rélations; and school climaté;.
Responsibility fo; collecting and c;mpiling the nee45~assess§ent data

. typically fell to a éecond—;evel administrator (e.g., a.program manaéef,
spgciélist, or vice principal) or t6~the planning group. .
‘ Needs assessments were cafried,out somevhat differently in NYC-SIP
schools. Usually the liaison(s) assigned to a NYC-SIP scho&l.interviewed

Fheférindipal and selected staff and.pafents (with questionnaires to the

- .

rest); compiled data on student performance; and collgeted other
information. With assistance, from the citywide system's evaluation unipda'
(which was documenting and_evaluating®the program), the liaison(s) then

prepared a needs assessment report which examined in narrative form

problems and resources-associated with Edmonds’ list of characteristics of

z

[N

effective schools.
At most of the schools we.visited, the comprehensive needs assessments
generated large ambuntglof data. However, the connection between the data
and subsequent improvements to the instructional program was not-always
clear. Two major factors appear to have limitéd'the usefulness of the
data: (1) the types of needs staff and p;rents*typiéally identified, and

(2) the amount of attention given to analysis ‘and inﬁerpretat%ﬁnhof the

. data. The first factor applied across schools and programs; the second'

‘ - T




varied’ across schools independently of programs.

-

On tﬁ%ir own, school staff and parents rarely pointed to the need for
_new- instructional methods or ‘basic changes in the school's organizatiOnal

structuré. Instead they cited the need for tangible items like additional

.

materialsg(a nev reading series, more consumables), equipment, and |
improvements to the physical plant (a teachefs' lounge or a new gym). In

N
. « 7 » A

some cases they stressed the need for more classroom teachers or aides, or

for retaining staff members whose jobs-.were jeopardized by budget cuts.

The former principal of a Cal-SIP school_spoke of his efforts to move

N .

teachers beyond seeing more materials as the answer to all.their

»

instructional problems. When he arrived at the school 'he found teachers

ES -

° . S N N
‘hoarding textbooks and other materials (somé used and some not) in their

* h »
i

classrooms. Still‘they wanted more materials. Because no one knew what

was available elsewhere in the schooly materials budgets were not used
efficiently and the instructional program suffered from both gaps and
redundancies. This principal struck a bargain with his staff he would ) -

-

help them get the materials they wanted for their classrooms if they would

-~

agree to allow an inventory of materials and to undertake,schoolwide

planning to strengthen the instructional program. N .

- e

The extent to which needs assessment data were analyzed varied widely

across schools. Often an administrator tabulated the findings‘and reported

- [N

frequency counts with little or no additional analySis. Staff t schools

where this occurred rarely characterized their needs assessment as haVing
» £

played a role in identifying priorities for improvement. Instead they
cited various activities ‘begun because the principal a teacher, or some

other person "had a good idea” or "had attended a good inservice workshop \\

and thought the rest -of the staff would benefit from it."
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~In other caseSvstaff'consistently cited connections between needs

asséssment and subsequént' improvement act1v1t1es. In these schools we
i "heard remarks like, "Our’needs assessment showed ‘that we've strengthened

the»reading program but wanted to give more attention to deueloping_
- . A}

children's writing skills" and "We wanted a better way of preparing
.~ . . S

) ) children to take standardized teésts." In talking with the principals and

change agents at this group of schools, we learned that they generally had

*

Ve -
some definite priorities~for improVement prior to the needs

assessment—-prlorltles that closely matched those descrlbed by the
i . -s”

) teachers. In some cases principals or changes agents had presented these

P
hd .’.‘

prlor1t1es to the staff before the needs assessment; in other cases they

X :
had 1nterpreted the data very loosely to support their own priorities.

b Ve A

DEVELOPMENT.OF THE WRITTEN PLAN . = s

. . . -
- ~ .

The programs we studied generally. call.for information collected

through the needs assessment to provide the‘basis for the next step of the
- * ] ° - A .
. . . \
* . planning process--the preparation.of the written plan.® Program sponsors
' - e \ N 3 L] o .

_view development of the schaol plan and its ratification b} the relevant

stakeholders—-the principal and the faculty at large and often (depending

.-

. -~ ON .the program) the d1str1ct.off1ce—-as major m11estones in the school . ‘

improvement process. g& )
i - «

Planning groups usually viewed dauelOpment of the written plan as one
of their main tasks. They typically delegated respons1b111ty for draftlng
sections of the plan to small working groups or component committees. . &

Each working group had three to five members (often including teachers not

(4

*Among the programs we ‘examined, only.IGE does. not require a written plan.
Since the three IGE schools we visited were also involved in other
school-based programs, even these schools hiad written plans.

-
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on the larger school couurll; and focused on a partlcular component, of the

-
*

&

plan——e g., the reading program, parent involvement, sc¢hool climate.* The

number of work11g ‘groups varied across programs, dependlng on program

-

requirements. Where program guidelines called for parents to particiPate
o
inwdéveloppbnt of the,plan, thegworking groups lncluded parent members.
.However, parents tended to play an active role odly 1n groups that,plaﬁned

activities for parents; teachers and other professional .staff prepared the
plans for instructional componerts. The_worEing groups met: regularly

(sometimes as often as weekly) for seyeral months to develop the draft
.

- )

sections of the plans . During this time they devéloped lists of s

objectives, activities, timetables, and- evaluation eriteria. < .

/

In a number of the schools we.visited, someone had assumed the role of

coordinator. In NYC-SIP schools the liaison usually served as coordinator.

In other programs the role was usually filled 'by a resource spécialist or

.
v

S, : . ~ £y .
second-level administrator (e.g., a program manager ) whosé salary was paid

-

partly or entirely out of funds associated with' the planning project. The

“ 4 *
- [

coordinator often worked closely with the principal; however, in the | .

. schools we visited principals themselves.fdid not.play this role.

N (3 \ (3 ’ (3 (3
Some coordinators were highly directive, steering the working groups
and the council toward specific priorities, materials, consultants, and

.ideas. Others viewed their job as fac111tat1ve—-work1ng out the: logistics

of produc1ng the plan, fllllng gaps, resolv1ng.m1nor Lnconsigtencies across
sections, and ensuring that the finished plan complied with guidelines

#The maJon exceptlon to participation of the planning group in the
development of the written plan ws Title I SWP, where written school plans
were part of the funding appllcatlons. School-level PACs were designated
the sciioolwiue planning groups and signed off on the applications. Only in
schools where PACs, had previcusly helped to prepare the application were
_the schoolwide _groups - -active in writing the plans.

~
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“scheduling meetings, etc,*®

recordkeeping requirements. We found some schools in which Qorking-groups

rivalry.

ébncernieg format and content. ~In one school the job was given to a
s

paraprqfessional and was limited to logistical suprrtffreminaing the
teacﬁers of éeadlines, getting draft materials typed.and distributed,

Variations in. the nature of the coordinator's role appeared to-depend -
mainly on 1oca1_factors (such as the individual coorhinator's s&ills, |
assertiyeness, and relationsbipe with the principalrand:rhe faculty). In
most programs we found some highl& directive coordinators and some
facilitative coordinators, who tried to make‘plans.reflect gcals set by the

-
2

facultly. Liaisons at NYC-SIP schools tended to take a directive.stenceh

steerfng planning groups t0ward activities they believed would lead to

A}

improvements in the five areas identified by .Edmonds.

In schools where no individual had assumed respdnsi@ility for

coordination, the planning process usually ran into problems. In these
schqols we heard frequent complaints from é&aff, mainly about multiple ¢

planning groups with overlapping responsibilities or excessive

.

“organized around program components and wl&hln-grade groups of teachers

were both 1nvolved in detailed 1nstruC§1onal'plann1ng Generally this .-
- ..

occurred where new administratbrs‘pr multiple programs had impoéed new

committee structures on the school without disTantllng existing onés or
\" had

o e s B

reconsidering their role. Some principals and ° resource personnel acted to
- (] - ’\

streamline cumbersome committee structures. “'hére duplicativerstructures

persisted, their tasks Gften ovérlapped and staff reported frustration and

BESERCE |

. -

#The use of paraprofessipnals in this capacity was standard practice in
this school's district--a: custom we encountered nowhere else.

. 3y
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In. other cases the problem lay not‘®with the committee striuctures but
L' [y * ’

-«
~

with the proliferacion of recordkeeping requirements over time. It often

appeared that conscientious staff had imposed these problems on themselves.
Each working group had devéloped detailed objectives and documentation

procedures for its component. However, no one had assumed resbénsibility

>

for looking at the plan as a whole to assess the comblned 1mpact of these
requlrements. Au a result, recordkeeplng requ1rements tended to accumulate N
over .time, eventuall; becomlng unwieldy. -At one school where thls ) J :
occurred, external rev1ewers recommended that the staff el;mlnate

. e

redundancies in their recordkeeping procedures._,Howevef. no one at the

.

.

school was willing to accept the responsibility for deciding which records

" .

to eliminate.

CONTENTS OF, THE. WRITTEN PLANS .
The written plans from.the schools we visited were ysuéilf

comﬁilatfonswofwthe component-level plans, supplemented by whatever

descriptive information the program's sponsoring agency required. Although -
. IS v - - : i

-the programs differ in the number and nature of components they reQu%re. we

were struck by the . similarity across schools and programs in the general

. - N N A,

format of the written plans. - i - < BT ¥
e - W

Wlthln each component the typical plan spec1f1ed performance ‘

B . .. PP »

objectlves. activities tg be carried out, a schedule for 1mp1ement1ng the \
act1v1t1es. and criteria or procedures for determlnlng whether each ‘

objective has been attained. In most plans, objectives were defined-}h . éﬁg

terms of studemt performance on standardized tests or other measures (e.g.,

"By June 1983, 61 percent of the students will score above the 50fh

-
. .

- .
.
. w
( - N ¢ *
. . .
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_performance levels alongside the performanceVobjectiGes. Oniy rarely did L

Other lists were longer and more specific:

'y 'S .

o

per¢entile qn the California Achievement Test;" "89 percent of ‘the students
will meet District Proficiency Standards in readiﬁg"). Some plans followed

a "discrepancy analysis" .model, which entailed listing current student

» -

anaIYSis of the discrepaacy éo beyond identifying the number of stugigfs ]

not. meeting the bbjective (or subtracting the actual mean percentile score

e M - ."

}rom the deslred score) to con51derat10n of possible causes for poor

performance. - \

Often the school plans' listings of activities amounted to a

deédriptign‘of.the school's instructional program in -thé -major subject

areas; Some descrlptlons were brief:
“The classroom teachers will dlagnose each student's skills, prescribe a
program, and evaluate each student's progress in mathematics.

The classroom teachers will utlllze the Mathematics ‘Around Us serieg .or
Developlng Mathematlcal Processes daily.

The classroom teachers w1ll utilize flexible groupings .for math
1nstruct10n. .

A”The~c1assroom teachers w1Jl prov1de appropriate manjpulative materlals
for instruction, re1nforcement and- enrichment.

The pringipal and. teachers will purchase supplementary instructional
supplies with .appropriate project funds as needed. .

(excerpt frpm\éischgpl\plan,-mathématics
componeut) .

-

.Staff will compare results for individual student achievement by
analyzing Item Analysis of CAT taken ip Spring 1980 Retest in Spring
1981.

Test and place new students and record student's progress on ‘group -and
individual math continuum profiles. ,
.Teacnnrs will -evaluate student progress toward Mastery of Proficiency
~Standards and report this to parents.

Students will be grouped. flexibly according to skill qgeds and be




- o

provided with appropriate instruction and grouping based on results of

diagnostic data. Both heterogeneous and homogeneous gcouping will ‘be

observed.

Students will use a variety of materials, experiences.and instructional
* methods in response to individual needs.

Students will be provided with multi-media activities in Spanish and
Engllsh in the Media Centér, Learning Center, and classrooms.

Math time drill tests will be provided for all 1-4 staff Tests w111 be
organized sequentially for grades l-4 in the areas of addition, -
subtraction, multiplication, and division.

-

Low achievers, identified by continuous diagnostic procedures, will
receive intensive skill development in their specifit area of weaknes
in math. They will be observed worklng with manipulatives, taking math
drills at their appropriate levels, Schoolhouse Math, tape math drills,
using chalkboards to record answers; ‘playing games which reinforce the
facts they havé learned, d;illing each other on math facts...

ngh achlevers identified through daily performance will be provided
opportunities for continuous growth in the areas of their interests in
math. They will be observed working on advanced skills using skill
booster activities; doing peer tutoring or drilling...

(excerpt from a school plan, mathematics
component) °

Although these two -excerpts differ consideraBly with respect to th;
level of deta;; presented, they are both examples taken from comprehensive
written plans:’ Comprehensive pians contained deécriptious of the
instrﬁctional’program for the major subject areas. The descriptions,
typically identified the types of materials to be used the types of services
to be ptovided, and ‘the types of testing to be carrled out. The more detailed
plans even listed the types of activities iq which stydents should be
engaged. However, the comprehensive plans typically included little or no

information regarding: (1) how the activities, materials, and services

i -

_described were different from the instructional program currently in place,

or (2) how changes in curriculum and instruction would be introduced and.

supported. In addition, the connection between activities listed under staff
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We found. some plafis that differed from the comprehensive plans in three

ways. First, instead of describing the school's instructional program, they

identified one or more limited sequences of related activitiés. Second,

- 3 3 . 3 = M - hd -
changes ‘in curriculum and instruction, management practices, or school
. - ' ”»

climate=-rather than higher test scores--were identified as the immediate:
b

objectives of these actions. Third, these plans tended to be briefer and more
’ [y -

focused thaii the comprehensive plans, which often ran té 50 or more pages.

An excerpt from a focused school plan follows:

~
-

Identified Need’

1. Based upon the results of the 'school needs asséssment (70 percent of
the respondents indicated that an effective :schoolwide :reading and .
mathematics program was definitely not characteristic of. the school) and
a consensus of the school planning group (the utilization of a single
basal reading and a single mathematics textbook series to provide
systematic and integrated instruction in reading and math as well as the
use of schoolwide reading and math periods are recognized as sound
educational practices), there is a need to implement .coordinated
schoolw1de readlng and mathematics programs.

Proposéd Soluticn

la, To select and pﬁrcﬁase a single reading basal and mathematics
textbook series for grades 1-6.

1b. To implement the schoolwide reading and mathematics prog}am.
Activities

lal. Basic Skills Subcommittee and prinicipal will analyze various
basals and math textbooks against the following criteria: conforms tog
district and schodl goals and objetives for effective instruction in

-« reading and math by late Februatry 1980, '

la2. Subcommittee will organize information and write and disseminate a
report of findings to principal, staff, and'parents by early March 1980.

1a3. Principal will provide input into subcommlttee recommendations and
present (for discussion) the one recommended basal and math textbook
series to be purchased (at March faculty conference and PTA meeting).

la4., Member of subcommittee will order basal and math textbook séries

for grades 1-6 by April 1, 1980 to insure that each reading and math
group in all classes can fully utilize the one series by Septémber 1980.

A
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group in all"classes can fully utilize‘the one series by September 1980.

laS. Evaluation of selection and pulrhase of basals and math textbook
series. 4 ‘

1bl. Teachers will structure classroom reading and math programs to
conform- to schoolwide policy: at 1east two basal readlng groups
(perhaps more) and two math groups (perhaps more) will be set up to meet
heterogeneous class ‘needs. by September 1980

1b2. Staff development activities de51gned to train staff in the
effective use of  the basal and math text will be presented for all
classroom teachers on -a grade~by~grade basis .during September and
October 1980 by the publishers of the reading .and math series purchased.
Agendas and minutes will be distributed ‘to staff, - -

1b3. Staff development activities deslgned to train staff in the
effective coordination of instruction, in. reading and math, from grade
to grade will be scheduled for all classroom teachers duriag November
~and Decéember 1980. These workshops will be given..by. reading and: math
coordinators from the dlStrlCt office. Agendas will be distributed to
staff ‘prior to- workshops Minutes of workshops will be distributed: to
‘"staff follow1ng sessions. -

1b4. Intra- and 1nter~grade conférencgs related to coordination of
instruction in reading and math will be ‘held on a monthly basis starting
January 1981 and held by a school- based reading and/or math teacher
Agendas and minutes will be d1str1bufed to staff

_1bs. Teachers will utilize only the recently purchased reading basals
and math texts as primary instructional tools in the classrooms.
. Teachers will follow prescribed instructional programs as presented in
o teacher's manual$ in reading and math, as well as learnings from staff
‘ development act.vities by the end of March 1981.

1b6. Evaluation of implementation- of schoolwide reading and math
. program. N ~

R}

The problem identified in this excerpt is described in terms of the school s
instructional program rather than students' performance on tests.. Thei
oroposed solution is directly related to the problew as. defined, and the 1ist'
of actirities constitutesla\sequenoe of stegs for.realizihg,the solution.
Instead -of trying to describe the school's reading and math program in full,
the authors of this plan concentrated on developing an outline of the actions

they would take to improve 1t The plan lists the respons1b111t1es of the

subcommittee, the principal, the teachers, and others, although it allows
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each group or individual flexibility in carrying out assigned tasks:

v

INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT ‘AND USES OF THE SCHOOL PLANS

In previous sections .of this dhapter we described thg'process through

’

which schools in our 'study formed planning groups and wrote their plams. We

-

found chat'school personnel followed program regulations and guidelines

. ¥

governing the planning .process closely. The composition of ‘most. planning

~

.

groups matched rEquiremeﬂts;-the written plans used suggested formats and
contained all required components.

The conpectién between the planning process and instructional
improvémentﬁig lesg straightférwand. We found some evidenceiof changes in
virtually every school we visited. wever, identifyiﬁg the iinkage between
the planningiprocess and the ;mpleméntatioh of.significant‘igstructional
chanées is complicated by several ﬁactors. Some factors are associated with
the limitations.of our study or‘features‘§f the prognams~themsé1§esh Others
stem from the multiple meanings attached to the éerﬁ."schoql—based
improvement" and the complexity of the structures and settings in which the

4

schools exist,
N S~

-

The major limitation introduced by.the design of our study is the -fact

that we were unable to observe changes firsthand. Our findings regarding

-

changes in schools' instructional programs and other uses of the written
pléns are based on school staff members' reports of events at their schools.
In all cases we interviewgdlprincipals, other administpatérs, tegcheré from
multiple grade levels, special program staff, and iﬁstructional aides (where
they were used) to ogiain information from as many internal perspectives as
possible.

45 :
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The second 1ihixation of our data on changes is the problem of

,attribucion. Did reported changes come about becgus% of the -school- based

—

programs, “or did they result from other 1nf1uences on the school? School

staff could not always trace. the hlstory of the changes they cited,

.

Classroom teachers, for example, kiew that they had begun u51ng a new reading

.serles or that they had developed lists of readlng ‘skills and student
objectives for each grade, but they were uncertaln as to the -original 1mpetus

for these chargés. By talklng to school and dlstrlct admlnlstrators, we were

usually able to‘galn some clarity on the question of attribution. 'However,

’
-

‘the iSéEe“Eaant be fully resolved.

As ndted above, the written plans often described curricula, grouding
practiees, and the 1ike without indicating whether these items amounted to
changes over existing apprpaches.f Our interviews helped us underseand what
had actually chahged at ‘the scho6ls. However, the ghterviews also revealed

that'éhéﬁges in the instructional program were not always paramount in the

-
v -

minds of the teachers. . o

rd
Several schools had recently acquired new principals. Others had

experieqced‘major chahges in.steff and' student populations (usually as a
result of school closings or ‘boundary shlfts) or cuts in fundlng 1eve1
Changes llke these were highly salient in the schools where they had
occurred . Sometnme; they appeared to serve as an impetus to reconsideration
of existinglinstructional practices. However,'organized efforts to respond
to major changes in staff, leadership, or student population constructively
usually followed several weeks or months of uncertainty. During this period
the planning grohps were not typically active. Pians made the previous year

‘

to the presence of a new principal or the influx of new teachers and

<

were put on hold or given less importance as staff members became accustomed




students. While this was occurring, the chahges teachers deséribed were n;t
1ikely to be the direct result qf thelschool&ide planning process.

In other casés_school staff cited gmprovemenfs th;t they aésociated with
the efforts of their planning groups. However, these éhaﬁges were ofLen

noninstructional in nature. The most common -example was development of

stﬁdent behavior codes spelled out in a handbook of school rules and ,

-

.policies. Teachers were virtually.unanimous in characterizing :these

'handbooks and policies as useful. They helped to resolve specific problems

and created a sense that the rules were_cClear to staff and students and that

- -

they were enforced consistently.

s

Many teachers we spoke with argued that the creation of an orderlf and

equitable school climate would lead to improvements in their students'

-academic performance. However, we noted a tendency for planning groups at

some schools to become preoccupied with issues of student management to the
- . !

exclusioﬁ of issues girectljsrelated to instruction. Development of rules
for students' behaviof in the lunchroom, dismissal prgzedures, policies
related to students who arrived at scﬁool early, etc., continued to occupy
the group's attention even in schools where we judged the atmosphgre to be
very 6f&erly. .

Where school councils devoted a sizeable portion of their attention to
the ins£ruétional components of their written plan, their priﬁary concern was
sometimes compliance‘rather than change. These councils often devoted
considerable time to -meeting and to prepéring plans that followed prescribed
formats éloseiy. School staff were familiar with the contents of their plans
and reported ‘that the plgns were used regularly. For the most part,_however,

planning groups at these schools focused their attention on documenting

fidelity to the written plan rather than on using the plan as a means of
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changing their instructional program. Coordinators or component groups

‘. ‘distributed lists of objectives and activities from the plan to teachers

-

periodically (uéually monthly). Teachers were.ins§;ucted to check off items
they completed and return the list to the group or Ehe coordinatér;‘

Teachers at these schools somefzﬁes characterized the checklists as
N 9

" coordinators and planning group

T s g b L .

members cited the value of hav1ng "documentatlon that we're follow1ng our

helpfal remlnders that "keep us on our toes;

—————

R e Ty

plan. However, little in the planseagd checklists prompted teachers to do—
things differently—Jto use new materials, groubing practices, or teaching
*

techniques. Staffs tended to vie@itggir'plang as contracts wﬁich they were
expecfed to fulfill rather than'as wogking documents thaf they could change
as apprdpriate. They wrote their plans conservatlvely, settlng obJectlves
cautlouslﬂrand empha5121ng careful recordkeeping over changes in

{ . , s

instructional practice. -

ah
We found examples of this emphasis on fidelity in most of the programs.

However, it appeared more often in schools with several years of experience
in programs that called for written plans and that periodically sént out
monitoring tems to visﬁt participating schools. Staff in these schéols were
very concefned about the need to demonstrate to outsiders: that they had
obeyed all the rules and had followed their written plans closely.

We found some planning groups that focused directly onsstrengthening the
instructional program. Usually these groups concentrated on: the

curriculum——the content of instruction. They became involved: in

standardizing the curriculum within grade levels and articulatgng instruction

across grades. Group members reported selection ‘of a schoolwide reading
series, development of performance objectives coordinated across grade

levels, and similar activities as their major accomplishments. Less often

—



councils were involved iA efforts to éxamine and impfbve teaching
practice--the coqdﬁct of instruction in the classroom.

Plépning grouﬁs'that focused théir'efforts on improving curriculum and
ihsgructiqn were characterized Qy the présehce of an instructional ieader who
wp?ked ;}osely with the group, This leader wao an individual knowledgeabie

about curriculum and instruction who voiced definite ideas about problems in

-

the school's instructional program’and about changes that would alleviate

At
. K .

these problems. . .

TS e e et ) “ oo
> ACCOUNTABILITY AND PROGRAM MONITORING
. Méchanisms for monitoring the process and impacts of planning are an 5

important element of school-based programs. . Although monitoring procedures
vary across programs, we focus here on. the qual;tatibe approach known as the

__"school review" or '"prfogram’ review". In this approach to monitoring, teams

-

from the sponsoring agency -or néarby districts visit participating schools.
The review team typically interviéws staff members, observes in classrpoms;
and checks records maintained by the teachers and the school over a period- of
two to three days. Part of the‘tedm's job is to monitor compliancé with
program regulations (for schools with multiple special p;ograms, sevérél sets
. of regulations may be involved). The other part of their job is to examine
N the mechanism and process of school-based planning and to assess the
implementation of the'scho?l plan. o . -
At the schools we visited, perceptions of the balance between. these two
aspects of éhe review team's job‘were_typically quite different from the
YiewS»expressed by the sponsoring agency. Sponsoring agenc§ staff emphagizedy

-

the qualititative aspects of the review visits, regarding them as an advance

over compliance checks because team members can view instruction in the
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classroom and offer recommendations for improvements. School staff, on the

other hand, perceived complidnce as the emphasis, reporting that review teams
. TR - * .

checked to see not only whether they had obeyed all the regulations but also

v

to see whether they had followed their written s&hpol plan. " "o

Although teachérs'and'principals were often critical of the.;:;:;;ff\\\

review visits, they devoted considerable energy to preparing for them. (The
frequency with which a school is visited varies across programs, ranging from

s - .

about three to five years.) A review visit was a major event in the school
year. Teachers spent a-good deal of time making sure that their iesson plans
and student records were up to déQe and that their classrooms, were arragged
properly. Schopl plaqs wére écru%%nizedvso that Fvidence could be‘producei/,/
to dem;n§trate that planned acﬁiw%ties were proceeding on schedule.

kehearsals for the visit were common practice. In one school we visjited, .two
'rehgarsals had been held: one with school staff and parents act@hg as the
review team, the othegswith district personnel serving as pradiice reviewers.

Because of the way we selécped our sample, we were not surprised to
learn that most of'the schools had haﬁ "good"’re}iews——i.e.,»mainly positive
findings. Reviewers‘maae some suggestions for‘improvement, aighough staff
usually dismissed the suggestions ﬂand rejected "bad" reviews generally) as
based on sketchy evidenge or as "impractical for our particular school™.

We noted two diffeéént ways in which a "good" review seems to affect a
school’s staff. One schocl had beeh‘reviewed near the end of a particularly
difficult year. It had acquired a new principal, who br&ught with him half
‘the staff and students. from his old school~£which'had been closed at the end

of the previous year). Staff already at the school had to adjust to two

major changes: the new principal’s management style, which differed marﬁedly.

from that of his predecessor, and the presence for the first time of a large /,<\7
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number of disadvantaged and low-achieving children. A construction project

A

. had fallen seriously behind schedule, leaving the. staff with no good place to

old meetings for most of the school year. The favorabig report from the
" rewiew team appeared to have boosted éeveryone's spirits, leaving them with a

sense .that the year had gone well in spite of early tensions and problems.

In an;ther school the staff reported no particularly noteworthy events during

the year; tQ: review team’s favorable report signalled to this staff that

they were doipg a good job. Although the academic performance of students at
)*ﬁ "

this school had not shown improvement and was still below average for the

districtL:teach;>§ did not seem.to feel ‘that improvement was needed. Thus,

\

while a good review tan contribute to staff morale, it may also risk

encouraging complacené}\
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3. ANALYSIS: - WHAT WORKS AND. WHY

The findings preséhted in Chapier 2 demonstrate that schbols are able

2 -

to- form planning‘grouﬁé, develop written plans, and implement changes. But
these changes are typically noninstructional in nature; it is rare for the
ﬁianniqg process to lead to changes in instructional practices. In the

-

first part of this chapter we analyze why there is little connection

. . L]
.bétween the planning process and instructional change. In the second pért
of the chapter we present our model of what is needed if planning is to

lead to instructional improvement. ' (

ANALYSIS ;. .

The planning process is the centerpiece of the school—bas;d strategy
for instructional improvement. It is ;he—meChahism through which school
staff are to define reforms appropriate to their school. Thus, our finding
sthat planning rarely leads to instructional chaige calls into question one
of the basic assumptions of gchool—based programs. *

We think there are two sources of explanation for the lack ‘of

connection between planning and instructicnal change, and we discuss them

L

in turn below. The first is the content of the planning proces§. If
instruction ig not the main focus of planning, one would not eipect
instructional change to result. The second is the relationship between the
plans and their implementation. Even if plans for change focus on
instruction, there may be little .connection between th? plans and

+

subsequent actions.
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CONTENT OF THE ‘PLANNING PROCESS . %
- x

One source of explanatlon for the lack of 1nstructlonal change is théL, L

content of the planning process. We should méntion at the outset that the N

-

content of this_process rarely corresponds perfectly to what is written up

in a formal plan. What a plannlng group actually talks about, which we

.
~ ‘l

" typically differs from the written plan for a
. 1

call the group's "agenda,

number of obviousvreasons. Plans.xendxto berwritten conservatively both

LN

because they represent group consensus and because they are written to

conform to program requirements, The latter is particularly true for

R

progréms that monitor whether stagf are doing what the plan says; school

staff are not likely to put into writing p1ans whose 1mplementatlon is_ -

problematic. Therefore, the following dlscusslon concerns the planning

group's agenda«—the plans for whlch they have the most enthusiasm and

\

support‘-—rather thdn the content of the written plan.

Planning groups typically develop agendas that, focus on .

LN

noninstructional aspects of. the school (e.g., discipline policies,
. -
communftf relations, physical plant improvements). As we desFribed in
Chapter 2, the central aim of these noninstructional efforts is usually to
enhance the qualitu of life %or the school's staff and clients. One reason
for deueloping 3 noninstructional agenda is a belief that such changes are
prerequisite to instructional improvement. ‘Noninstructional agendas are
particularly common in schools beset by Sehavior problems, absenteeism, and
vandalism. In such schools, staff and pnrents do not expect much teaching
en& learning co occur; ‘they have more immediate concerns ?bout personal
safety and standards éor,behavior. .

!

There are several other reasons for planning groups to gravitate

£ ,
toward noninstructional problems. One is that they tend to be viewed as
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_actions are to be taken in what situitations.

collective problems-~schoolwide issues which‘affégt everyone and therefore

require schoolwide solutions. Another is that groups find it comparatively
” . ‘\ i} . -
easy Lo reach consensus on the definition of such~pf?blems (e.g., we have

to get rid of drugs on the playground and get studédﬁ§ into classrpoms) and

on proposed solutiops (e.g., we need a new discipline éoge). ﬂorgoyerziin . 3
. . L PR w b e

the noainstructional domain, teacliers can specify solutions at an -

operational level, For example, a popular solution to discipline prob%ems

was to institute &n "assertive discipline" policy which Specifies what
R

In contrast, insqyuctional problems tend to be viewed as
within-c1lgésroom -problems whose -definitions and solutions depend upon the

idiosyncrasies of particular students and teachers (Lortie, 19753.‘ Trying .
Eoidgflhe and soive such problems in a group is both .difficult and '

-

potentially threatening to teachers 5ecau§e it.requires public admission of

problems. In addition, individual teache;s are not a particularli good
- : °

] : ‘ ; o
source of congrete plans to ilupt~ve their own teaching,

n

‘Planning groups respond té the diffiqulties of dealing with |
instructional issue; not only by spending most of their time on .
noninstructional problems but also by treating instructional issues at the
level of goals and objectives (usually expressed in terms of stident
outcomés). At this level, the issugs can be stated in schoolwide terms. *
The planning group can avoid difficulties by sidestepping issues of what L s b

changes in teaching behavior are required to attain the goals and how these

Al

changes can be implemented. .

In the few schools we visited in which agendas focused on .changes in

L] - N

instructional practices in the-classroom, such content was inevitably tlie

Y

result of leadership from a ch;;éq\?gent, the ﬁrinﬁiyal, or another gtnff!

LY

Y

A . £
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member. The person exercising leadership had a vision of effective

ingtructional practices® that applied across teachers and classrooms. The
leader uséd“thg»pianning process as -a vehicle for inéroducing teachers to

his/her viSion of effective instruction and elaborating this instructional
. /,:/" . o .
agenda to fit the particulars of ‘the school. (Later in this chapter, we

-

disguSé“théirole§\played by the leader and the -planning process in

attaining instructional improvement.)

a

<

IMPLEMENTING THE AGENDA o ‘ Lo
Once a planning group has devgloped~an agenda, the task of N .
iﬁplemeﬁtihg_it rémains. We have ‘analyzed the implementation process for

s

\différent types of agendas in relation to two apparently important

prerequisites: "ownership" and a sense of efficacy. The major premise of
] 14 , , jor pre

- .

[

“a school-based strategy is that teachers are more likely to implement
changes when they‘have participated in their design; the planning process

is intended to gengerate this sense of ownership. "Ownership" is usually
. \
thought to encompaé% the need for reachers to (1) have an opportunity to

[y

exercise influence (in this case, on the agehda),‘and~(2) see the plans for
change as consistent with their own beliefs (McLaughlin, 1978; Duke,
1482y Opportunities to exert influence anq‘ébmpatibie beliefs are
necessary but nbf'at ali:sufficient to bring about change. Teachers must
also know how to do ‘things diféerently and belieye they are capaéle of

&
changing théir behaviors in ways dictated by the agenda. (See Bandura,

*

1977, on .self-efficacy.) )

Nuninstructional agendas are implemented with relative ease. For

-

#We thank Dan Duke for suggesting this phrase.

.. 9%
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-noninstructional changes and specify how to implement the changes.

example, new, discipliné poligies were the change most commonly cited as
having resulted from the planﬁihg proceSs in the -schools we visited. The
planning process providéed an opportunity for teachers to influence the
development of discipline policies, and all staff often -shared beliefs
about tﬁe nature of discipline problems and appropriate solutions.

Moreover, planner$ could reach agreement on the operational details of

- ~N
Teacbg;i\ﬁpew they were to post rules in their classrooms, for example.

Thus, it is .not diFFicult to establish feelings of ownership and efficacy

Y

in the development of noninstructional agendas, and this leads to their

implementation. . ) -

‘In contrast, instructional agendas are rarely implemented. Planning

groups typically define instructional improvement in terms of goals and

objectives by grade level and subject area. Thevplanning process often
succeeds in creating feelings of ownership; opportunities fo;ginfluencing
the agenda exist agd, at the level of goals and'ébjectives; heliefs are
usually shared. But, as we described in Chapter?Z, planning groups only
rarely tfansléte their goals into operational steps to be taken to bring
about the desired improvements. Consequently, feelings of efficacy are
unlikely to result. Thg groups' agendas draw éttention‘to the outcomes of
instruétion but stop short of providing concreteAguidancg for actions
teachers can take to improve students' academic performance. Without a
clear sense of what'is expected of them and how to act differently,
teachers will not feel capable of implementing the agenda, even whén they
have influenced its development and share its assumptions.

Developing this sense of capability in a majority of teachers is no
small task. It is not simp;y a matter of including a section in the

50 .
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wg—ig;gn..plgn.t;bag;ﬁdescrigés;actiqns_tp“be.takenh although this is certainly

a starting point. Many teachers, particularly those most in.need of -

‘— gy o- 3 . . . . . ny -
improvement, need role models-and direct assistance in the classroom.

Thus, it is hardly surprising that in those instances in: which
instructional changes were!evident,~wg3£6ugaian instructional leader who
provided models gnd assistance. The léqdef ;ot only had a -clear sense of
the specific actions that téachers ;eeded to take to implement

instructional changes but was able to provide assistance tailored té- the

- -

needs of iﬁdividual teachers.
Th&s, we conclude that the planning‘bfbéess component of scﬁdol;based

programs is necessary‘but noé sufficient to produce instructional

‘impf0vement. It ig necessary for the very»reaan edVisageq‘by the: program

. planners: teachers are more likely to implement changes whose design- they

4 -

have had the opportunity to influence. But it ig insufficient because it

| -~

lacks instructional content and implementation tactics. The planning

¢

pfocess by itself also lacks -the intellectual leadership necessary both for

i 2

injecting content and for guiding the planning process in a way that meets
the assumptions of school-based programs. As a result, planning groups

tend to become preoccupied- with noninstructional issues (demonstrating,

L

/ incidentally, that the process does work in this domain), or thgy\define

instructional issues in terms of 'student outcomes rather than changes in

~

curriculem and instruction.

A MODEL FOR INSTRHGTIONAL IMPROVEMENT

Our analysis points to the need for more than a planning process if

t .

instructional improvement is to result. There need to be mechanisms for
injecting instructional content into the process and for assisting teachers
O
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with impiementing changesl In this section wevp;bpose a model for
instructional improvement that fills in these missing éieces. Our modél
éresents several ‘conditions that maximize the likelihood of,a planning
process leading to instructional improvement; We have orgaqlzed‘these

conditions into three components: an instructional agenda, instructional

'1eader5hip, and a process for changing behavior.

AN INSTRUCTIONAL AGENDA

¢

Above we introduced the term "agenda" to CSnnote-thé\content of the -
planning prgcess: In our model, guparticularzkind of agenda--an
‘instructional agenda-<is one of three necessary conditions for
idstructional improvement. We do not propose a specific agenda; inééeadAwe
identify a set of characteristics of agendas that we fqﬁnd té be a§sociated
with subsequent instr;c;ional chanée. Four characteriéticé;together define
7 an.ihétructionar agenda: (1) it has.an instructional cog@,,CZ)‘it is
fOCuséd and p;ioritizéd, (3) it is action orienteh; and (4). it is realistic

-

with respect to available resources and time.

AN INSTRUCTIONAL CORE. An ins;rﬁctional agenda, byvdefinitioh, must
.focus explicitly on issues concerning classroom iﬂstructién?k Many other
issues may demand attention (discipline, comminity relations, schedulihg,
etc.), but these conqernS*should'noﬁ*be;the core of the agenda. To the
extent that noninstructional change$ are viewed as prerequisite to
instructional changes, they should -be included iﬁ-the agenda in a way that
makes explicit‘their connection to eventual instructional changes. =Thus:
for example, the need for a clear digcipline policy or a longer reading

period would be subérdinate to plans for improving reading instruction to

increase comprehension ‘and would be tied directly to these plans. When




-

noninstructipné} iséues.are at the core of an agenda, they become ends in
themselves and the ﬁz&t steps are- lost. i
FOCUSED AND PRIORITIZED. A common pitfall in the development of
_impr6§émentrplans is to try t; cover—everythiﬁg--to do something“Aew.in
evéry -area or to.address every problem identified. A pianning group can

generate an infinite number of ideas, many of which may be good, but which,

taken together, require spréading energy and resources too~thinly to be

effective in any one area. Instructional changes are more likely to occur

when the‘agenda concéntrates on a few areas (see Purkey & Smith, 1983) and
when the pieces fit together. Agendas~that.propose unrelated changes iqj
ﬁany areas are likely to result in an array of uncoordinated, superficialﬁ
changes that have little to dq with teaching behavior. To be successful,
an égenda needs to have goals and ac;i?ities that are limited, prioritized,
and connected.

ACTION ORIENTED. In additioﬁ to having an instructional focus with
clear priorities, agendas must go beyond the usﬁal statements of goals
(e.g., desired student outcom;s). The gbals must be copnected to specfic
actions that teachers can take to insure that goals not attainable in the
past can be reached. Spelling out the differences between these actions
and cur:ent practices is also important. In addition, the agenda sh&uld
incorpo;éte some sorﬁ of implementation strategy; at the least, the agenda
sﬁould identify £he kind and amount of assistance teachers will need to
implement the changes.

REALISTIC. For an agenda to be successfully implemented, it must be
realistic about the amount of time the changes will take and the resources
that are needed. Resources include the talents and skills of the school

1

staff as well as financial resources: For example, plans to increase the

59
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might reflect plans to implement 'a new reading series, but if staff are not

probably fail.

I

time available for instruction by eliminating recess periods take little in

’

‘the way of time, staff capabilities, ,or funds. In contrast, plans to

increasé teachers' skill in questioning techniques may take several years
to fully implement and may require considerable resources..(e.g., for’

deVéiob;ng a schoolwide inservice program). An apparently simple agenda

N

familiar with the new series and consultant help is not available or

affordable, the agendé is not realistic. .
Another_déménsioﬁ‘of realism is fléxibiiity. Schools are constantly
affected by 3npredictable changes'in enrollment, faculty, district
direttives,'étate'requirement§, and so on. These influences ;re a fact of
life in public éducat;on;'agendas that ignore them. will run into problems.
Obviéusly, agendas cannot fotally predict future circumstances. However;

an agenda that assumes identical conditions over a three year period, '

ignores the schocl calendar, or is bound to a rigid time schedule will

INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP

Our analysis‘§uggests that planning groups ar; not likely to develop
instructional ageﬂdas themselves. ‘Where we observed instructional ageﬁaas,
they were the result of ieadership exercised by a persoﬁ who brought to the
planning group a vision pf effective instruction and an zmplementation
strategy. Therefore, the second component of our model is i?éh an
instructional leader--a person who can translate his or hér ;ision of
effective instruction into an appropriate and feasible agenda for the

particulér school. In addition to instructional expertise and a vision of

effective instruction, the instructional leader must have (1) considerable
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inside knowledge of the school, (2) credibility in the eyes of the school‘
staff, and .(3) strosg interperéonal skills.. This is a tall order.

The principal is generally thought tb be the most likely candidate for
instructional leader. Yet principals-often lack instructional expertise.
and intérpegsonal skills. Other candidates include assistant principals
and other middle managers (e.g., resource teachers and program )
coordinétoré) as wéll as classroom teachers. Staff other than the

principal may have less credibility with the teachers although they may

have more instructional expertise. Teachers, in particular, are rarely in

@ position to assume leadership .over other teachers.

The other possiblé source for 1eadersﬁip is someone from outside the
school, sudh as the liaisons in the NYC—SIP“program. Because outside
change agents do not iﬁitially.have detailed inside knowledge ;f the‘
school, they can fill the role of leader only if they can spend
considerable time in the school. WHéther the leader comes from inside or
outside the school, khe stronger his or her skills in the above domains,
the more effective he or ;hé will be in carrying out the activities

i

described below (Louis, 1981; Fullan, 1982).

THE PROCESS OF CHANGING BEHAVIOR

This section discusses: how an instructional leader can use the
planning process to achieve the c;nditions that will iead to instructional
.mprovement in the classroom. For Eeacﬁers to change their behaviors, they
must feel a senseiof ownership of the agenda and a sense of efficacy.
T@achers feel»owner;hip when they have an obportunity to shape the agenda
and the agenda is congruent Qith their beliefs. Teachers feel efficacious

A

when they are clear about what they are being asked to do and they have the
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lskills to-do it.

-

The concept of efficacy is closely relatéd to teachers" expectations
for their students. Teachers' beliefs that their students are incapa(le of
learning are intimately tied to their beliefs about their own abilitie§ to

. . . - ) . . N i
teach. Whether teachers attribute low achievement more to themselves or to

the students, they are more likely to change their own behavior when th?y
1
— Vo

The planning process provides a vehicle ideally suited to establishing

have clear goals and the skills to do things differently.

4
\

ownership and efficacy when an instructional leader is present. Given a \
vision of effective instruction, Ehe leader's -goal is to franslate the, }
. \
preliminary agenda into an instructional agenda appropriate for the k
particular school in a way‘that establishes the feelings of o&ﬁership and

efficacy. 1

BUILDING OWNERSHIP. The first step of the agenda-building process is \
a "needs assessment." This stép can be used for two purposes: first, to

learn moré about the srecifics of the school (including the strengths and

weaknesses of the -teachers) and--second, to begin educating the planning
group to see instructional problems in terms consistent with the

preliminary agenda.

Whether the leader is a change agent.of staff member, a needs ‘ \
assessment provides an opportunity to seek out the stgff's and parents" \
perceptions and opinions and to gain insight into the school's culture,
norms, and informal organization. To the extent that the leader can ) \

- establish trust during the needs éssessment, the process of soliciting | . \

information and opinions can contribute to teachers' feeling a stake in the

-

process even if they are not members of the planning group.

Information gathered during a needs assessment is open to any number
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of interpretations, but leaders can guide the ipterpretation of the
{ .

assessment in two ways. First, they can structure the assessment in

«

advance to fit their own -preliminary agenda (gathering data in those areas

which their vision of effective instruction dictates). For example, in

NYC—SIP‘the.needs assessmént is structured around Edmonds' five "effective

. —_— ) A )
schools" factors. This structure, combined with the liaison's intensive
work ;n gathering information through interviews with staff ard in
compiling the results, insures that th;'flndlngs will point to the need for
the very activities that the liaison has already énvisaged. Second, evén
if the needs assessment is broad and not structured in advance by the
leader's aéenda, a skilled leader cah extract from the data evidence‘that
is compatible with his/her agenda.*

The next step in the process is translating the agenda into specific
.gdéls and. actions appropriate to the particular school. This stage, like
the needs assessment, should give teachers an opportunity to influence the
agenda. Whether‘teache}s take advantage of this opportunity is less
imbortant than their feeling that they had it (Duke, 1982). Members of the

planning group have a direct opportunity to influence the agenda if their

meetings are run in a way that seriqqsly solicits their input. Whether

¥

teachers.outside the planning group be .eve they can influence the agenda
depends upon their feeling well represented on the group or their having
access to another channel for input. If teachers do not feel adequately

represented by their peers, the ieader can solicit their input directly

- - . P e e

L
* This description of the leader's role in the needs assessment may smack
of heavy handed manipulation to -some. Our re'sponse is that behavioral
change does not occur spontaneously; it requires vision and leadership.
Good leaders are those who can réalize their visions without being
perceived as manipulative--not without being manipulative in the sense of
influencing the attitudes and behaviors of others.
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‘training, etc. that are needed. If tﬁis has not hapééned~during the

(e.g., through the needs assessment) or through another mechanism (e.g.,

faculty meetings or a suggestion box).

BUILDING A SENSE OF EFFICACY. The planning, process should also leave

_teachers feeling capable of implqmentiné the actions specified in the

agegdé. if‘teachefs have taken advantage of the opporéunity to shape the
ageﬁda,,they probably will have discussed the éxtent to which they feel
able to implement the plans. In Ehis case, the agenda may well inclﬁdg the
specific actions expected of teacheres and tﬁe'anitionéi support,

planning process, however, particular attention must be paid to the -need
for ‘teachers to‘believé that improvement is within their grasp. This‘

requires, first, that teachers believe that what they do has an impact on

‘their students and, second, that they have éonqrete\guidance; examples, and

a

assi§tance in applying the agendé to their own classrooms.

The instructional leader can use a variety of approaches to establish
these condiﬁipné. The agenda is a starting point. If the agenda is shared
with all staff and commun}cates.clear instr;ctionql goéls (éo that-teachers
"finally know what is é;pected_of them"), action steps; and an

implementation strategy (including any needed assistance), the likelihood

that teachers will feel capable of changing is increased.® In addition,
. - .

the leader can use a variety of methods for providing assistance. Vaisits

to. other schools, for example, give teachers the chance to see new

. #There has been some success with direct ‘attempts to change teachers'

attitudes -towards students in schools where low expectations is the .norm.
For example, in Mllwaukee Maureen McCormack-Larkin developed a program
designed spec1f1ca11y to raise teachers' expectations for students.
Through a series of semlnars, teachers were educated about the sources of
their low expectations (e 8., how the media and their own training
contributé to low expectations for poor and minority students) as well as
the assumptions underlying different models designed to compensate for poor
educational backgrounds.
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-
approaches that have been sucgégsful in circumstances similarzto their own.
Other assistance techniques include helping groups of teachers work
together to, develop successful instructional strategies, working with

individual teachers in the classroom, and so on. There is no one "best"

*

form of assistance; the success of any combination of methods depends upon

" the strengths and weaknesses of the leader, the staff, and the school

~
$

+

context.




4. IMPLICATIONS FOR PROGRAM SPONSORS ' )

|

. .

- - /

Our findings indicate several ways in -which program characteristics

influence what happens in schools. Moreover, our model has implications:

for program design and support. Ir this chapter, we draw the implications
for program planners and sponsors.

School—based.prdgram§‘can be sponsored by federal, state, or local

. . . -
education agencies. There are even -examples of programs sponsored by

. . R .
advocacy groups- or community groups. Obviously there are significant .

differences among types of sponsors. Because our purpose is to call
N . - . e ; -

L4

attention to issues and illustrate connections between program design and

school responses, we do not distinguish-among sponsor types except where
' &

v

the differences have major implicatiocns.

~ < ' . v -
We discuss issues of designing and supporting school-based improvement

programs under four categories: school selection, resources, regulation,

and accountability mechanisms. ' :

SCHOOL SELECTION
Limited resources are a fact of life in public education, a fact that

always argues for.investing in efforts most likely to benéfit from the i

investment: In school-based programs, under the assumption that only a
subset of all schools will be included, the criteria for selection must .

i
combine school need and likelihood of success. In the previous chapter we

-
-»

. concluded that the presence of an instructional leader is essential fox

instructional improvement: Clearly then, the likelihood for success is

- »

a N <

.maximized by choosing schools that already have strong instructional

\ N
leaders. . Yet these are the very schools most likely to improve without any

Ld ~
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instructional improvement is. extremely difficult to accomplish, even in the

-chance of 'success by selecting schools that provide some assurance that

there is staff support for the improvement effort.¥

T e

"

outside intervention. On the other hand, choosing schools with serious

. ]

instructional problems, little commitment to improvement, and no leadership

«
.
.
i
I\ v
- . -

maximizes the "need" criterion but lessens the probability of future

v . -

(3

success. ! s
. /

. . . v i

v

It is possible to strike a ‘balance between these two criteria by

selecting schools with a cléar need for assistance in instructional.

»
A

improvement and with staff who demonstrate willingnéss. to improve. Because

t ) .
best of circumstances, it makes more- sense to invest infschoplé where the

.

staff demonsﬁra;e some commitment to the idea of instructional improvement
' h] x x - !

4

than in ‘those where no such commitment exists.™ Therefore, at a minimum a
; ‘

school improvement -effort should begin with a core of teachers willing to

take it on. In fact, most school-based programs have tried to maximi:e the:

2

1

Equally importaﬁt is the princ%pal's.support for change and for the
school-basedimodel. A princibaltgho i; actively opposed to the notion of
teacher involvement og‘disputes fhe-neéd for instructional improvement or '
the need for outside -assistance can undermine any improvement effort
yhétheg or not ghe other conditions are met. P .
Staff support can L& gauged in several w?ys; the.alt?rnatives reflect
trade-offs between accuracy of information and the expense of getting the
information. Expense ig minimized by selecting schcols that volunteer, on
the assumption that volunteering reflects staff support. However, this ‘ »
® An alternative is to try to create such 1nterest and commitment where it
doesn't exist. This is extremely challenging and probably out of the

question for a sponsoring agency removed more than one organizational level
from the school.
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assumption may be inaccurate if there are other ‘incentives operating, such

-
«

asithe possibiliéy of more honeynor political pressure (e.g., from the
district). For example, if fundihg goes to schools whose staffs claim

M v . 4 (3 k] (3 .
commitment to improvement on_ an application form, such claims are likely to

be-made whether commitment to change exists or not.

Cal—SIP, a state program, illustragéézéne approach to voluntary

parﬁicipation. In Cal-SIP, any public school can volunteer to participate;

[ v ]
the only restriction is that at least half the .participating . hools in a

14

district must he drawn from thoge scoring below the district median cn :

~ . . " g s j
achievement.. In theory, a school is 'not to volunteer until it has formed a
» v *

council of teachers, the principal, and parents who formélly decide whether

to apply for state funds. In practite, formation of the council usually

\

occuré after the principal or the district hasAdecided'ﬁhe school will
participate (on g:oﬁnds that may or may not reflect staff support).

As\we saw in Chapter 2, the district often playssa strong role in

~
~

determining which schools "volunteer'--a' role that may or may not reflect

the state's intent. How the district presents the opportunity to a school’

and the kind of support it offers can strongly influénce whether or not a

K ’

school volunteers. When school staff are involved in the decision, the

*main basis for their decision*is often to weigh the anticfpated new
resources agaig§t the additional paperwork. Once the procedq;es for .
voluntéering are followed on paper, tﬁere are no further check§ on the R
willingness of tﬁe principal and sta%f to change what tﬁey‘are doing.
Without spendipg‘cbhsidefgble time fn a school tal&ing~with teachef§
and the principal, it is difficult to ascertain the extent to which a group

of teachers and the principal are- willing to change. * Yet such interviews

are time consuming and costly., This approach is particularly difficult to

* s 68 |
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mplement when the sponsorlng agency is organlzatlonally dlstant from the
_school (e.g., a state or federal agency). In NYC-SIP, a local program,
?- S central prOJect staff 1nterv1ew school staff prior to selectlon to
detenmlne whether the principal is truly willing to open h1mse1f or herself

and the school to close scrutiny and whether teachers are also willing (as é
¢ ) .
> opposed to having the orogram forced on them by the pr1nc1pal) Even so,

the project dropped some schocls in whlch 1ia1sons found that the necessary

v

i openitess to sérutiny and support for‘change did not materlailze.
_— o Alternatively, one can imagine an approach in. which coﬁtiﬁded

. .. . *
5‘ participation 1s based on the results of the school's needs assessment or

¢ T

L written plan (see tne discussion of regulation, below). Schools that

rdentxfy instructional issues -and develop realistic; instruation-oriented
plans con@inue in the program.)lﬂhe questions about. this approach are. how
L such decisions are made ana by whom. _Feveral and state agencies, for

example, can r:quast such information f£rom schools, but they do not

N ¢ 4 hY
. necessarily have the staif or the -other sources of information to make
soun&fjudgmeh;s; Alternatively, district agencies, with staff in a

|
? | position tc know -ore abunt the individual schools, may be subject to more
- immediate political pressures in §elect1ng schools (a situataon that also

- holds if federal or state agencies delegate this respons1bi11ty to the

&istrlct)

" The matn rask associated with verifying the desice for improvement is

e

that those schools with the most deébeiate need for improvement vill be

eliminated by this process. The extent to which this concern should
influence choices about school selection.musq ulvimately rest on factors
such as the amuwurt of resources avaxlable, the competition for them, and

}3» ! O . ™ a . N
;i‘ o the availability of other sources of’ support for fmprovement in those ) .
PR ' - ' :
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schools. Ultimately, the best selection mechanism is one in which sound

/

human judgments are made on the basis of as much first-hénd information as

possible about the school's need and willingness to change. //

) : , : : ’/ RN / )
RESOURCES : / / o
' ' . /

The fact that instructionally effective schools inst without extra
‘ o /

infusions of money does not mean that changing an ineffective school into
) ' jo- .

an effective one is possible without resources (Cu?an, 1683). All the

~——
-

/

programs we studied provxded substant1a1 resources .in one form or another.,

_ /
NYC-SIP provides full-time change_agents who are efperienced educators; in,
' ) }

/ -

addition the project reimbﬁrses teachers for partiLipating in the plannin§
.. . /
group. Ca1—§IP provides funds directly to schoolJ. Schoolwide Projects

]
schools received state or local matching funds in addition to- their federal

. /
Title I (now Chapter 1) grants. ' : K N

-

Although schools do not necessarily require vast infusions of funﬁs to

. !
implement instructional improvaments, they do requiritresources to |

-

. !
approximate the model described in the preceding chapter. It is hard ;to

P . r
1mag1ne a schopl that does not need some sort of asslgkance ia developln"

/

the kind of 1e dershlp and planning that our model calfs for. The | -
f
aF
resources from an outside agency can take the f£orm of assistance (a change

agent who provides instructional leéadership or -leadership training 76r

\
, . {
selected staff members) or money (to purchase assistance, T;terials, time

for teachers to plan, etc.). Either is expensive because the assistance is
‘ ‘ ' \ i '
best provided in persen by someone who is familiar with the particulars of .

the school and able to spend considerable time working theref\ Logistical
consxderatlons ‘make it extremely difficult for federal or state g0vernments

to provi ': this kind of assistance directly.. They simply do not bave the

‘(
o
|
I
y
i

(23]
2
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staff. E;éﬁ‘gééidnal offices are~unli§ely to have enough qualified staff

to provide this type of .assistance on more than a demonstration basis.

. ’ . ' !

B - — ———— —_—— — {

At the federal level, some modéls,exis; for delivering assistance in
person. These include the National Diffusion Network and :other

dissemination efforts that use change agents, although these approaches

‘;ypically focus on spreading existing projects rather than encouraging

-

schQQl;based development of projects, Another model is the Technical .
A$Sistanée Centers (TACs) set up to provide assistance to- local staff in
evaluating their ESEA &itle I (now ECIA‘éhapter 1) projects. These
éehéers, which are independent contractors to theAfederal governmént, are
staffed with pro§§§sionals who share their expertise with local.staff
through regionalland local workshops, visits, and materials. Although a
far cry from-a full-time on—site chénge agént,’tﬁese types of. services are
more appropriate to-the assistance neeaed for school-based change than the
uéual booklets and guidelines issued by funding agencies.

. In general, the farther the funding agency from the school, the more .
aiﬁficult the provision of &echnical_assistance. For this reason,
assistaﬁce focﬁsed on developing leadership and organizational skills among
school staff might be a more promising strategy than assistgnce that must
be provided by exceptionaliy talented individuals; particularly if the
program sponsor is at the state or fedéral level. Districts are more’
likely to have a pool of administrators with cléssfoom experience who can,
as individuals cr teams, provide direct assistancé to schools.

If financial resourceés are to be probided directly to schools,
décigmons must be made about the améunt of money and the funding mechanism.
Funds can be provided through someitype of'formula grant as in Cal-SIP, in
which a scheool receives a grant based on the number and grade level of its

71
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students. Altérnatively, although we did not observe such a model, funds

could be tied to the plan itself; under this hypothetical model,
participétiﬁg schools might receive different amounts depending upon the
changes proposed in their plan. Thg_weakness of this approach is the

likelihood that plan writing would be driven by the anticipateéd funds.
Another hyégthetical model, which ex;énds the logic of the Schoolwide
;Projects of Title I, is to aliocaté funds based on“éhe numbig 6r proportion
of d%sgdvantaged students (yhich could be defihed to includeJld%—income?
limited English speaking, and handicapped).

The main message is that instructional improvement isn't free. To
approximate the model presented in the preceding'ghapterf schools need
help, and heip costs money. Program sponsors planning*ib launch a

3

school~based program with limited resources are urged to consider selection
criteria that limit the number of participaging schools rather than
gpreading.resources too thinly to benefit any of the schools.

Furthermore, the school selection criteria used could determine th;
type of resources provided. Sponsoré who emphasize the need fg;T
improvement will probably find it appropriate to provide schools +h
assistance (assuming, that skilled change agents are availablé to work in
the schools). On the other hand, sponsors who try to maximize the
likelihood of success by selecting schools with strong internal leadership

) N H

may find it more abpropfiate to provide the schools with funds for planning

and implementing instructional improvements.

REGULATION
Whether a school-based program is launched by local, state or federal
governments, the question of how much to regulate arises. Because the

72
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underlying premise of the school-based strategy is to cede discretion to

school _staff, the notion of regulation on its face runs counter to the

_approacﬁl Yet any government agency wants some assurance that its.

resources are being used appropriately. Moreover, procedural requirements

‘have been demonstrated to be a powerful tool in shaping behavior in desired

ways (Stearné; David, & Greene, 1980;. Knapp, Stearns, Turnbull, David, &
Peterson, 1983).

In theory, a government agency can regulate every step of a

'school-based planning. process as well as the product. It can fequire that

¢

a ‘planning group be formed, that the members be selected in a“pa;ticular
way, and that Fhe written plan have a specifiea format and content. Each
of these requirements can be general (e.g., the planning group must consist
of teachers and a representative of the school Qdministration) or highly
specific (the pl?nning group must consist of one teacher fr;m each grade,

4
the princibal, and six representatives chosen by the community).

If the process is specified in detail, the risk is that all the energy
of school staff will go into meeting thé_procedurél requiréments. To the
extent that the process is driven by a set of rules, the likelihood that it
will be "owned" by the staff is greatl;\dimiﬁi§hed.

. The extent to which regulations affect behavior is also a function of
the way in which they are monitored and the sanctions for noncompliance.
Stafg generally put considerable effort into that which is most readily
monitored (Stearné, David, & Greene, 1980), parEicularly where monitoring
is accompanied by the threat (real or perceived) of discontinu&d funding;
Sincé‘it i§ harder to monitor the quality of a planning pﬁégess thah to
inspect forms and documents, the combination of‘specific~regpirements,
monitoring, and the associated fear of sanctions is likely to divert
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attention away ‘from meaningful planning towards superficial procedures and

paperwork that demonstrate compliance. .We‘found several clear exampies of
this‘ﬁreoccupation with compliance and aCcouptability among the schools we
. visited. |
Decisions about the "appropriateh amount and type of regulation must
also take into account other regulations under which participating schools
a;e operating. For example, an original intent of Cél-SIP's agchitects was
ghat the program serve a coordinating fu;;tion for all school programs--an .
"umbrella" program. This has proved unrealistic, however, because of the
existence of other program regulations which cannot be altered by Cal-SIP..
The main poigt is that a balance must be sought between requiring
. certain procedures (thereby communicating th; intent and seriousness of- the
Abrogram)‘and including many specific requirements (which detract from the
“intent and pose witﬁin-§chool coordination problems). Below we discuss
some of the trade-offs program sponsors should consider in pr%scriblng (L
the formation, composition, and authority of the planning group; (2) the

" structure and content of the written plan; and (3) how funds are to be

<

spent.

"PLANNING GROUP REQUIREMENTS
Program sponsors can choose whether or not to require a school to form
a planning group, whether to prescribe its compositipn'and a process for
selecting mémbérs, and how much authority to invest in the group.
if a plénning‘group is not required, the risk is that such a group
will not be formed.‘ Schools already have decision making:structures, such
" as a principal who makes all the decisions, a small group of advisors to

the principal, or some participatory mechanism. Schools with Title I

n'd
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Sghoqlwide Projects, which were not required to form special

deéisign—making groups, did not do so. Decisions about Title I had .already

" been ‘made by the district, school Title I staff, and the principal. An

approval méchanism for parents was already in place through the required
Title I parent avisory group. The‘vague requirement in the law for
coﬁprehensive planning did not result in the formation of a piapning group.

One argument against requiring a p}annfng group is that sugh a group
would compete'with angther already existing décisidn—méking procesé that
could be used. To gvoid this situation, a blanning group might be required
with allowances for schools to propose alte;nativé mechanisms which cgﬁld
be apﬁfoved on an individual basis. The farther the funding ageﬂcy from

the schooi, the more unwieldy this approach would be. . - -

Assuming., that a planning éroup is required, the next choice facing

program sponsors is whether to prescribe its membership and the method for

selecting members. The main considefations here are which constituencies
to include and héw to insure that they are well represehted. One approach
is to leave ‘the deciéiéns about composition entirely up to the school,

letting community pressure, relationships between teachers and

administrators, and other school site, conditions determine what is

.appropriate. This approach risks the, establishment of a group for

primarily political reasons. Although often described as constraining,
* N Q
regulations have the advantage 6£ providing school staff with a rationale
for doing things a certain way. \ \ .
Ve éssume that the pﬁénning group should, at a minimum, include
teachers who adequately represent che school staff. Should the group also
contain community members or ﬁarents? T;e advantage is to gain community

support. The disadvantage is our finding that groups with parent members
- N
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‘ " are not used for the intended purpose of identifying problems and devising

i

sqluéiéns, particularly when the issues concern instruction. When parents
are presené, téachers and administrators present a united front and use thé
group as a way of keeping parents informed. This is eertainly an impértant )
A ' function, but one which may ulﬁimately undermine the instructicnal planning
that school-based éfforts are intended to foster. Having a planning'group
without parents need not preclude establishing a second group to inform

parents and solicit their input and reactions to plans.

It is difficult to imagine a mechanism that would insure that each

4

constituency is well represented on the planning group. Requiring
elections, we spec&laté, is as likely as not to result in a time-consuming
arrangement that no more insures representativeness than self-selection
4 does. Such procedures may also clash with other rules such as those
established through collective bargaining, particularly if funds for staff
planning time are involved.
On the other hand, pfogram planﬂers will wa;t to minimize the
likelihood that principals will hand pick planning groups for their
" docility and Ather traits not conducive to a meaningful planning process.
Also, our general sense from the findings is that staff are more likely to
feel well represenéed when planning group members represent speéific
constiﬁuencigs rather than serve at large.
» . .WRITTEN PLAN REQUIREMENTS .
We have argued that school-based planning is more likely to result in
instructional improvement when the plans have instructional iséues as the

core and have focused and prioritized goals, steps for échieving the goals,

and realistic expectations. With this in ﬁind, the following discussion

-
-
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presumes that the primary goal of requirements for written plans should be
to encourage the development of such an_instructional chué (see Chaptgr
3). ' ‘. L.

The first decision for program planners is Qhether or not to réduire
any type pf‘wriﬁten plan. We have geen"hgmepouS»inséancgs {h which
tremendous effort is expended in creating a written‘pian, but it is a plan
that has no connection ‘to anything else-~an end in itself. This
characterization is particularly true of programs that emphasize
ébmprehensivene55vin planning and ;ha; ﬁohitor the plan§ to be sure Fhat
all required components are included. This expefience led us initially to
conclude that wgitten plans should be abandoned; that they dis;ract_from
serious planning rather than encouraging it. Yet a plan serves other
important functionSv\\‘

) First, it provides a structured activity for the planning group.
Having to produce an end product can help structure discugsions,that wopld
otherwise go nowhere. It also forces planners to specify what they are

. s
trying to do in a way that can later be referred to. Moreover, requiring a
plan implicitly'attributes importance to the plan_itself; a plan would
almost fertainly not be written if it were not éequired. . - "

Given that a plan is required, the next decision for program sponsors
is what the nature of the requlrements should be. TFunding agencies can
specify both the.format and the content of Ehe plans, either iﬂ geﬁeral or
very specific terms. In our sample, the requirements ranged from theé vague
mandate of Title I that comprehen51ve plans be developed to the
prescriptions of Cal—SIP which requires that one of four formats be

followed and that the plan deal with each of seven content areas over a

three~year period, and NYC-SIP, which requires that the plan address each

~
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of Edmondé',five factors.
,It is- important toprecoghize that fequifements for plang are ﬁog ) -

received in a vacuum. . Schools are accustomed to filling out application

forms for various programs, qvaluatioﬂ~reports, plans required by Fﬁeir

districts, and so on. And they are accustomed in these contexts to.

fulfiliing reporting obligations, not to thinking of such paperwork as

béing,connected to what they do. These experiences ipfluence the ways that

school staff interpret new requiréments. For, example, in Title I

S e 2
o—— ~ -

Schoolwide Projécts schools, it is not surprising that the "comprehensive
plans” were identical to previous, years' application forms. The vague
requirement did not signal a new way of thinking about improvement.

- If‘fequirements for written. plans are highly specific, there are
different’nisks.d One is that the prescription will be viewed as the
impogition of an agenda from the funding agency and will go the way of most
'top-down curricular reforms.. A second risk is that cited above--that all
the effort will go into meeting the specific requirements and not into
serious” planning ("How are we supposed to fill out this part?"). This is -
particularly likely when behavioral objectivés are required--an exercise
which is like formula writing for many school staff at this point. .
Requiring that plans be comprehensive is also likely to encourage a pro
forma response since it is impossible to develop sound plans that cover‘all
aspects of the educational p;ogram. | St ’

On ‘the other hand, program planners may well view the written plans as
their main means for accountability--both as.a demonstration that planning
has occurred and as a document against thch to compare what is

implemented. Program planners need to decide whether the plan is required

primarily as an accountability device or as a way of encouraging the




a

development of sound instructional agendas. If the primary goal is

~

accountability, specificity of requirements is perhaps desirable but risks
losing the second goal entirely. If the primary goal is to encourage

instructional agendas, less specificity is desirable, provided that there

° , ~

r
’

is a clear message about what is -expected. . . e

In general, we suspect that shor:t plans are preferable to long onmes.
If all teachers are to read and use the .plan, it canpot be fifty pages long
with hundreds of behavioral objectives. It will be more likely to be
u;eful if it contains a few .primary goals and.summary statements of the .
steps to be taken to achieve the goals. The aim should be to have a shorE
plan that communicates a focused aéprogch to improvemenf and the specific
steps to be impleﬁegted. One approach is that used by NYC-SIP in whicﬁ
Edmonds' five "effective schools! factors are used to struéture the plan.
The growing effective schools literature (see Purkey & Smith, 1983).
provides a source for several lists of factors which can comnunicate the

important areas for change without constraining how the plauns are written.

- —-

<
RESTRICTIONS ON FUNDS
The last area in which brogrgm sponsors typically consider reéulation
is how funds are expended. For~program§ that de not fund schools directly
(but provide assistance via change agents, for example), this is not an
issue. When funds are provided directly to séhools, program Sponsors must
decide how much to restrict ﬁheir use. Funds could Bé earmarked
specifically for purchasing technical assistance, for staff development,
for materials, or for freeing teachers for planning time (e.g., hiring a

»

staff member or substitute teachers or paying teachers for after school

] “

‘time). Since it is unlikely that all participating schools will have the
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‘Same needs, it is probably inadvisable to narrowly restrict expenditures.
Q )

e

On 'the other hand, Espgcially if total resources are shrinking,

program sponéors may want to insure that funds do not merely replace a
9 N N .

recently lost-counselor or clerical assistant to the principal. This

\ . -

necessitates some type of restriction, if no more than a list of categories

of expenditures ‘that are not acceptable.

Across all types of educaticnal programs, heavy-handed regulation is

called for when little congruence is expected between school goals and *.

program goals. In school-based programs, particulérly if selection

procedures assess school staff willingness to improve, there should be

-
.

tions
1 n .

should be to communicate what is expected and what is valued~-the goals for

3 . ’ .

considerable congruence. Therefore the primary purpose of the regula

thg program. This suégests requiring certain general m§¢hanisms without
mandating specific proéedures for‘establisﬂing and using them. For
example, requirements (l) that there be a planning groué, (2) that teacﬂefg
be rebrésented, (3)-£haé there be a written plan, and (4) thap the plan |
focué on instructional issues form the backbone of sch?ol—bdéid approaches
without being overly restrictive’ ) j ’ '

ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISMS . '

Mechanisms for holdiug schools accountable for‘cémplying with

! .
‘regulations should follow the same logic that appliesito regulation, 1In

principle, their purpose should be to insure that, school staff have made

their best efforts in developing and implementing plans for instructional
\ =
improvement. Accoﬁntability in the traditional sense of requirang schools

to demonstrate that they have complied with all requirements is
\ . h

antithetical to the whole notion of creating school-based improvement

.
A '

' 4

.

A}
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plans. An alté}native apprecach would be to provide incen4Ev€é that
encourdge -meaningful planning, hélp'wchools'assess where tgey are, and
idertify needs for assistance.

The programs we observed héé quité different conéeptions of
éccountabi}ity. The New York programs did not need any formal
acdountability”beéause program staff (the liaisons and consuitgnts) were in
the schools and could judge and influence the ektept'to which the
fequireménts were being implemented and goals met. The Florida schocls

_were required to develop reports on their activities.  This arrangement
pro&uced examples of the drawback of reliance on written documents: in one
school that received a state award for the quality of its report, we

i

learned that the teachers had had uything to do with preparing the report

’

and felt that it did‘éot reflect ‘the school accurately; it had been
prépared single~handedly by the prih;ipal. ]

At the other extreme, the Cal-SIP gchools are visited by a team of
state,(or state-trained) révieyers who sp?nd several days in a school
judging the "quality" of its program. The visit was viewed by most gchools
as a major event for which considerable time was, spent rehearsing. The
drawbacks ;ere (1) the time spent preparing for the visit,.and (2) the
staff's perception thatzthex were being.judged on the basis of
compliance--whether they had done w;at the plan said, The latter
perception may have partly stemmed from the fu:t that the review included
many state and fsderal categorical programs that.were checked for .
compliance. In,some schools staff believed that they could not déwanything
that‘wésn't written in the plan and that the process for revisihg the plan

was too cumbersome’ to add new ideas or improve old ones.

Another approach--one which we .did not enounter but which is often

4 ¥
»
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propdbed::ié~t6 hold schools accountable for raising test scores. _In
principle, this is certainly defensivle (if achievement hasn't improved,

P
something is wrong) but in practice there are two whopping problems. One
is che -omnipresent tésting ‘issue--on what test is it fair to judge schools

» .
(or teachers)? What is the standard for comparison? The.other problem is
. - i . . " 3
how to define success. SUrprisingly, neither the effective schools |

s

effects--undérstandably, because these raise sensitive questions of values.
) . ,

. M 3 3 - 4 - 1
Should success mean that scores increase across the entire distribution?

~
And, if so, for all grades several years in a row? Suppose the mean

increases but, upon- inspection, reflects an increase in scores for only the

- J

very top or very bottom students? There are no answers to these questions,

.

abut they carry two important messagés. One is that concern should be

communitated for students at the bottom of the di.stribution, who are

\

already more likely to be overlookRed. Instructional improvement directed

only at the top students is a perversion of the concept of schqol-based

- - .

improvement. The second is that if test scores are used to measure
success, attention should be paid to the distribution of scores., Simply

reporting a meéhn communicates little about what has happened in a school.

-

We do not conclude that one particular accountabil@ty mechanism is

-

most appropriate for school-based programs. However, traditional models

that judge strict compliance with épecific rules are definitely

inappropriate. Accountability, like regulation,, should be conceived of in
the same terms as the progrém's philosdphy~-as a way of communicating the
intent of the program, emphasizing goals of instructional improvement, and

insuridg thay appropriate assistance is available..

research noraschool—based programs grapple with the issue of distributional

Sy, o
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5. THE PROMISE OF SCHOOL-BASED REFORM

<

*

ilé undertook this study to assess the pu;mis'c of sch(:ﬁl»ﬁésed programs.
ﬁor iﬁpxoving instrucrion,. esgmmlly in lou-inc.ome schools, Schoo‘l—basadu
reﬁarm has considemhie fatuitive anpea}.‘ As in the war,ld of busingss aud
im!uux:;y {see J’Toole. ‘931), es'}.denc.z. and coumon sense support the value .
of daaiing with organi 2ational smi;:s of =anageable size., having a machanism
for szaff inpnt ink.a dv:c.isions, and- develcpmg shared: gasls and dirmctions,

Schm,.-bsged approaches have soag disunc.. advantages, in px:inu.ple.
'@ver Mgvious reform eéforns. Raather than ccmpellmg a garhzgu},a. pmgz:am
s&rﬁctum-(a Bes puil-mx: classea for r&ncdiaxion) o“i’ content (e*g., thu
neu mat;l/l‘)ﬁt &ec’w‘;z,e (e.g., &::rec:: znshruccian), school-—has?d pmgrams ’
leave chese cheu.e.rz up Lo the school.,, - bchocl-vba sed ptogramé» a}ﬁm hme
dome patmtial sn“eadwntage&, especmlly in cox.x:rasL Lo pmgraszs with

b=

* specific pr&wction& fof duadvanmged anuﬁan}:ﬁ o, g., faderal and sLate

ey
}

c?pagmim& pragram}. 'Ihe main risk is that, left m rhﬂit I, sctmola

3

“will chosse to Agnare thnaq students most in neeﬂ of extra sssistance.

Fp—— “

-

z:'mam oF gi'{&DI*wS
o
The reediate., Fpec 1880 geal af school ~hased mtam 3._9 iu establish s .
{ NS k

Jprocess 1yed alving ,;chaol 3!:&1‘1 in continuous plancing ami pRyLEV, ‘n’{; Viaund
" .

“uhat, z:hsa}. st4fY are able to eatublx*sh such a procest; *hey do iarm

&

pizxnnug,,s roups whych peot reguia:13 and produce wrm;en ::1:.;&.. Yot car

;,,ajor find&ng {$ that this, px;or.msa c}ac;a :mr ncraam:ily fend to mpmw&i

o

Y trun.zmn. Twcs oore 1n3m§umt3 are aem».aan to achimve Lastrus ilonas

m;;ravemm:; insiructional eoavent and -s,uppscrt tor chenge, ,Ar:itzxe;mt a
Q0 e

e 3

fecus qn msz.r_umz.«m' and sugport for :mplm’-mmg a‘har’g,ﬁ, planmrxg 10

- - - . ¢
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L \
Likely 16 be an empLy (and t ime consuming) process unconuected to clasS{oom

3

\

X

‘

1 ¢
ad L]

o an ————— a————
e

i . instruccian. ' -

Three claases of condltlons greatly increase the likelihogd that
school-based piannzng will afifect teachers' behaviors and result in
instructional impqpvement. 1) precondxtxons for any kiud of change, 2)
instrucnienal 1¢adership wiahin the school and 3) condxtions out51de the

schgol-create 'by the dgstrict {or state‘or federal govexnment}.

‘ ) f
‘, . The follYowing two , :econditions fgpAchange are essential: First,

N N s - . },
nher& must be a core of teachers favotably disposed towards chaﬁge.
A
gecond ‘the principal nust anpport change and teacher involvement or at
leaat not_be appased to it). To turn around the atkitudes of an enbire

facultv or to buck the principal every step of the way is tos. mich to ask

of any :eﬁor& e££azc-~espec;ally one than relies on the initlative of those

»

" invelved, 71 o . : Ca

i

. : ) Insnvnciionai 1eade*shig is a key ingredient within the s hool, Our

modﬁl (Chapter ) elaborates uhat leadershig means in the context of

; suhoolwbaqad reform. An ipstructional leader is someone (not neaessa:ily
the principaly who has 2 vision of effective isstruction and ﬁhu pays
N . g;p&xci;’atnentxon o ;he need to develop: (a) a‘realtscic'agenda facused
én specific iﬂﬁtrucnianal concerns and (b) a planning and review process
S L whxcg eneendéts staff. feelings of ownership and officacy,

Th& ag&ndﬁ 15 devived fram che leader's viston of effective
tagtruciion and,elabotaned in the~conuexx of the partiCuTars of rhe suhaol

The leader uses the plauning‘pracess to involve staff in elaborating the

: . agenda, determuning. the gpadiﬁz; actiofs Lo oe tnkﬁn, and identifying the
7 R O ) ; + -
. Qﬂaigtdﬁcﬂ necded by the staff te to; lemaat the changes. Through this

»

PLOLEsS, 3 akzlliu& Ieader w2h devclup teachers' sease of owdership and
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efficacy. - | : ' A

To create and sustain the conditions described above, schools need

N, " support. from the outside. Resqyf?gs are critical, especially in the form ' ;

{. .
of in-person assistance for developing leadership in the school (either

Pad v, .

L,
o form of money or supplies may or may not be essential depending upon the
. . §

o particular school and district.
District support plays a role analogous to support from the principal.

with existing school staff or through a change agent). Resources in the , . ‘
If the district isn't enthusiastic about school-based reform, district

‘staff must at least stay out of che way. Active Support includes

fn incentives for improvement, relief from rules and demands that severely

t

constrain what the schoc’ can do, and allowance for success and failure on

. . - f
several dimensions. Instructional improvement is not foste-ed by asking

schools to plan .their own reforms while simultaneously requiring them to

g - administer frequent district and state tests which are tied to a particular
ol _curriculum. 3 N
;o CONCLUSIONS -

These f£indings lead us to several central conclusions:-

®  The principles underlying school-based programs are
> ) sound, Treating the school as an organizational entity
J and developing a process for ongoing planning and review i .
‘i with staff involvement should be part of any school :
- . . reform strategy. If the planning process is ‘the only
" forum for improving instruction, however, it will not
succeed without instructional leadership and content.

#

- change is difficult., It is a <omple¥, time~consuming
N process asked of people who are already overworked,
. undertrained and underpaid. Although we have identified

1
© The creaticn of meaningful schoolébasgd nlanning and , 4
i
|
conditions associated with successful instructional 1

2
!y - . X
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improvement, -establishing these condltlons is undeniably |
-challenging.

ce

e  The fact that schools can form planning groups and
successfully change non1nstruct10na1 .aspects of the
school provides consxderable hope for the eventual

. transfer into instructional areas. Current school-based

‘ : approaches are not counterproductlve. .they are moving

in the right d1rect10n.

° We found little evidence to support the fear that
students most in need will be overlooked in school-based
programs. However, the schools in our sample have

— cemparatively high concentrations of disadvantaged —
students. We cannot judge the risk that these students
will be neglected in schools where they are in th

S minority. However, we believe that more serious é&ks
lie at the district level. Disadvantaged schools
typically require more resources (especially in-person
assistance) than their more advantaged counterparts.
o Under a school-based approach, equal opportunity can be
. ) enhanced or thwarted by the way in 'which schools are
selected and the résources distributed. . .

i . ° The kinds of knowledge, skills and actions we l
characterize as the-€ssence of instructional 1eade;sh1p
can be used in two important ways. First, they can
serve as criteria for identifying and training local
staff as change agents. The secoad is to develop and
expand preservice training progréhs for principals and .
teachers based on these findings. The growing need for

. educators, to adapt to a rapidly changing world argues
- for preparlng future teachers and administrators Lo be
' agents of change themselves. '

We began this report noting the tremendous challenges facing public
schools in the 1980's. Schools are exhorted to change to meet the new
demands of the "Information Age.! But significant change requires more

than yet another set of materials, a new te,ting program or even a room

full of computers. There are no magic solutions or short cuts.

— > . — -~

'—:
:
t,
[.

b
&
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v

-

Instructional improvement is hard to do and it takes time; expectations for

any improvement strategy must take this into account. ° .
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The real promice of school-based reform lies in its potential to help

school staff adapt to changing circumstances, To rhe extent that

school-based programs continue to move in the direction of fostérigg

ongoing attention to instructional improvement and proviiing support and

assistance to teachers, their promise can be realized,
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