
0

4

ED 188 313

'.AUTgOR
TITLE'

INSTITVTION

'SPONS.AMENCY

PUB' DATE

AVAIWLE FROM

FOPS PRIC'E
rtsuIrroEs

DOCOMENT MOM!

EA,012 764

Firestone, William A.: Cabett, h. Dickson, III
-Rationalftv ar-d Cooperation in External Assistance
for.School Improvement:I A Prelimigary Report.on the
RBS,Experience. a40

0

Research for Eetter.Schoofs Inc., Philadelphia,
Pa.
National Inst. of Education (DREW), Wa hinTecn,
C.C.
12 Dec 7'

Some'pages may not reproduce cleaqy, due to
light print on original document. -

Research for Better Schools, Inc., 444 Morth Third
St., Philadelphia, PA 19123 ($9.00)

MF01/tC06 Plus Postage. I.
*Oase Studies: *Change Agents: "*Educational Change:
Elementary Secondary Education: Problem Solving:
*Program Development: *Program Improvement: School
Districts: *Teamwork

IDENTIFIERS?, *School Improvement Teams
-

ABSTRACT..
This report covers the first year of a five-year

study of 11 school districts that are involved in schocl improvement
activities. The sclools are attelapting to create new programs that
will increase the effectiveness cf linking Agents working with the
schools in three curriculum areas: basic skills, career preparation,
and citizen educatIon..Chapter tccntains a di,icussion of the general
cuesticns addressed by the research-, the fdcus of the report,
4proaches to school improvement, and the zesearch strategy: Chapter ,

2.presents case'histories cf the wcrk cf 3 of the 11 teams tc,
indicate the nature of the planning activities in th* schools.
Chapter 3 examines the.wcrk of'all 11 teams to ident±fy factors that
facilitated the,planninl(process. Chapter 4 summariUs the' findings
aid. identifies questions for future research. (Aut4or/LD)

.

.************************************************41**********************
.

.

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS'are the best that c.an be made *

, * from the original docupent. '
"*

,

..
, *.



'a

-
RATIONALITY. AND COOPERATION IN EXTERNAL ,

ASSISTANCE.FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT:
K PRELIMINARY REPORT ON THE RES EXPERIE.NCE

L

**4

U S. DEPARTMEN1*OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & %WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION .

THIS DOCUMENT HAS SEEN REPRO-
filICEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGp#IZATION ORIGEN- .
AT ING IT POINTS OF 'VIEW OR OPINIONS
ST*TED DO NOT NECESSLRILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCAT ION POSITION OR POLICY

I.

7

by

William A. Firestone and H.-Dickson Corbett; III

'

RESEARtH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS, INC.
-444 NORTH THIRD STREET

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19123

4
1.

I.



ON

kit

AATIONALITY AND COOPERATION

IN EXTERNAL

ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENiY

A PRELIMINARY REPORT ON THE

RBS EXP.ERItNC4E

Williamlf. Fij-estone

H. Dickson Corbett, rIl

ft

4

field Studies Component
Research and Evaluation Divrsion
Research for Better Schools, Inc.

444 Nortll Third-Street
Philadel.phia, Pennsylvania 19123

4

December 12; 1979
'e

AO

The preparatlon.of this.repOrt.mas supported Sy funds from the National
Institute of Educationr.United ttates DePartment of. Health, Education,
and Welfare'. .The.opinions expressed do, ,nOt necessarily reflect the

'Position or policy of NIE', and no offrcial endorsement should be IN-

fer'red.

db

4



TABI.E OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

CHAPTER .1 INTRODUCT

Research Questions

Focus of the Report

The RBS Approaches to Change

Research Strategy

Organization of thk Repqrt , ... ,

10

13

17'

CHAPTER 11 7 THE TEAMS IN ACTION . 1P

The Schools and Their Teams 19

A Stati.sticar Overview of the Schools 19

Team Composition 24

Case Histories of.Planning for Change 25

Central. School 27

Crty School 35

Union .School . 43

Overview 52

CHAPTER 111 THE CROS'S-S1TE ANALYSIS 97

The Rating Procedures 59

Interim Process Outcomes 60

Process CharaCteristics: Cooperative Relatronships. . 67

Facilitators: Linker Behavior 77

Frequency of Contact 78

Range of Contactf 81. \

Number of Functions 85 \

Relationship between Compo4ent and Linker Behavior. 89

Facilitators: Contextual Factors 1,9°
Central Office Support 90

Problem-Solving Motivation

Overview, '101

fro.



a

Page

a CHAPTER IV - CONCLUSION
104

. .

Initial Fi.ndings
Combining Rationality and Cooperation 104

Rethinking Co6peration . 105

Linker Behavior .. , \ 107

School Context 1
108

Future Questions
109

BIBLI0GR6PHY
113

APPE'NDIX A
117

6

_APPENDIX R.
118

k

3

4

.

t.



qe

S.

ABSTRACT

A growinb body of literature indicates that disseminatiBh anfildiange'

Z-
efforts based oh the use of human "linking agents" aere morq,effecfTve than

I.

those that rely on packaged mateeials alone. However, a great deal needs
0 0

to be leai-ned about the materials and strategies that can make linking

agents Mbre effective. In the summer of 1978, Reseach,for Better Schools
vq*

ii

_
jRBS), a regional educatr nal laboratory funded by the National lAtitute

of Education, began a pi-ogram of work deSigned to develop ipprdaches to
7.Z

schpol improvement that would increase the effectiveness of linking agents

working with schools 1n three program areas: basic skills, career prep-

aration, and citizenship education. The corporation (RBS) seeks to devel-

op approaches that facilitate rational analysis of programs im the context

of a cooperative relationship t;etween school and change agent.

At the same time, the corpqration's Field Studies unit initiated a
A

five-year research project td examine linking agent-driven change process-
.

es and 4dentify factors.contr4butihg to their success Thii research is'

based on non-participant obsbrvation of eleven schdbl improvement teams
a

in thirteen schools that are cooperating with RBS by using its approaCthes:

to plan change efforts. This report contains initial analyses of the

firgt year's field work and includes case histories of three teams as

well as a trpss-site analls,;s.

Because the school improvement team plans were not implemented dur-
.

S.

ing the first year of activity, two interim outComes of planning efforts

.o
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I.

were Identified: the team's sense of owne,rship and an assessm101k of hovis-

well the teams went through the steps laid out in the RBS approachesi.e.;

howLquickly teams progressed, haq well thly,understood the i.cleas Presented; .

and how well.they were able to use those jdeas to address locally signrTi-
..

cant Rroblems. These outcomes could have been affected by the approaches

thmselves, the relationship between RBS and the team, the behavior of the

..RBS linking agents, or school characteristics.

e appooaches entailed adoptiop of phat -Butler-and.Patsley (1978)

erm a process-helping role. Thaf rs. the linking agent helps the school

%

diagnose itS problems and advocates a.procedure for that diagnosi3 but

no attempt is made to sell a particular solution. Unlii(e better known

xprocess-helping approaches, such as organlzatianal dpvelopmek, these

focus on progrtImmatic rathei:.than. sociai'psychalogical issues. There weret.

few differences among the approaches Irr.termiof boterim outcomes. Each

,
approach .1,/as quite successful in,one school, arid eaCh had. some )1-obJem

in othersw
, .

.1* %a..

The thinking that ledjo en' interest in a'cooperative relationship

was'based on an analysis of intra-organizational relationihips However,

the RBS linking agent entered into an inter-organizational relatimonship

which was more analogous to a market relationshiP than one between super-
IA

ior and subordinate. Each party tntered the relationship'w.ith a set of

core concerns. If those concerns were not met, the existence of the

relationship was in jeopardy. Hence, tensioti between the parties became

very important. It was an indicator that one or both Parties kras dis-
4 /

satisfied and may have withdrawn. Mere was a strong negative relationship

4
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between the existence Or- tension'and-achievement of interim outcomes

among tlie teams, However,'tensiop had positive consequenc

eessfully reLlVed,. it led to a stronger relbtionship b

urldenstandingt.

hen suc-

utual

%
The-cross-Site analysis did not'identify any strong relationships

A J4

between,linking agent,behavior and the interim outcomes. However, the

ca%e histories indicbted that the%linking agent played an important role

ilnlikediatiAg between a component with its approach and a school. Depend-

ing on actions the linker took, the relationship was stre.eigthened or

weakened. Yet, in contrast'to Other linking agent studies, the RB5 link=

ers had relatively little flexibility when working with schools.

Finally, the eross-site analysis reveal'ed three contaxtua) factors'

that contributed to the' interim outcomes: central office suppOrt, the

I.

principal's problem-solving motivation, and teachers' problem-solvin6

A 6

mokivation. rtivation referred to the partidipant.'

f

perception that.their school.needed to improve its program in the curricu-

lum area relevant to the approach. Of the three factors, central office

support and the teachers' motivation were most important. In additron

the case histories 4,uggested a number of other important context ifactors,

inclUding the sChools' standard operating piocedures, the teams' ability
P

.to underitand the approaches, and the existence of other change prolects .

In the'schools. OVerall,'aspects of the school cOntext were the most

.......-4imp'ortant conditions affecting the relative success of the projects in

the first year.

4
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Whatare the most effectiVe ways external change agents can help

Schools improve t6eir isducatl/pnal .programs? What.characteristics of

schools affect the improvement process? How do schools and external.

_agents Work together? DO schools vary such that some approaches to

change. are more effective in some settings than others? Research or Bet-.

1 4

ter'Schools (RBS), a regional educational laboratory funded by the National

Institute of Education, is engaged in an extensive research and develop-

menl effort to address these queItions. The task of conducting research

ort change processes r,ests with RBS' Field,Studies unit.

As a part of this research, Field Studies is studying schools in 11

distriets involved in school Improvement activities with RBS. The schools i

are working to create new,programs in three curriculum areas: basic

skilfs, caree'r preparation, or citizen education. This report covers

the firstleat,:;tf activity at the sites, and provides an opportunity to
-..

*0 .

clarify issues identified dyrihg that year.

This chapter Is an introduction to the school improvement study.

. It Ls divided into five sections: (1) a discussiim of the general ques-
.

tions the research addressed, (2) the,focus of the report, (3) the RBS

approach to school improvement, (4) the research strategy, and (5) an over-
.

v-iew of the remaioder of the report.
w

6%
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Research Questiens 4

A growing body of literature has-demonsteated the difficCilties in-

herent in approaches that intend to produce change from a distance. The

Rand 'change agent study indicates that categorical aid grants are blbt

reliably effective in promoting change. Distric,s often approacH fund-

ing competitions opportunistically, in that they compete'for the money

1;
and then drop innovative programs when support is terminated (Berman &

McLaughlin, 1975). RBS' or experience indicates that the development

of curriculum packages is rarely an effectiye way to promote change.

This conclusion has been borne our by the evaluation of the Project In-

formation Package Program which refuted the assertion that the adoption

of.autonomous packages of material's.without direct technlcal assistance

leads to moOlication of instructional l'practice ,(Stearns & Norwood,.1977)

On the other hand, dissemination and change efforts based .on the use of

haman "linking agents" do seem to promote effective school improvement

(Emrick & Peterson; 19711.; Louis & Sieber, 1979). Apparently linking-
,

agents are effective because they can help tijrschoal adapt the approach-

es ,c;.Cr ideas impOrted from other locations to local conditions.

These studies suggest that local change benefits from interaction

among school staff, an external linking.agent-, and approaches or ideas -

'brought in from outside the school. However, these findings raise a

number oftqbestions about how these factors combine to facilitate school.-"

improvement. RBS.P's interested In identifying characteristics of linker-.

based change processes thai'facjlitate sChool improvemen-t. IP particiJar,

- f.,
;otz
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Ir
It is &amining iWp c cteristics w ich have-received considerable

,

Sttention in the.c h,e1 li,teriature: rational.p.lanning and cooPeratve
1,

relatiOn_ships:betW

siderable debate tr e charater4tics, this project is asking both
- ,

I agents'and schools. Since there Ls con`-

,

how.uSeful I they. a fe what factdrls contribihe 6 them.

Theve

)
lation'ot teChnically correct or*curate decisions based op.clear goals

4 A.. A

e #41i, .40 i

- f a n d ,adeqUa te'l .1 nformat ion- ,(Fi res to e & Her r tot t , forthcomi ng) . Hage and'
, . , . ,

Aiken (t970:,: pp. 94-95)-describe this aspect of the change process s

follows)/ 11W,

a,

:

pVel,Of rational proj4ctt development in sci;ool,s is. the formu--

, 1 ,,,

i

1
The.b/01 ng of the process of, organizational change occurs
when .orgainizational decisi.on makers determine that either the
org ar zation,is not accomplishing.its present goals as effec-
tivey*or efficiently as possible or when decision makers alter
or amend the goals of tha organization... During the evaluatiOn
stage44#ision makers must assess the state of health of an or-
ganiza0on, consider alternative ways of correcting organize-
tigSnal im-oblems, and then decide on one alternatiye that hope-
fully will acamplish the desired ends.

Th 1 ire in fact,two parts to the rational design process. First,

1 ?,

the scool,'s health is determined by identifying discr cies between
7

)goals/1aq irformance. Second, alternaAs are2sought that best reduce
u-

401

. 1

these discrepancies at the least cost. The first step requires the abil-

ity to col lect rerevant, accurate data about the school while the second

require command of the\knowledge brase rel-eyant. to ipse goals so that
t

A.
. the libst technically. -sound altefnat-ive-can be selected and modified ap-

.,

propriately.

a

e .

.1
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Thb pedduct of rational trinipg is assumed to be a tehnically,soun.
..- '4:

,

A ,

. i' ,
, % .

, plan.for iw'proving,a school. It isalse assumed tflat, al/1 other conditions
, _

t . --:
, . 1., -

,

,

being -equal 1410e better-the Oallty.of fhe plan "the greatet,L:thse%probabij-

'.',

: i_ty that chang wilJ occur and become iilstitutionalized:..
.

\
.

.

.
,

..
.

, q
,

. Hoiiever, there is -,6i-yie qu'estt.on about whether or ftot- sahools 'have the ,
._ .

.. .
.

f.apac ity 'to etweage in_ r'at ionall pl anni ng. Corw i n (T97,3) points out' that

s-formersq-4:ave regarded-schoA .(and externl' assi.stance'programs) as much

mork. 'rational, potent instruments for ihe implementation ef'policy deci

sions.than-is in fact the case.. 4ei', the assumption of rativiilliy seems -

to be weir-established among policy makers. Consider New Jersey,t_pro-

'k

gram for prov'idinPa Thorough'and Efficient Education to children (T&E).

-Schools and-districts are required by-this le9islation to follow,a six-.

step process which includes goal development, esiablishing Objectives,

needs identification, Aevelopment and installation'or prJ§rams, evaluarion
c

of program effctiveness, and budgej review (Department of Educat n,

State of New Jersey, 1976). The ineerest'in needs assessment, evalu k

and management by objeCtives'in schocils attests to the, prevalence e this.

Orassumption of rationality.

Practitioners do not necessarily ignore thp non-rational parts of'
A

schools. Indeed, they often devote a great deal of time to the mainte--

,1

nance of interpersonal relations and negotiation of important matters in

ways that do not fit with the assumption of rationality. However, Burns'

p.

(1561) comments'about Ousi,neSs seem to apply to schools. Aspects of , ,

-organizations that do not seem') retional are usually-discussed "backstage"

-4--
1 3
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and-covertly. The guiding assumption seems to be that-if schools are not
.. a. .

N , .

'totally rational, they are at least,readi-ly ratiorplizable,
.

..

. there are two strands of thinking that-treate=an interdst in cooper--

ative relationships.
.

Firs4,'the history of curriculum. developm'ent indi7
...-

cates that it is difficult to.create change through cuur,culuM revision.

The most Significant "findy in this area is tha't currieulum packages

that are externally develOped do not find their way "behind classroom

doors" (Goodlad and Kleini 1974). Commenting on twenty years of science'

curr:iculum de'velopment,eWelch (197j, p. 301) concludes that "General 'Pat-

*-N

ton...describedthe situation accdrite.ly when he wrote, 'Weapons change

but man who uses them-changes not at all...' The curriculum'development

projects develoOed-many new.weaponsbut very little change.is nOted in

classrooms." The curreneassumption seems to beAthat teachers want toloe'

activedevelopers of tile materials they use, or at least to have the op-
,

portunity to acipt those materials to local conditions. It is reasoned

that including them in the planning and development 'work will increase

the likelihood that the materials will be used.

Second, there is'a long history of debate about whether. or not staff

resistance is the primary barrier to change and the extent to which par-

ticipation can serve to overcome such initial resistance. Reviews of the.

change literatUre, both in the field of education and more generally, in-
,

'dicate that the beliefs that resistance to change is "the problee and that

participation is the solutioh.are well-established; however,' they also con-
)

clude.that the evidence fortiese:beliefs are flimsy at best (Giacquinta,

1973;'-Dunn 6 Swierczek,- 1977). Recent fitudies in the field of educational



'IL

Ichange provi'de a.definitive answer. .0n the one kand, Berman and

, . , 1

Mc.l.aughl in. (1977)' report th#t certainjoi-ms of participation, especially

. wit respect to decisions about implemirtation of an innovation, contribate

to later implementation and intorporatalon. On the other Gross, Giacquinta,.

and Bernstein (1971) provide careful documeptation of one' innovative pro-
, .

grpm that. failed in spite of initial tgailer support fOr the change.

These suggest that resistance is a respon'se torthe problems associated

with implementation. Moreover, Rosenblum and Louis (1979) present%evidence

from a major national study indicating that centralization of influence

rather-than influence-sharing through participation facilitates effective'

planning'and early impYementation.

It should be noted that'Participatory.or cooperative planning is not

seen as an end in itself. As with the case of ratidnality, it is a4'pre-
.

-cursor to successful change. Rationality is expected ,p) lead to a product,

the technical quality of which affects prospects fiar success--that is, to a

strong `plan. Cooperation isiexpect&I to produce an attitudinal state,

ownership of the'project or at least the absemce of resistance, whrth sets

the stage for effective 3mplementation and institutionalization.

The above discussion indicatet that, at present, the research,base

.behind the aSsumptions that rationality.and cooperation contribute to'
4

successful change is limited. More needs to be known about the consequen-
.

ces of rational planning and cooperative relationships and also about the

factors that contrib.ute'to these aspects Of change processes, before re-

. .

search can provide useful guidance to practlttioners. In this and'

-6-
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t subsequent re ports, Field Studies' will examine kinterim outcome§ of the
. .,

:.
1-, chaisge, prOcess, sUph. ai the qualitly.of planslor change and the eitent of'
. ,

.

.
.

.

,
.

. ,

. commitment to or ownerShip of thesproje6t, characteristics of the change.
.

.

,
.,. .

,pmcgss; and factors faollitating.oT iRhiting the.change
.

propess.. 'Figure.
.

1 presents 6 graphic Osplay of'FielA Studies' gA:liding conceptualftation.

Figure1.1 ,

GUIDING CONCEPTION OF CHANGE, PROCESS.

.ProcesS Facilitators Proces§ Charaeteristics

Linking Behavior

School Co e t

Rationality

;Itnalysis of School
*ronditions and Possi-
ble Alternatives

.t

Cooperation

Participation of
School Staff

Pocus of fhe,Report

1

Interifi OutcOmes

Rationality

Quality of_
Plans

Cooperation

Staff Sense
of Ownership

RBS regard40 its work with,the 11 Aistricts as developmental. 'The

corporation is still extending and 4fIning its approaches to planning

for change. Conseqpently, RBS staff did-not enter the schools with fully-

developed ideas or Materials for school improvement. Instead, they brought

general frameworks,for change which were subject to revision and further

explication. In effect, RBS offered participating schools fhe opportUnity
V

to create,a hew school program ip return for feedback on the approaches.

Moreover, most schools did not fully develop plans for new programs' in-

'their first ye., nqr was this expected.

-7-
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\

.

.
.

The naeure of the sch6ol.projects required that.the fOcus" of the
,

% . 4 . .
.

% 0
. .

research deseribed An thits'report be narrowed in.seVerarways. First,.
. .

1 .

.

. .

-. RBS concentrated.its-firsx year of activity, on local school ,imOrovement
$.

, .

,
.

',team's-rather than,,the whole school. Team memberS-were'responsibtalfor
.

.
,.. .4

planning the new.programsan8 thus were the only individuals agtually

engaged in the change process. Membership,often cut across school and

,

disti:ict boundarFes,-ranging from students- to superintendents, parents to
40

.
. ,

, s

professors. Consequently; the degree to which rationality and cooperation

charatterized the wol-k of the'tearils, rather than the efforts'Qf ah en't)re
. i

.

school, was examined.
4

Second, focuaing on the'teams na rowed the range of school cdis tet

factors investigated. Although the research identified factors which

"impinged'upo the teams' work, such.as individuals'''motivietions for par-

ticipating schoOl and district support fdr the project, and structural .

barriers. o participation. (e.g., time availability), more complex issues

-related to the-nature of schools as.organizations. were beyond the scope

of the study.

Third, ihe.RBS approaches.to'schp41'4mprovement were concerned with
o

the planning stage of the change prdcess rather-than subsequent tages

tike implementation or institutionalization. Thus, the findings of this

report pertain to'deveroping plans for school change, not-putting s.uch

plans into action.

*
Vstudy of,the orcanizational. characteristics of the(schools is avail-

able in a.separate report, Firestone,and Herriott, 1979. Subsequent

research integrates drganizational and process variables.

17° 4.
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, 4
Filly, because the emphasis on planning by (he teams precluded look-.

Ing at any outcomes of the change r5roces concerned witi,1 iMpldthentation

, . , .

or instjtutionalizatioil,iinterlm-outcomes weee selectect whtch seemed to
. , .

.

'be televant to how future work would Rroceed. Li/seemed-most appropriate
. .

-tha,t-these inte .rim outcoMes.s1;toUld,be,relateCI to rationality and coopera-

,.,
I.

tion because, according to the literature, ,these two characteristics are

loeJieved-to lead directly to success in later change Stages. Rationality

is supposed to affect these later stages through the development of a.

-cir:::

technitally sound pTan. Because the sites had not come up with a plan by

the end of-the first year, the extent t4,.which theY followed a sec of

interrelated tasks WaS used as one interim outcome. Cooperation is thought

to-influence-Subsequent change stages by,preating positIve attitudes td-. .

ward the change. The extent to which team members began to develop a.
1 4

sense of local ownership over the project could be assessed, and thus
=

10."

was used as A second interim otjtcOme.

It should be noted.that this fs a report on exp.loratory researcn.

11.

This paper is intended to.identify and sharpen ideas about school improve-. .

ment for futute research. It 1:$ a first atiempt!to make sense out of

field data collected.during one year of:research andio apply.those data

to the assumptions i.dentitied in preVious sect-ions"%of this chapter. Even

. through'the language of rigor is adoptedby discUssing how "factors af-
.

,

fect outcomes," the purpose j
.

to Auggest,possible relationships for
. . ,

,

subsequent
, .

examination rather than to present conclusive findings.
. .
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The RBS,Approaches to Change
.., g

. - .
.

,

.

R$S created three compopents within',Its Development Division to deve-'
.

.

lop 4ppropches to school impr8vement in the program. areas of basic skills,

. Nc. ...,
. .r

..

lahit

p.

t ,

ca rieer:preparation., and citizen educatTEr.. Tlitre'was" some general corpor-
.

.

ate guidance to clarify the general outlinei of these approaches, and the
. . . .

,

,

...,

, interest in,rationality ,and cooperation caMe from that source. However,

.

. .

. 2 1%'

each component was gNen consikrable leeway to accomodate to the statet'

'of the art in its field-as well as totthe exPqr-ilence of its staff. The

, .

biggess diffe'rence.among the cOmponents was in their program areas. Be-
. . . .

yond thatalthough their apprlaches varied,in detail, fhey shared a num-

*
ber of'common emphases.

r

For instance, all three approaches required linkingagents to adopt

-similar roles in working with schools. Piel.e (1976) distinguishes three

'such roles:'''

CF

'4; Pe' .'

The resource finder who conducts reiffrmation searches' to

find answers to a school's guestions'but does not conduct

analyses of client Orobleffis.

The process helper whet bedeMes invofved 'in the school's',

problems by helping to plrect data apd analyze conditions

4ut who remains neutral' with lespct to the substanive

problem or the decision .made.

The.solutioh giver who is familiar witivone or more älter4
native'praciices and advocateS-their use to a school.

The RBS approlthes l'equired a process.helping role since ithe linking

agent was expected to become familiar With conditionSA the school, sug-

gest ways to,go about planning a speci,fic OrograM for a school, at pro-

vide some technical assisience in doing the planning. However, decisioys

InformAicin on the specific'approaches Is contained 1n Thomas and McGrall

(1979) 6nd the coMponentsoposals which ate-available from RBS.

'1

r

19

r

>.

es



ge

-

about what-program would be implemented in the school rested with the
_

..-- .

'local team. ,

,
,

, The aisproachps also had a similar content focus. Some change ap-
a

't. \ 4t
proaches--like T-groups, and psychotherapyemphasize the development of

0 .

, .
2

the individual's interpersonal-skills. Others, ,like organizational 'devel-

.
4-. .

\opment, focus-on the develOment of the:group 1 s or organvaxion's capacity

i r . "r 0

to analy4e or solve problems.(Schmuck et al., 1977). Stitl others focus
p

co technical problemssuch as theimprovement of instructional techniques,

budgeting procedures, or management information systems. Each of theSe

is legitimate for some schools under some condiions. The Rps approaches
4

focused on improving the technical aspects of instrliction. Individual

'and group processes were not necessarily,ignored; in some schools. con-

-

siderable attention was paid to leaderShip development, for instance.

HoQever, these concerns were,..secondary and w ere typically addressed as

a means to further*the technical probiem-solviPng process.
.% r--

.
.54

e

The echnical 5ntent of the approached varled somewhat, but they

alwayS combined elements from two knowledge bases--(1) theories of'niana-
,

gerial decision-making and the lit ratu're on planned change a>A02) the

content area in.the component's field, 1111.1s content mi4ht include ideas

0.
taken from special pro6rams in the areas of Citizen education, or career

prepankttion, or thetcurrent research on -how tim67on-task_and different

classroom management strategtes affect achievement.

Since the approaches werte interld40 to be transportabfe--i.e., strate

gies that linking agents not empioyed by.RBS could use to assist schools--
,



-

,

the cOmponents believed they had to be based On a codified set of pro-
,

40

cedures. New linking agents could then be trained to use the procedures
4

and adaPt them to differinig local conditions. To that ene, each compo-
.

!lent develdiled,a set of StePs as an organizing principle. The steps in-

cluded such ectivities as clarifying goals in the relevant 'program area,

identifying variables tht could be manipulated to'improve student learn

ing, collecting data on conditions ih the schoo), analyzing data to id

.tify needed changes, reviewing possible altefnatives, and coeintng alter-
.

natives into a program appropriate for a school (or in one component, for

a classroom). The components differed somewhat in the number and spec-

*ificity of steps, their commitment to following the steps in'a linear

sequence, and even their formal acceptance of the need for a fixed set of

steps. However, in practice, each component took RA schools through a

very'''similar sequence.

Commitment to the steps was a'part of the process-helping orienta

,

-

tiön, but this orientation left responsibility for makin9 program deci-

sions with the. school. Hence, the coMpOnents sought to develop coopera-
.

...

tiv9vor collaborative, relationships with the.schools so school and

A

ing agent could work together to help the schools come o well-based
, .

decistomss. Each coliponent developed its own definition of a coope;-ative

, relationship-and why it'was important. tiowever, the components seemed

to share the belief that each party to the relatronshik--the school and

ihe Unking agent--brought different kmowledge anpi expertise to the.situ-

ation, and that these differences should be reflected whIp decisions,HWer

.

Q.1
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4

%, 4
made. RBS had technical knowledge while Ihe school had7c4k te infbrma-

,

es. As of44 com-tion on local conditions that might affect project out

ponent'SerdPosai explained (Basic SkOkfs, 1978; p.

°Gollaborafion'does not mean that researchers and practitioners
simply'ihange*.roes, or that everyone,dcOs what appeals Most
to himihei:,,or even that everyone has ad equal say iin aLl matt4

ters. It mewls here,'working-relationship in which the expe
tise of each collaborator bringsto the task is,recogni;ed a
resPected by the other. In such relationships leadership is:
expected to shift ampng the parties acco, the nature o
the need and the appropriateness of each'. e4ertise.

..jhus, .effective planning was to. be the resu1t;af4td-joint shari ,'

'N ' idifferent knowledge r osoures. h...k
---,

, /
4

Research Strateqy / *

. - .. i

field'Studids used a comparativdcase stUdy strategY,to exaqine die
/ .0._

enactment of these al5proaches in schools. .C4 studytrd4earch cOmmonfy

,
4ir 0 it' .

involves-the use of a range of data coullectiOn techniques often Oferred
. ,t- ,4 T. \/ C .

.
I i,

to aS qualitative or ethnogrA'phic mevhods in orer to de*op .4i.tampiWte
., -
V

.14

description of a school and its project over time. These methodS maV bef
supplementd& with standard quantitative techniques like surveys (Sieber,

. -

1973). Case studies are tyPically Oartictilartstk sinc'd they,portrai,/

events in one situation. They are holistic in that they ty toS portray
\, t

the interplay of.as many variables as possible that-affect or result frod---
10

a situation: In'that regard, they may 'be the uliimate multivariate study.
t,

Case study research is also longitudinal. It tells a.story that covers
4

a period of time.
.

I.

-13-



This strategy had several advantages for Field Studiespurpose. First,

e

it Is exceedingly,useful for the'examination of the cifange process, a criti-
fir

cal prereq6isite for this research,: Fullan and Pomfert.point out 6at:

There is a singular lack of curiosity about what happosied to

an innovation tietween the time it was desigped and...the time

'that the consequences became evident.... The whole area of

implementafjon, what the innovation actually consists of in

practice and why it develops as it dogs, aas viewed as a "black

4box",where innovation entering one side somehow produce the

consequences'emaniting from the other. (1977: 336-37)

Their observatiOn hOlds as well for planning work. Documentation on how

-project objectives end procedures are designed and agreed upon is singu-

1.arly lacking. [For sonle exceptions, see the case studies In lierriott

and Gross (1979).] The longitudinal, qualitative nature of In-depth re-

. t, search prov'Tdes a useful Way to portray fhe evenfs of a procesT as they

'unfold.in time--to describe what takes plate in the black bor.
e--4s.

Sec-6nd, case study ethods are useful.for the examination of corrl

texts. ,As dJscussed above, one of the guidiog assumptions of this study

was that school contexts have a massive.impact on the work of.linking.

a§ents 'and the uses which are made of their approaches. pne of the pH-

-nary rationales for the use.a. in-depth methods is the bel ief that sociaj

ecological settinhave a significant impact on the activities and inter-

actiUns of individuals;,these methods are intended to-facilitate a fine-

grarned analysis of the interaCtion between setting and action (Wilson,

1977).

Third, case study methodsjelp identify thepeanings of settings

and events for the various participants (WIlson, 1977) . The issues of

a.
1

c

r9.

4t.



4

' inierest in this.study--rationality and cOoPeration--draw attention to
...

the way that people identify and observe the facts of a situation, whether

411ii

thes6 be re4atively "objective" data stch as test scores or more epheTeral

.observations on interpessonal behavior. Often what is importah t is hot

.

the "reality of events"'as seen by the re'Searcher but the "definitions of

.
tiie.situation" held by,the actors involved; these may vary among the indi-

.

viduals and groups innlved...
Yam

.210

Finally, case study methods are useful for developing new concepts

- (Guba, 1979; Sieber, 1973). Although there is a grOwing body of research

- on edycartfonal. change, there remains donsiderable ambiguity with Tespect

to theAssues Uhder consideratton in this ,project. New4"concepts are need=
d t.

ed, not only to describe what schools are like, but also to "ivrp under-.
I.

stand'the processes by which' individuals and groups decide whAt their
. -

ikange projects should accomp lish and carry out tefr plans.

4
Frequently, ease study research is limim:1 the study of one spec-

a

ific setting (Guba, 1979; Wilson, 1979). Field Studies° apprdach was in-

tentionally comparative for a ntimber of reasons. First, the phenomenon of

interest lent itself to comparison If only because RBS was developing three

approaches in different program areas and was working with,a number of

schools. Second, Field Studies sought to identify lessons from this work

that would be usefulAo both the corporation and the larger R&D community.

While there are severe limits to the ability to generalize from one situa-

tion to another in social science, some techniques are more effective than

.others (Guba, 1978). Kennedy (1978) has begun the development of guide-

lines for generalizing from single case studies, but she points out that

.% 4

b.Ab



lessons drawn from several cases are much more firmly bask Comparisons

help uncover basic relationshipa that might not otherwise be detected

(Weick, 1576). A relat.ionsh.ip between two variables or a pattern of
11,

activity may be so taken for granted in one setting that it is not.even

noticed by a trained observer. Only when the observer moves to another e

*

situation where th attern in question is absent does its impOrtance

become clear. 4111.11

As earli, as the first meetinie in which component staff negotiated-

a relatiOnship with schools, Field Studies obsel-vers were present in order

to docudeni those initial contacts and to describe their specific role ill

the change process. Observers would quietly, but openly, keep a'running

record of actrvities 151 meetings. As.colleagues in the same organization,

the observers were able to discuss events in schools with RBS compOnent
4

,staff and obtain some information on their perceptions. However, the de-

ciaion to document events 6"-t nearly every 'school with which a component

worked' precluded extensive field work and rapport building at each site.

Hence, observers contiagato be strangers who ilad little access to local

sentiments and perceptions orthe change process, especially those of

teachers and other "lower participants." In addition to observational

'data and informal interviewing, the document4 and material,p prepared by

cdmponent staff and school participants were collected for analysis.

In this report the qualitative data are used in two ways: (1) to

construct case histories of school improvement teams' activities in fhree

The Field StudieS research,plan for 1979-81 calls for more inteiNive

field work in schools to overcome this problem.



:

k

schools and (2)-tp-develop measure& for a, number:of variabl'es whose rela-

tiOnships are ekalill-n fro*-mere quefitative.pefspectiv'
4

e. Spe
L.

..qiiscu.sspns of theleodologicai'an4'anOlyIi echnidues employed:

_

each case'-are cont6ined.in thd respeaIvé-sections of the report.--

Organizacion of the-Report

. The remainder.of this report Is divided Anto three chapters. -Chap-

.,
. g

.tlr II presents short case hrstories'df the work of ,three teams to hlus-

trate foF the Teed& the nature of the planning activities ie.the schoolsi...-
....

along with demographic data- on the schools and teams. ChaPter III examines

the work' O-f"al) 11 teams to identify some iaitial results of their activ-

itAes and some factors that facilitated the planning process. Chapter fV

'iummarizesbthe findings and identifies questions for futurp research.

"" s'4!

t
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CHAPTER II

THE TEAMS IN ACTION

re

..IRBS.intended for local school improvement teams to, be the vehicles
s

for testing the approaches and planning the new,prograMs. Team members

were to meet regularly to perform the tasks required by each planning

step, and at least partially, tO assist with implementation? The compo-

sition of the teaMs varied somewhat among the REI.components, but as a'

minimum the teams were to include tedchers and administrators. RBS ex-

k

pected that by having school personnel participate in, and ideally,direct,\

the creation of de programs, they would develop.a sense of ownershiP" of

the project.. School ownership then would facilitate implementation and
4

incivaie the probahility that the programs would become institutionalized.

The purpose of this.chapser is to provide a more concrete sense of

the school bettings within which the'h.teams and RBS worked, who the team-
_ . :

members were, and the nature ofthe activities they performed. The

'chapter iSidivided into,three major sections. The first Contains back-

ground information on the 13 schools. that became involved In the school

improvement effgrt--,their demographic characteristicapnd the compo-
,..

sition of the schOol improvement teams-. The setoild:SeCtion presents

brief case histories-of three of the teams. They.illustrate hot;',/ tHe

'component approaches', linker behavior, school.contextual factors,.and the

'relationship betwpen 'US and school staff affect'ed the planning process.'

the final settion highlights" dome important issues in planning for change

raised .by the case histories. These issues are farther examined in Chapter

4.
. t.

-8-



The Schools and Their Teams
41

This sectioh describes the schools and the teams tirith t'vhich RBS

. worked to develop the approaches. The schools were not selected randomly

for this development work. Instead they were selectedt according to _cri-

teria such as,their willingness to engage.in school improvement activities

or the kind of student populati.on'they served.
*

The section begins with

a demographic overview of the schools selected. The data presented here

suggest that.RBS did not b.egin work wiei sites where.spCcess was ensured .

from the outset. These schools faced the Same problems of low test scores,

changing student body composiiion, and declining enrollment that many

schools across the country face. Following the overview there is a dis-

cussion of the composition of the teams that weri4ormed.

A Statistical Overview of Schools v 3

As a'reference point for the.reader, Figure 2 lists the 11 sites,

their grade levels, settings, and the components with which they worked.

Additional data on the characteristics of schools discussed in this section

are contained in Appexdix A.
4

Thet'schools working with the components differe!J considerably in

termi of their student composition, their staffing, and'their settings'.

The components'deliberately selected.si/es which had to contend with a,

',number 9f educational problems. Ginerally, the- Basic Skiils.Component

(BSC) intended to work with'aiementaty schools, Ctizen Education (CEC)

with junior htghs 'and middle schools, and Career Preparation (CPC) with

*
For furthee information on recruitment and selection the reader is ref-
erenced to Firestone (1979b).

f'.
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Site"

1. Rural

District

2. Middleburg

3: Patriot

.4. 'Urban

5: Farmcenter

6. Riverside

7. Suburb

8.. Green Hills.

91 NeighbertoWn

10. B g." Town

11. 01.d Town

Small-town El

Smalltown Mi

.Southend
st

- .

Figure 2

THE ELEVEN SITES

I.

Level

Elementary,

.Middle
Elementary

Elementary

Elementary

Junior High

Junior High

Middle School

Ju!lior High

Junior-High

High School'

High School

High School

-20-

Setting,

.Rural

Suburban

Small City

Big City

Small City

Big City

Suburban
`4

Suburban

Rural

Small City

Small City

Component

Basic Sk1,11s

Basic Skills

Basic Ski0s

Citizen,Educatic

Citizen Educatic

Citizen Educatic

Citizen Educatic

Career. Preparat

Career

Career

Career

EN

Preparat

Preparat

Pröparat



htgh schools and to some extent junior highs. For the most part, this in-
.

tentiont was met. BSC formed two school teams and one district-wide team.

In Rura,L,Pistrict, the superintendent set as 'a condition of participation

.the inclusion of the district's middle school, so this team was a K-8 unit.

CPC included one junior high and thtee high schools.

School enrollments ranged from .375 in Southend to 3146 in Oldtown.

Because they worked with upper grade schools, CPC and GEC dealt Wi,th

larger schools than'BSC. BSC's largest single sthool was'about the same

size as TEC's smallest (around 670). CPC had to deal with the greatest
A

size range.. While the smallest schogl.in the other two components was

about half the size of.the largest, CPC's smalrest school was less than

a quarter the size of its laygest.

The schools varied in their ethnic composition as well as their siie.

Each component had one school With a predominantly minority student body,

and one that was nearly all white. In m9st cases, blacks were the fargest

minority group represented, but in Urban Junior High a significant propor-

tion.00f the student body was of Hispanic parentage. Washington, Farmcenter,

and Riverside also had JO percent or More Hispanic students.'
4

Other demographic data provlde an indication ,of the in tructional

14problems the schools faced as evidenced by the proportion o11 students who

were behind in reading and die instability of the student-body. Fach RBS

..componept included at least one school where the principal estimated that

more thgft half the ttudents were a year or more behind in rgading dnd where

a tenth or more.of the students had transferred into the School over the

course of the year.

-21-
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Enrollment is usually a good predictor of staff size. Th'at relation-

ship'held with the _components' schools. The rank-order correlation be-

tween enrollment and total* number of staff fo'r these 13 schoolS was .97.

The distributions of' staff among different kinds of positions differed, how-

. ever. No school.'consisted of .simply.a principal and a set.of Crassroom teath-

ers. The number of classroom teachers varied.between 13 and 150, represent-

ing 62 percent.to 90 percent of the staff. The number of aides varied be-'

tween zero and/75 pnly ole School (Southend) il'ad More than 15 percent of

its staff as aides. For the most part, elementary schools had fewer Class-
,.

room teachers than the otherschools, and the high schools had fewer aides.

None of thethigh schoCils had more than Seven percent aides.

With the advent of federal'categorical aid programs, some portion of

A

the staff in many schools has been supported by special program funds

from outside the distriet. Sphools eisk losing staff if related funding

requirements are nát met and thus', another set of dependencies for schools

is created. On the other hand, some of this special money is an indica-

ticm of a school's interest in changi, since it comes through competitive

program awards.. Therefore) an examination of the percent of staff sup-

ported by discretionary program funds provided an indication of the.

external equirements with which a school hadto contend. Fdur of the

RBS schools supported over 10 percent of their professional staff with

discretionary funds: Patriot, two of the Ottral Schools, and Urban.

All the aides were supported by suth funds iv' Smalltown Elementary,

*O.
3141"
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Rjverside, Suburband Neighbortown. On the whole, the schools did not '

, rely very heavily on outside funding.

With declining enrOlments and a tightening job market for teachers,

one would expett to find experienced teaching-staffs at most schools.

. -

This Was more true of the Career Preparation sthools than thoSe-'working

with Basic Skills, but no school had a faculty with 20 percent or more

frrst.year teachers, On 'the other hand, the staffs differed considerably -

in their.post-baccalaUreate education. The percent of staff with matter's

-degrees ranged from zero in Southend to 63 percent in Middleburg-with the

average being'27 percent. Middleburg andyrban had the most educated

faculties; faculty at the Rural Schools had'the fewest advanced degrees.
.

The schools operated in very different community and district set-

tings. Each component had one or m ore urban schools and *one suburban site;

however, there was considerable variation in the urban communitres. Two

schools, Urban and Riverside, were iocated in b.ig cities, i.e., parts of

a major.urban complex, eithet the city itself or a clty subsidiary with a

population of pvei 100,000. (The four remaining urban schools were in

small cities in the 40,000760,000 range. In addition, two components each

had a rural site.

The 11 districtSranged in size,from 2400 to over 230,000 students.

(*Five had fewer than 5000 students. Eighty-eight percent of the district,

in'the country have less than.5000 students (Niiional Center for Educa-

tiOnal Statistics, 1978). Jhus, the components overselected large dis-

tricts. While all components dealt with some districts with more than

OR.

-23-
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, 5000 students and at least one that wits smallers CEC worked with'the three

4

largest districts.

Declining school enrollmentsare a growing problem in the seventies.

Each component had at least one site with a'significant decline in dis-

trict enrollment over the previclus five years. Five of the 11 districts'

had experienced a decline of. 10 percept or more.

-N

Team Composition-

each school, or ir one case district, forMed a team whrch work-
,

ed with a component and carrqed out the planning approaches. (See

Appendix B for the data discussed here.) The teams "varied in size from

a low of six:to a high of 26. Five ofIthe teams had 11 or more members.

The composition' of the teams varied.considerably from component to.

component. BSC: was the only component that did not work with either stu-

dents or commuilit, residents. All other 'teams had some community refire-
, 1

sentatton, although in half of those cases at least some of the community

representatives were also school.employees. Five orthe eight CPC and

CEC teams had commuhity representatives. Eight of the 11 teams had a

regular district representative.. .

It was anticipated that the.primary resporisibipty for implementing

'the Civnges developed through the component approLches would'fall to the

professional staff, and that implementation would be supervised by school

administrators. .Therefore, it Was considered relevantuto find out what

proportion of the team were school professionals, either classroom teach-

ers or others. The proportion of professionals ranged from:23 percent in



.

.1

Riverside to 82 F;ercent in Middleburg. rve of the 11".teams had 50 per-
,

cent or more professionals. There was at least one high professicinally-

staffed team iR each component.; however, te three teams with the most

professionals werc in BSC. In addition, li4C had an intermediate service

agency representative work with each team partly to provide additional

.short'term support, partly to be able to mo,e in and take over for'4the
, k

,

,

RBS linking agent at a'later date,.and partly th receive training so the

. C
approach could be exported .to other schools and districts.

Case histories of Planning for Change

This section contalns ease histori.es oflhe work of three of the

school improvement teams. These histories cover the work of the team

through the end of the1978-79 school year. Each one has frve parts:

(1) an introduCtion to the school, (2) an examination of the recruit

process and its implication& for later work, (3) asIescription of the-

change activities, (4) a discussion of outcomes for the schodl, and By

'some conclusions-that can be drawn from the single case. Following the

histories is an overview containing some general observations about the

change efforts at the three sites.

These three case histories were selected because they illustrate
711

particularly well the4dynamics and complexities of the change process.

Each history was written by the Field.Studies staff member most familiar

with the site. In most cases, the writer made several trips to the site

to observe meetings of sevefal different groups: school imkovement

teams, sub-groilps of the team, school and district personnel, school

-25-7
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a

boards, and RBS staff. 11j addition, events on site werd discussed with

component linkers over the course of the year to obtain their perceptions -

of team activities, a better understanding of the component approaches,

and more information on the change process and the school setting. In

writing tile histories, principal reliance was placed on field notes corn-
.

piled,while the teams were in operation.' Reference was also given to

writtle documents, logs kept by RBS staff, and interviews with other.par-

ticipants. Because there were few interviews with school.staff, their

perCeptions of events were generally Unavailable.
,

Preliminary drafts of the case histories werie presented to the RBS
$

componene Staff to provide a check on the accuracy of the descriptions.

Meetings were held tO discuss suggested Tevisions in the drafts, and as a

result, changes were made. Of cource, the ultimate responsibility for the

conclusions drawn from the histories rested.with thgbe researchers.

To protect the confidentiality of the individuals whose actions and

sentiments are reflected in the histories, pseudonyMS'have been used.

These pseudonyms are..different from those used elsewhere in Ihis report.

TheAgtorils refer to the principal RBS site workers as "linkers." This

. term is Used as a generic reference to the RBS field staff role but not

all of the cOmponePt staff viewedthemselves as such.. For the sake of

simplicity, finer distinctions are not made in the text. Finally, the

-'histories are intended to provide the reader a flavor for what went on at

the sites. Th y should in no way be consIdered as evafuations of those

activities.

4
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Cehtral School e.

' Con'tral Was located in a mediuMsized citY oiLthe fringe of a major

metropolitan region and serited a predominantly black student body. Al- .

through the school only recently emerged from several years of racial

hostilities,'the'atmosphere on Campus during project activities was calm..

The teachers were unionized, and in the fall, of the year prior to the

projeces start there was a teachers' strike. The major conclict during

'the strike Was reported to be between the teachers and the community.

The superintendent resotved the strik, and in doing so emphasized the

need for increased community involvementcin the schools. Initially, this"

, Move antagonized teachers. However, the superintendent's efforts resulted

in several positive outcomes and consequently did.not engender much last-

ing- resentment.. Instead, the teacher-admihistrator relationship was char-

acterized more by vigilance than Antagonlim. 'The component lihker noted

that teachers and administrators became mostly power-equals as a result

of the strike, ahd each party has been careful to mainfain'that balance.

During eniry 'Olto the system, RBS 'received the full support of the

_superintendent and the principal.
*

Support from teachers was more luke-
.,

;

.warm. -Although by June the project was on schedàle as,far as RBS was

concerned, the natUre of.the process by which planning occurred had been

altered considerably frOm the original intelitions of the parties involved.

The superintendent had had extensiVe contact with RBS prior to the be-
.ginning of this project.

p&.
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Recruitment. Central was not on the list of'potential sites RBS

originally compiled. Its appropriateness as a site was suggested to RBS

by someone outside the school system. The recommendation was made because

Central had a histcry of involvement in the particular curriculum area of

concern, and yet its program did not conform to state guidelines. To

remedy the situation the superintendent had created a special district

position the occupant of which would coordinate activities in the area,

had hired a highly-oualified person to fill the position, and had begun to

look for assistance from outside consultants. It was at this point that

Kis contacted he superintendent.

RBS had already developed criteria to use in selOcting project sites.

These criteeia included thequiirements that the site already have an in-
.

vestment in the curriculum area and that key actors at the site (i.e.,

people who would be affected directly I;y the project) not'demonstrate open

opioosition the idea of the project. At Central, RBS staff reported that

the superintendent was highly enthusiastic about the possibility of RBS'

involvement. The princieal expressed similar entlibsiasm. Although teach-
.,

ers were less enthusiastic, they were apparently not opposed to the proj-

ect. Thus, Central met the requirements, hnd the school was selected as

a project site.

' During entry no problems aro§e for RBS. The ease of entry was par-

tially because the project,made few. demands on the school other than staff
. . i ..s

time. At this stage of the process, time did not preseng a problem to an:)y

,

of the participants; however, the ampunt of time that some team members
r

had available to allocate to project activities decreased later in'the year.



Originally, RBS had hoped that the team of planners would be volun-
, V

teers, however, the actual selection of team members was left to the

school, The RBS linker recommended categories of people to be included,

but the principal and'the superintendent decided which individuals shpuld

participate. Team members eitheryere appointed (e.g., students and

teachers) or requested to participate (e.g., the community representative).

The superintendent's appointment'of the team coordinator seemed par-
.

ticularly critical for the direction the planning process took. At this

si,te the strategy was to provide technical assistance directly to the co/

ordinator. The coordinator would lead the planntng team activities while

RBS staff remained in the background. The superintendent appointed the

newly-hired person referenced aboveas the team coordinator. Although the

penson's official position was at the district-level, the office and pH-

%

mary responsibirtties were located in the school. The person stated that

thiS, comi:Oned with the newness of the position and its occupant to the

system, made it difficult to build a base of support for activities in

, either the district Or the school.

According to the RBS linker, the motivations of individuals to partic-

ipate,in the project varied. The superintendent was interested in upgrad-

ing the district's curriculum program and saw the RBS project as a way to

address this objective. Although the team coordinator was assigned to the

project, the individual had two positive,motives for participating: (1)

to further an already-existing interest in the curriculum %Tea and (2) to

establish a rolein the district and at Central. A prior interest in

36
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the content area made the projeCt appealing to the principal. In addition,

the project was seen as a way ta get free assistance-with staff development.

the teachers' motivation was mainly a fuoction of political rather than cur-

ricular considerations. To maintain the balance of.power, it was important

.for them to be involved in any new district activities. The community rep-

resentative had a desire to learn more abdut the school. This individual

-also had political ambitions and felt participation would provide voters

with evidence of an interest in education. The students were assigned bp'
.40

the project ond had no clearspotivations or expectations.

Activities. Inittally the local planning team consisted of the co-

ordinator, the community person; the assistant superintendent in charge

of curriculuM and instruction, several teachers, a guidance counselor,

students, and the principae. According to RBS staff, the coMpopent did

not consider the linker.to be a team member at first. The size of the

team concerned the linker and the coordinator because they felt fewer

people could Man more effectively. They, in conjunction with the princi-

pal; decided that the team had to be broken into more functional units.

At first they intended to suggest a single method for reorganization to

4

the team, but the principal advised them to'propose several alternatives

to the team because of the sensitivity Of team members bp how.decisions

were made. This was done, and the team agreed to form a core planning

team (consisting of the coordinator, the community person, the principal,

a student, a guidance counselor, and two teachers) and an-advisory group

(cOnsisting of everyone else). The advis6ry gedup would convene with the



core planning team every third meeang. to review the work of the core

team.

The teachers-in both groups were department chairpersons. At Cen-
.

tral these people taught partial class loads while the remainder of their

time was allocated to working with and for other teachers. The chairper-

sons were the major conduits through which the principal and the faculty

comMunicated and were major .sources of influence in the school.

*

Because of difficulties tn getting all of the team tOgether, the

first team meeting did mot occur until a month later than RBS intended.
A

At this meeting the RBS liOcer compressed two two-hour orientation sessions

into one two-hour session. rive subsequent tepm meetings were,held. By
a

the end of the last sessi-on, the'team had defined the content area, iden-

tified a list of relevant goals, and had begun to conduct surveys of stu-

dents, teachers, and_the community in order to narrow the goals to those

which seemed most:crucial to implement.

In addition to attending the planning team meetings, the linker met

. with the coordinator in planning, sessions. According to the linker,

these sessions were welcomed by the cOordinator'because_they helped reduce

anxieties over providing leadership.to,the team. By structie.ing what was

. to happen at team meetings, providing.technical competence, and offering

the coordinator professional support, these sessions made the coordinator

feel more comfprtable with the position. Moit of the linker's time was

spent with this one indtviidual.

Initially the linker f'elt a tension between the commitment to letting

the team determine the content of its plan and the commitment to what was

' '.r
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considered to.be good pradtice. This tension

quedtly in situations id which ihe team made,

a

manifested

or was on

itself.mosi fre.-

the verge of mak-

ing, decisions about the program on the basis of limited knowledge of the

field. The linker discussed this problem with other US linkers. Together .

they decided that the team should be presented an array of possible programs

in. the content area and asked to loCate them on a continuum with the end-

.
points denoting the area as narrowly-conceived and the area as broadly-con-

ceiyed. The linker would then point out the direction the team was'headed
V

'and suggest alternatives to this direction. This new tack was discussed with

and,approved by the coordinator'.

'consequence of these discussions, the linker 'intervened and be-

came more directive. The Yield-observer noted that the _team did not re-.

Calve the action well. They.grew restless and expressed frustration CAMS

having performed a time-consuming task only to have someone suggest an-.

. other way of doing the task. TheN7 Oerceived that the linker and the

coordinator were attempting to wrist project contiol from them and that

both, were operating from an already-established conception of what tile

program was to become. One teacher complained to the coordinator that

tJeteâm meMbers felt they wererbeing 1)man1pulated." This IsItt

bidder-I:agenda Wa's addressed' directly by the linker and coordinator' at-the:

next meeting; they assured the team that they did not hive one. The team-
.

,seemed. satisfied with the explanation, and the.Vnsion subsided. 'Never-

theless, the linker did not reirbe a passive postul-e, and instead, contin-

-uedOkosfunction as a team member whoSe opinions were to be challenged just

as others opinions were challenged.

32-
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The idea of the split team did not work out as intended. As noted

ibcive, the team decided that the advisory grou0 would meet every third

session. However, when the time for the first advisory group meeting came,

'9nly.the core team members gittended. The school year ended before another -

combined iession could be scheduled.

As the end of the school year approached, teamfeMbers (particularly

the teachers) became more pressed for time. As a result the team Aecided

that the coordinator and the linker should deiign the student and facility .

surveys. The surveys were the means by which the team had decided to accbm-
.

plish the teacher and student needs assessmentS which were a part of the

planning.model. The principal also became involved in this de'velopment

'work. The individuals who actually constructed the surveys,informally

discussed what.they were doing wtth Andividuatsteam members, who then sug-
,

.getted revisions. These revisions were taken into account berfore.surveys

were finalized. With ttie assistance Qf the Community representative, the

linker and the coordinator also pdoduced the community needs assessment,

Outcomes. AsABS anticipated, the outcomes most evident at the end

-of the year were changes in individuals' attitudeS and behavior related

to the planning process, rather than changes'in school or district organi-
e

zation. However, the changes which occurred seemed somewhat contrary' to

the attitudes and behavior RBS intended to foster, 'For example, by the

ind:of the year the team was willing to allow the linker and the coordina-

tor, to assume responsibilities the team had jealously,guirded earlier in

the project. Essentially the, team moved from performing tasks to review-
,

ing and revisipg the work of others. In addition, the memberS of the



non-core planning group effectively ceased participating, and as the year

wore on, core members often straggled into meetings well after the sched-

uled starting ame. The Coordinator did not have the kind of influence

needed to alter this increasingly limited participation.. As a consequence,

the high degree of projectownership which RBS had hoped the team. would

develop was not evident in anyone other than the coordinator, thArin-

cipal, and the community representative.

Conclusion. in the initial stages of the project, RBS received heavy

administrative support anfl mild teacher inIerest. 'The administrator's

support was stimufated by a desire to improve the quality of the existing

*program; theVeachers' interest was stimulated by a desire to be ripre-

sented op the project.
1.1

Over time the kind and degree of participation by team members,

.
especially school'staff, shifted from active and frequent to passive and

.sporadic. The decrease in participation seemed to be related to (1) the

team membeet' initial motivation to participate, (2) outside demands on

members time, and (3) the role behavior of the linker and the coordinator.

The teachers participated primarily for political reasons. Because they

were moitly inAprested in protecting their power position in the'school,

the'y *sought Input into making final decislons rather than developing after-

natives about which decisions werd'to be made. The linker reported thal

they did nOt really want to do the work. 'Hence, they were willing.to ,

shift the performing of time-consuming development tasks to ihelinker and

the coordinator,4while maintaining the right to Advise and consent. .0n
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the other hand the coordinator, the principal, and the community repre-

sentative,had keen interests in the content area, and this interest was

reflected in their active involvement in project activities.

The teachers' "adVise and consent" function was encouraged by the time

constraints which many members faced. The ebb and flow of administrative

. duties placed heavy demands on the department chairpersons at the end of

the,year. These demands, coincided with the need for conSIderahle develop-
.

ment work on the RBS project; and according to the linker, the project

became a lower _priority than members' official school responsibilities.
. .

The coordinator was in a difficult position in the scbool system.

The individual had not been in the system long enough to develop influence

and to gain csntrol.over the resources necesary to stimulate and..maiptain

others' active participation. At the same time the superintendelsaw
\.

the.project as the coordinator's responsib(lity. Thus, project wo'n had

6 be done, and the coordinaior and the linker had the most time to devote

to izt.

the limited ttam participation corresponded wih.a low sense of own/er-

c

ship and commitment to the.project amOng team' members. In spite of these

debilitating factors, the project at Central was as far along in the RBS

planning sequence as the other RBS sites. However, .the progress was more

Orhe result qf the efforts of ihe coordinator and the linker than the per-

formance of the planning te411.

City School'

Located.in a large city', City School served a predominantly black

clientele. Observers from the component suggested that the 79 adults !,11
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the school were divided into a number of factions or cliques depending on

Such factors as whether or not they were professionals, what grades they

taught, ways of handling the problems of a black identity, and personal

friendships. Internal tensions were exacerbated by a recently completed

strike and the announcement of an upcoming-layoff of staff due to enroll-

ment declines and.budgetary problems. An onrsite observer reported that

the principal's relationship with some staff. members anethe central

office was somewhat strained. However, thes'princtpal received strong

support from community residents. In an interview the.principal reported

that many instructibnal and staff relations responsibilities were dele-

gated to assistants.

One constant tiieme in thisAschool noted by component staff was the at-

tempt to insiill pride in students' black heritage. This theme was carried

through bulletin board displays, speeches by outside speakers, and Class-

room instruction. While teachers differed over whether students should

try to leave the city for better alternatives elsewhere or stay and fight
/-

for improved conditions, they'agreed on the impOrtance of pride'in one's

racial heritage. This themes was empltasized by both black and white teach-

Airs.

Finally, aMlither program required s'hool staff to g'o through a.goal-
N

.setting, program development process similar to the one developed`by

RBS. Some Llnitial reservations about the RBS project siemmed from coryt

fusion between the two efforts and cynicism about the mandated one. 'More-

over, apparently because of the interest in black pride and developing.a
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local community, school staff were initially quite suspicious of outside

experts,.especially those representing the 'white establishment."

Recruitment.. In recruiting this school, RBS moved quickly through

the district hierarchy but i'aCed substantial lower-staff distrust. .City's

district was one of the lait to be considered by the component. Shortly

after a meeting with central office staff and the principal, it was select-

ed as one of the'project sites.

After seleetion there was then a break of one month before RBS could

meet with all faculty. For the initial meeting, there was a mix-up over

the itarting time. The principal told the faculty to be ready fort'a 3:00

meeting and RBS,that it would start at 3:15, However, the principal

did not appear until 3:30. In addition, the anticipated layoffs were

announced at the same meeting. Although RBS indicated that partici-

pation in the project was vocuntary, the Arincipal reported that the .

.

decision'to have the project had already been made. An on-site obseever

reporte0 that teachers resented having the project "rammed down their

throats" and were suspicious that it would be used to evaluate teachers

and prepare for layoffs. 1; the months that followed, the linker and a

field observer working for RBS made numerous visits to the school to ex-

plain the project to staff and elicit their suppvt.

Almost twotmonths later, the school was ready for its first teaM

)lieeting. A number of teachers and counselors had hien officially ap-

pointed to the team. Others, for reasons that were not...altogether clear,

N.,

dbcided-that the activity.was important and chose to attend. One of those

i

4
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,rndependently\zzuited 14.girls from a school club. In describing the

%Work that would be accomplished, RBS emphasized an interest in broad,par-

ticipation, but also stressed the requirement to follow generahly the

RBS planning approach. ,According to an observer, the tone of this meet-

'

ing was basically positive, and the process in the school was under way.

Araiiities_. Planning activities began with the. first team meeting.

Nine more meetings were held during the school year. Team.tability was

a major problem at City. Students, professional staff; and community
f

representathees created different problems., As indicateci aboVe, one mem-

ber recruited a number of students for the team. This independent re-

cruitment continued through several meetings. At one time, as many as

22 students attended a meeting.' Later; students complained to he Field

Studies obsepnver that some of their teachers would not let them out of

cl.ass to go to meetings,4especially since the sessions elways at the

same time and conflicted with the same courses. .The was considerable

initial tUrnover among the professionals on the team. initiarin.the

grade revel chairpersons, who were'quite influential tin the school, were

assigned to the.team. However, after the first meeting, they dITI not

attend'. The linker reported thax-no way could be worked out to Obtain

substitUtes foe their classes. Instead, a number of coiinselors and

special educa0on teachers who could free some time, and ho were ihter-

ested, chose tO, attend. Although al effort was mpde to recruit community

representative0and several parentS did, attend the first few meetings),

.

the mOst .S,tablei"commun;ty" representatives were para-professionals work-

ing in the schokl.

*



lTeam leadership was another source or cOncern. CityIke only

-team out of il that did.not have-a principal as.an active member. A

special teacher.tn the school waS initially assigned to coordinate the

team's work because the individual did not teach regular classes and had

time. However, at the first meeting, another teacher was elected acting co-

.ordinator. As one'of the few white icachers in the school, the coordinator

was not highly influential among the staff. The Field 'Studies observer

noted that this person did not play a directive role at theetings. In

addition the coordinator had difficulty getting materials needed by team

members reprAticed for Olomeetings. As a result, handouts that were

critiCal"for group discus3ion--e.g., copies of the district's official

goatswere not available for distribution to the full team on several

occasions.

The early meetings were devoted to developing a set of. goals for the

school in the curriculum area. RBS introduced and explained.the concept

of goals and i'ried to gdt the team to identify school problems as a basis

,

for writing goals. Typically, after an .introduction the work vuird take

%pl-ace tn small groups. In managing these activities, the ltnker-had t6

take into account the lack of direction provided by the coordinator; the
40'

need to gear meetings to-large numbers of students who were not familiar

with the planning concepts RBS used, and the component's belief,that as

part of its cooperative relationship, it should not .direct meetings. For
411

instance, at 'Wm meeting, field notes indicate that the transi.tion from

*ibe initial presentation on goals io the .small groups 4-nt as follows:



X
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There as a question about whether studeats, parents, and

teach should meet separately so each group could identify

its goals, but the linker wanted.io,pave teachers and stu-

.w'depts meet rogether_so studints could get the idea of what the

,_)poncept of goals meant.. MeAnwhije, the Hanker apologized for

beiAg dir ctive.. It took a tong time for the groups to.form.

The44hker, 'fled four locations.and politely indicated

-4ho'the linker ;wanted to go to eaCii-place while the students

1 ?e'espes.ially waiied for someone to tell them where to go. Mean-
,

while,,p4kr adults ewe anpund Oth-anc4her instruction to
#

4. have tlie studentsvidentify the majoe problems they saW or the

tador things they wanted changed in the,school.
- 4

v
On another otcasion thalinker was not sollirective, and what was announced

as a five'minute itiscussion with the whole team went for 40 minutes.

..

,

. The group Sessions proceeded vary differently. For instance,.on onej .-

A -

occasion, four groupS were supposed to identify problemy In thi-sAool.
)

m
,

.

1

In one; a counselor. told stydents.to.write out the problems they saw.

While students wrote, adults i,alked at the other end of the table. In '

ii

another,'the teachers tried to question students in ways that would bring

out their concerns. In a third group, a para-professional lectured three

students about taking responsibility,for their feaehing. Nevertheless, a ,'

Clear set of themes concerning schSol problems came out of these dliscus7

. sjons. Students reported that they were very excited about these meetfngs

They independently initiated activities to canvass their friends, and even

teachers, on the problems they saw.

At the tird meeting, a sUbcommittee of students and faculty was

formed to syntheUze the diverse recommendations into a set of possible

-.kgoals. This group reviewed district goals that were already developed

and identified six that it recommended adopting._

ala



During.the-fourth meeting, the team unanimously accepted the commit-

tee's recommendations. At that poinetwo teamirembers wanted to rlove

directly to publicizing the goals in the community and getang both par-

ents and teachers to.i.dentify ways to meet them. However, the RBS.ap-

proach's next steps called for obtaining evidence on how well the goals

were being met. Therefore, an RBS measurement specialist was introduced
t.

..to the team.' The specialist told the group that R13,wanted to conduct

small-group interviews with school staff in order to assess the status

Oof the goals in the school. There were t çtions to this speech.

One of the caldrUnity representatives objected to the emphasis on student
* 0

-outcomes, saying that other-outcomes should be considered. The cooTdina-

ti-

tor Wanted to move directly to program design or at least to developing a

questionnaire. yowever, RBS staff firmly Tepeated that a step had to be

taken before an instrument could e written'. After some discussion, that

.

next'step--breaking goals into more behavioral terms which could be Mea-
.

sured*through quettionnaire Of test Ltems--wasAnitiated.

"''The nekt set of meetings was devoted to respecifying the goals as

behavioral objectives. Much the same small group process was followed.

This task wps complicated by the fact that many of the adults appeared to

not.understand wilat constituted good objectives. Considerable time was

spent briefing eie group,sleaders so they would understand what' was to be

accomplished. -W thin.the Obil groups, some leaders devoted most of their

time to questIorng.designed toget students to identify objectives. As
-

a result, adults took on morelhe role of.insti'uctor than planner. Never:-

theless, theework probressed alhd by the'last. meeting instrument'items had
4
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been developed. However, ABS' procedures for protection of confidential-
.

ity required that.the instrument receive corporate approval. This step

plus the pressures created by the end of the school year precluded admin-

istering the instrument befolze the summer. recess.

Oritcoes. ABS manged to form a team at City School in sp'ite of

considerable initial distrust and the absence,of firm administrative sup-

pqrt. However, with its heavy student representation, leadership prob-
.,

lems, and.the absence of grade level chairpersons, the team was not well

stocked with the kind of influentials who might be expected to build sup-

port for change. Students took their tasks 'quite seriously and were

enthusiastic about.what they perceived as an opportunity to pa 'cipate

with adults as equals. Although.adults assisted with instruMent o truc-

tion, the emphasis on training students placed adulis in the instruct

role and Licreased their sense of distance from the process. RBS staff '

initially hoped that by the end of the school year, the team..mould have

designed a plan to be implemented in the following year. Because the

team got off to a late start, it did not get this far. However, it did

manage to create the instrument for use at the beginning (;)f the next year.

Overall, City proceeded about as far as most of the ABS teams,.

Conclusion. The City ieam highli'ghted the potential tension for

linking agents between operating a rational approach with a logical se-

quence of tasks an'il maintaining a.cooperative, non-directive approach.

ABS was concerned about avoiding value judgments and externa re.ct,ion

oractivities. Yet, its planning approach relied heavily on a set of



prescribed steps that were not always obvious to or understood by school

people. At several points considerable explan:tion and even some pressur

;was needed to keep the team "on course." Depending on the circumstances,

when that pressure'was missing, the team either drifted or threatened to

take off in a direction for which RBS was not prepared. Hence, it was

ofted necessary,for the linking agent to intervene in order to maintain

some fidelity to the technical aspects of the approach.

The Schop) context also;had an iMportant impact on team activities.

For instance, the tasks Of Oiling together a.team and keeping it intact

became especially problematic at City because the school's op7rating pro-

cedures for scheduling classes obtaining teacher release time, and giving

students free time all precluded the formation of a stable team. To these

procedures must be added the role played by administrators, the special

agend. of certaLn faculty members, and the distributions of imfluence

and esteem within e staff. Lack of familiarity with the'planning con-

cepts OS employed seemed to be another barrier tp steady. progress. How-

ever, the students' enthusiasm and the linker's special effort to keep

them involyed seemea to be important assets.

Union School

Union School was located in a city of over 40,000 population and

served a black and HiSpanic clientele. The school and district faced

*some serious student achievement problems. The bulk of the students in

the school were one year or more behind grade level in reading. Because

of its test scores, the district received considerable ddverse publicity

p.



and was under the threat of "state Unction. The superintendent was not

a curriculum specialist. He sought assistance from many sources and the ,411

d,istrict had numerous special programs.

Teacher-administrator problems were also prevalent. The districts'

4 chapter of the NEA was riported to be a strong advocate of teachers'

rights. Union School had special problems.because staff perceived the

principal to be highly controlling". The principal reported that teachers

resented the requirement that all teachers conduct certain activitres at

a particular time of the day. They also disliked what' they saw as an

unwillingness to provide adequate support on disciplinary matters. While

this school did not initially seem a promising site, it became one of RBS'

most successful efforts. -

Recruitment. RBS relied heav4ly on intermediate service agencies

SAs) in the state to help it select this site. This district was rec-
,

(amended by an ISA largely sd it could get help in respoalj.4g-to the

superintendent's repeated requests for asSistance, ISA staff anticipated

that .the principal .:40ould be interested in the project, but they did not

become:aware:of the tension in the school until the selection procedure

was underway.

RB$ s ff met with distriCt administrators at the ISA office bake

in the fall f the school year. The first meeting was attended lyy the

syperintendent and an assistant superintendent. RBS staff'described th.

RBS approach,as a collaborative effort between the ISA and RBS. They

Andicated that RBS iva4 lookipg for.an opportun,ity to develop the,approach.



at the.same time that it and the ISA would provide service to schools.

They describe4 the componeht's'approach to planning and shared a pamphlet/

Lthat identified numerous curriculum problems which the project could

address. Th:mpression was left that school personnel would be able

choose the curriculum problems for the project. RBS staff also clarified

that.they would expect the district to provide release time for teachers,

to arrange for principals participation, and to identify one district

coordinator who would attend all meetings and be trained to carry the

, process to other schools. The superintendent did not pursue the details

of the presentation, but he did ask if RBS could help the district with

its "pull-out problem", i.e., the scheduling ,of compensatory educati4on

cltosops that required removing childi'en from their regular claWsrooms.

The assistant ,superintendent was Much\ more Interested in the general RBS

approach. The assistant superintendeht ahd superintendent identified

two candidate schools in the district.

The secondsweeting was with the assistant superintendent, the Union

,principal, and the principal of theipt6er candidate school. The second
ir

principal admitted considerable distrus\t of federal programs. Both prin-

cipaleraised numerous questions about ow release time for teachers would
S.

be arrahged. When told that the distr. ct\would provide substitu,tes, they.

outsiders presented their pr9gram4
04agreed to go ahead. However, before an

to th cond school, the second prihci

.staff Mane. The Union principal followed this.lead, although age

1 insiSted on souhdlng out the**
14

ing to

allow ISA staff to attend the meeting where the program would be dis ussed.

Shortly thereafter'this school opted out of the proYect:

Ow.
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These two school meetings set.the scene for a late fall meeting in

Union School. It Cras attended by two people from RBS, two ISA staff, the

assistant superintendent,.the pribcipal, and four Union teachers. RBS

staff made essentially the same presentation as previously. Hdwever,"Wey

Pointed Out that becaute of unexpected delays in the development process

they would onty be (314e to provide-materials and assistance with one eur-
.

riculum problem for the.coming year. Hence, there would be no choice in .

the probleins to be considered: One of the teachers (who was a district

NEA officer) asked a number of pointed questions about the time demapds

1,

la the project, whether it would help resolve the staff "malaise" (re-

ferring apparently to tensions With the principal), and how it related to

a state inspection of the district starting the same day.

lie
.

teachers showed considerable misunderstanding of the component's way

of using research to promote change. One teacher wondered whethe'r people

would have to read a lot of research material-at home. Another wanied to

know if RBS Would fipd research reports for teachers: As they came to under-

stand that RBS was using existing studies to develop materWs and assis-

tance, the assistant superintendent asked why the cOmponent was validating

previous'research. *

.

A

After the meeting, there was a heated.exchange between the two admin.:

istrators'and'an RBS representiptive. The Union principal complained abotit

tAe lack of choice in problems to address, especial* after RBS tied in 0

dicated such a choftetwas almilable. The assistant superintendent con-
,

curred, asking again why RBS.was "validating" exi,Wng research, and



demandin4-6 see the RBS mposal to its funding agency. One of RBS'

representatives ended the day by saying the meeting was the'most.diffi-

cult in the .person's experiences's ah RBS employee,
.

RBS and'i$A staff did not return to the School until. early January.

. Then, thekwere mat certain if they were attending a second session to

negotiate a.relationship with the school.or not. They were plea4ant1y

surprised wheri,,after 'tome clarifying questions which brought out that

they would work .on one curriculum' problem for the remainder of the year

and'two other problems in future years, teachers and administrators seemed

eager to begin work orf,the approach. aBS staff believed that reading

the,proposal helped site staff to better,understand the project.

Actiyities. Once initial acceptance at Union was achieved, RBS be-

gan what was deiigned series of halC-day meetings twice a month.

a ,

These meetings had to belflocked out well in,advance for two reasons.

1

,First, the PIA had agreed to make a repreSentative available for all

meetings. This person woula provide help, act as an assistant linking

agent lp the mee'tings, and obtain training throup the meetings so that

,the ISA could use the approach in other schools next year. The.ISA

repaitentative's schedule was usualbi, full and unpredictable, so meeting

time had to be scheduleki in'advance. Second-, the district required a

fixed schedule to arrange for teacher Telease.time during the day. Tfle

district's procedures for hiring sUbstitutes were exceedingly cumbersome.

'wile a predictible meetipg schedule was helpful, it was not allfweys enough
4

.
to allow substitute coverage. "On one occasi6n RBS brought a Orriculum

"4,
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specialist to the eeting, but the specialist and a second ISA representa-

tive wound pp covering classes so teachers could attend the meeting.

In all, five meetings were held in the school, with..a final session

at the end of the year at the ISA. These meetings mare Consistently

attended by the RBS linker and.three of the four original teacher. An-
.

other teacher Joined Ole team after the first meeting, having volunteered

after hearing about the progrem from team members. The principal was in

and out of meetings, and the ISA representative and assistant superinten-

dent attended most meetings. RBS a)so sent out one specialist to provide

training on how to collect data through classroom obServation and another

who-showed team members how to interpret the data and offered suggestions

on how to improve classroom procedurestrelated to the curriculum problem.

Mor meetings tncluded a substantial portion of training.. Teachers

were'introduced to existing studies concerning theloroblem area and r:e-

ceived reference graphs showing the bi-variate relationships bettren
A

student behavior apd Tstudent achievement for different gr?des and sub-

ject areas. They were also trained on the use of forms which observers

would emplby to measure student behavior and procedures for computing

sco'res from the observation sheets. Finally, school staff ieceived sever-

al manuals.

There was considerable discussion at meetings. Several members

criticized the.original reference graphs which were difficult to under-

stand and provided feedbaák On the layout of the forms and Truals. 'They

raised questions about the observation methods which seemed to assume

that.the whole class was in the-room most of the time. When they pointed

1/44-.
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put that with their pull-out programs large groups of students were

often out of class,'.the observation forms were revised to recOrd the num-,

ber,of students out of class. Other materials were also changed..

One teacher raised a fundamental question about the approach,in point-,

ing out that the research'provided aggregate figureson the whole cla'ss.

In'this teacher's case, interest was not in thp whole class but in laggard .

students, on whom special information was desiredb This person's.continued

participation seemed problemAtic until the linker Indicated that some-

thing could be worked out to provide small-group data. At a'later meet-

ing, the linker returned with a special form for use,with $pecific chil-

drpn. Still later it preyed feasible to collect data In that room on

both the whole class and selected students.

Still, considerable time was available for 'off-task" discussions

which were primarily shop talk. Fieldnotes from one meeting record:

aTession by the district coordinator on the value of silent
sustained reading as a waxl of increasing academic performance.

One teacher suggeited having silent sustained reading in the
'building, and the principal replied that it would be done the

next year. Later another teacher said math drl4l was approp-
riate for high complexitrtasks like having students do story

problems. The district coordinator suggested giving children
the number problems and having them write the story.

The coordinator hadkti host of concrete activities to suggest, and'the

group found these discussions,extremely interesting and useful. The

meetings were generally relaxed and enjoyed bp-the participants.

Although BS ehcouraged the ISA to describe the approach as its own
I.

and the ISA person often.opened the meetings, technical content was usu-

aliV presented by the linker or other RBS staff members. The linker in
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effect chaired meetings most of the time; although, as the above descrip-
.

tion indiCates, the.linker avoided being highly Oirective. RBS tried to

arrange to plan each session wi,th the d)strict coordinator and the ISA

person in advance, but both were too busy most of the time. Still, the

linker was able to consult with them-informally before inti-oducing new

aspects of the Oogram.. This strategy helped the program develop in the

4

tense district context because local personnel had greater awareness of

',local conditions and sensibilities than did RBS. Moreover, it spread' .

responsibility for the program to'non-RBS participants who helped to keep

discussions constructive.
t

Ope of the most tense' problems concerned 6lassroom obseevation.

original intention was for teaalerS to fill out the observation forms

while they worked. When that alternative proved urfeasible, the problem

of"who should observe arose. The teachers were afraid that the observa-

tlons might be used for evaluative purposes. Several times during a mid-

year meeting; ISA agents probed about which teachers would feel comTort-.

able with being observed. While the teachers generally agreed to o

vation, they indicaled that they did not want the principal involved. As

a result the team had agreed that the observation would by done by ABS,

the ISA, and the distri'ct coordinator. In fact, the others did not have

time to observe, so the full burden fell on the linker who, as a result,

spent 24 days observing in the school during a seven-week period. The

linker was able to arrange team meetings so as to avoid diAcussion of

par:lick:Jar teachers' data until the end of the school yc'ar. When team
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. members had more trust in,the principal and the process, they shared their

C data With the principal..
' .

Outcomes. Over the.course of the year, the team moved fkr enough

4107--,through the complete FIBS sequence to allow all teachers toreport some

modification in,their instructional or classroom management techniques.

.Teachers were pleased with the process and developed a,high_:sen&a_af'.ownf.,-
%.

. ership of ts11-(e team. However, the most important impact was at the dis-

\

level and concerned the pull-out policy. Teachers had complained

uOhe polfey for some time, and central office staff were aware gf

the problit, but there.had, never been any "hard" data documenting its.

extent. , The principal putta ogether the classroom obstrvation data and

used it to documen( for the 4trict office the extent of the disrupiion

the special programs caose#,., tile central office responded at the end of

the school year by revisin the sc ling of all district special classes.
:

4 ie.
to be less disruptive.

.,

The chahged scheduling policy w utid to RBS and gave it a
,

.... ,,>:.

broadened legitimacy througho6I the state. Thedistrict began consider-
, .,ON, f

ing plans to introduce the RBS approach in other schales the next year..
.

lx.....4,-.

.. ,,,,t ..,

The ISA's interest and readiness to commit staff time to- ic,,,.....ittating
. o . .

the approach i:ncreased. Even the state department of edlica cated

increased interest in theiapproach.

Conclusion. Unicin School illustrates some of the complexities of

*developing a.cooperatrve relationship with a school. Clearly, the spirit
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of cooperation 'alone.was not sufficient. In fact, RBS had to engage in

some difficult bargaining to initiate the 'relationship at all. This

bargaining clarified,its approach to school change and the limits pf whit

it could.do. In particular it could only work on one problem. Essen-

tially, the school had the choice of accepting or rejecting RBS' offer.

Once that situation was clarified and the school accepted, cooperation

was stip not easy. - It required considerable program adjustment and

technical ingenuity to give individual actors what they wanted While

10.

maintaining 'the integrity of the program: This ingenuity is illustrated
s.

by the development of special forms for one teacher as well as the pacing

of meetings which allowed teachers to receive unexpected benefits from the

district coordinator's wealth of craft knowledge.

This case.also illustrates the iMpact of school context on a change

. approach. The history of administrator-teacher conflict, the 'activities

of the te4ohers' association, and the number of special programs in the

dliftrict all created actual: or potential barriers to RBS' initial accep-

tance. Continuation of the program required that the RBS linking agent

successfully navigate the shoals of the strained teacher-administrator

relAionship in the school.

Ovemiew

The case histories point,to a number of issues which warrant further.

discussion. These issues fall into four categories: (1) the nature.of

the planning process, i2) the relationship between RBS lnd the schoolsr

(3) linker behavior, and (4) 'characteristics of the school context.

-52-

tet



I .

111.

First,:durinq planni.ng RBS did not expect that any major changes in

school .organization would occur. instead the focus,was on characteristics

of the planning process itself. Of most concern to RBS at this point was

evidence that.planning was progressi.ng and that the teams were.developing

a sense of ownership of the project.. The histories suggest that there

was a tension between these two desirable characteriStias of the change

process. It appeared in the form of a conflict between the need to follow

* a planning aPproach develoried.at RBS and the desire to maximize the par-

ticipation of the school and the team, which in turn would lead to owner-

ship.

The conflict was most evident where aateam faced time.pressures or

101°t

had difficulty understanding the,approach. At Central the timing of the

steps was such that the construction and administration of the needs as-

sessments coincided with one of the busiest times of the school year.

Yet the tasks had to be comple,ted betore the team could identify the goals

to e implelpnted fIrst. By delegating this work to the coordinator and

the linker, the tell sacrificed active participation on its part. However,

it also avoided a delay of several months in program planning. The team

at City was unstable and did not understand the RBS planning sequence.

Although RBS staff were hi,ghly committed to democratic participation, they

were the only people who had the requisite knowledge to guide the process.

Thus they had to intervene at points to-ketp the team "on track." Where

they were reluctant to do this, the result was consider'able drift and

confusion. The tension between rational planning and building ownership
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at Union was less. This'was largely because the iiming of project activi-
.

ties meshed with the ebb and flaw of school demands on team members and -

the team seemed to understand the RBS appropch '(after the initial diffi-

culty described ia the case history).

Second, these cases also suggest that there were substantial diffi-

culties in maintaining a cooperative relationship with a school. None of

the three schools was a unified entity. Because each had one or more im-

portant internal cleavages, a component had to strike a balance among

groups in order to work with a school at all. This was especially clear

at Union where the linker initially avoided sharing data with the princi-

pal to' build trust with teachers. However, the numerous cliques at City

seemed to have a significant, if difficult-to trace, impact on that team's

/werk; and recruiting teachers at all at Central might have been difficult

if they had nort been concerned with maintaining a balance of power with

administrators.

Third,..the componenelinking agent was the critical actdr for nevi-,

gating...the hazards of a particular site and ensuring that the approach

was of some use. They were the people who had to mediate between elements

of the approadhes and condifioni at the site. For example, the linker

who did all the observation in,Unjon found ways for the RBS process to

not look like it wasbeing used for teacter evaluation. At Central the

;linker adopted a more directive role than the approach called for to get

particular tasks completed and had to figure out how to make this role

acceptable to staff o were sensitive to any threats to their prerogatives.

4
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Linker behavior seemed critical in another way as well. At each site

thi-lUnker developed key contacts who helped to coordinate project acti.vi-

ties. At Central and City ,these lople'were the team coordinators; at
%

Union they were the principal arid the district coordinator. Where the

contacts were not very.influential within the school or did not have the

authority to make certain decisions, the linkers had to perform functions

they had not anticipated in order to keep the project moving, such as

handling.the copying of materials or performing planning tasks that could

have been delegated to other local team members.

Finally, there were a number of characteristics of the school con-
t.

,text that affected the change process. Predominant among these was the

motivation of individual actors to engage In the change ef rt. When

individuals sensed that there were problems in a particular area and Were

interested in correcting them, their participation was!Usually active and

regular. This seemed to be the case with the'principal and coordinator

at Central, the students and counselors at City, and the district coor,1

dinator, principal, and teachers at Union. When individuals did not sense

a problem or were interested in a problem different from the one the team ,

was addressLng, partiCipation was more problematic, as was the'case with

the teachers at Central, several teachers and the principal at City, and

one teacher at Union.

At f;;;-;;;;ther school context characteristics bear attention.

First, schools' standard operating procedures, especially their vbbedules

and means for getting substitutes, determined the time available for plan-

Ong. The greatest impact was on teacher and student availability. Second,
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:

schools differed ingtheir familiarity with the concepts RBS used., Plan-
,.

ning work seemed to be more time consuming where students who'had.severe

reading problems were involved. Constraints were less extreme.butstill

real where teachers were unfamiliar with research methods orplanning

techniques. Third, the nature of the problems a school faced and the
.

number of competing change projects affected reception of the approach.

Existing projects had a Sort of 111,alo" effect.. Distrust or resentment

built up by one_project transferred to another and created init1al bar-

rjers that had be overcome. This was especially clear in City but it

seemed to operate It Union as well.

In the-next chapter a number of these issues are examined _further

using data from all 11 sites.

A
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.CHAPTER Ill

:THE CROSS-SITE ANALYSIS

The case sstudy;format is a useful way 'to clarify the comPlexity, of

the change process'and to show how a multitude of factors combined to

bring about'6articular outcornei. However, when searching for patterns

among many cates,.the details often hide the overall pic r . Factors

that seem critical at one stte are inconsequential at another. A general

princiOle can be vividly illustrated with examples,from two or three

schools, but it is difficult to identify how it operates in the others.

, Hence, to comOement the case sr:tidies, a comparison of all 11 sites was

4ar.
made to examifie further how rationality and cooperatton affected the

change process' and what factors contributed to those conditions.

The initial intention was to use the comparison to explore ideas that

had been generated by both field work and previous research. Those two

sources led to ,the guiding conceptualization preented above (Fig. 1).

Figure 3 shows how the conceptualization was operationalized as a set of

val'iables on which each team could be rated. The,arrows in the table in-

dicate changes that were made in the process of operationalization; these

will be discosed as the relevant variables are introduced. It should be

noted that the initial conceptualization treats process characteristics

as mediators between facilitators and outcomes. Because of the numter of

sites and the exploratory nature of the work, both process characteristics

.
and facilitators were treated as "independent variables"; and exploration

was geared toward identifying relationships'between those two categories

the interim outcomes.
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Figure 3

OPERATIONALIZED CONCEPTUALIZATION a

-OF CHANGE PROCESS

CATEGORIES. CONC PTS
VARIABLES

.

. RATED

Interim Outcomes ,
Rationality

1

/

r
Rationality

4

.

Quali.ty of Pl (Not

available.)
cooperation ,

Progress Thcough Steps

4 ,

Cooperation .

Sense of Ownersh p Sense of Ownership
,

Process Character-
istics

,

/

Rationality
/

/

,

Rationality

AAalysis of School"
Conditions and
Possible Alternatives

Cooperation

,

1.?

Cooperation

Participation o ...........Xeam-COM

School Staff ,

nent Tension

Facilitators

--

.

.

,

,

.

4'

Linker Behavior

,

Linker Be avlor

.

School Context"

Frequehcy .f Contacts

Range of C.ntacts
,

Number of F nctions
Performed

School Context

%

.

,

. ,

Central Office upport
.

Principaf's Pr.blem- ..

Solving Motiya ion

Teachers" Rro lem-
Solving Moiration

. .

_
,

m Chahg6 ih operationatization.
1.
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, This chapter compares the 11,sites tOexamine the conceptualization

..in six sections. -First, there. is a,discussion pf the.procedures by which

sites were rated on the dimensions. The .next four sections describe the

..:..r,-,

interim outcomes and their retatioqs *S-sthool relationshiO, link-
., ..,:-':$4k: ,..-.!..-', .-i-_::!'-

er behavior, and .schoOl context.' The final-Section is an overview of the

cross-site anOlysis.,

4! The Rating Procedures

The difficult Vert of rating the sites on the variables was to get

accurate ratings of sites and avoid a "halo" effect,. i.e., -the tendency' .

to rate a team consistently positively or negatively on all dimensions

because the team was considered tb be good or bad. -410 three-step procedure

was develdped. First, Moore et al.'s (1977) procedure for coding data on

the teams was adopted. A number of questions were asked of each team.

answering the question, the coder would formulate a synthesis t:). all rele-
,, 20

vant data in the school file, rdeord page Dumbers and tht most salient

quotes for any One seeking to.check the file, and'assess. the quality of'

the data on which Ihe synthesis was based. In all,42 questions were

asked of each team. This procedure helped to identify a. number of are'

where data were inadequae for further analysis.

Second, the rater reviewed all the coding sheets for each sch ol in

order to both finalize the dimensions to be used and rate the schools om

the dimensions selected. This step included reexamination of the original

field notes.and discuSsions with Field Studies.staff familiar wiilt the

site. Finally., the ratings were checked with component linking agents to.



a

It

1

sie-elf they had additIonal information or perspectives to be taken into

account. Once ratIngs were finalized with component staff, no further

._

.adjustments were made.

Interim ProCiss Outcomes

In Identifying the outcomes of the change process, an accomodatton

had to be made to the fac t that cOmponent approaches and plans encouraged

teams t.o'move.through tht change process at differellt rates.. For.linstance,

two,teams actually moved to the imPlementation stagesand began modifying

classroom and Aistrict procedures. However, as.expected, the majorrty of

the teams were still invoird with planning activities at the end of the

year. Moreover, none of those teams completed thei.r planning tasks so it

ilas not possible to examine some cOmparable documents, like plans for

implementat.ion, across all sites.

Nevertheless, itwas possible to identify tdo inter'im process out-

comes or characteristics that characterized all sites and were relevant

615: our research problem: ownership' and going through the plapning steps.'

A team's sense of ownership of the process,.or commitment to the products

of that processi is taken to be a prerequisite for successful implementa-

tion of,a chlinge project. Ownership is generally believed to be enhances
I.

4

bv. staff-participation'and linking agent-school cooperation during plan-

ning (see Chapterl).

To get at a team's sense of ownerpip, raters looked for.statements

that this is "6ur'.' 'team and evidence that members felt partof what was

going on, were wiiling to work on tasks; and were wfiling to speak out
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on their awn concerns. The teams formed by the three components had very

different compositions, and Initial field work suggested tHe possibility

that members 1.,ith different positions in a school might feel a very dif-

10
ferent attachment to planning work. To check that possibility, raters

first did separate ratings for the sense of ownership of the professional

staffrd the .principal. These groups were selected because they were

prominent on all teams and belose it was anticipated that they would be

'responsib,le ..r:e7 the bulk of implementation activities. However, inopine

of theseieven teams, principals and staff'shared a level of ownership.

The exceptions were Suburb where the .teachers' sense of ownprship was.low

and the principal's was high and. Green Hills where the teachers.were mod-

erate but the principal was low. Because of the substantial agreement be.-

tween prihcipal.and teachers, one rating of team ownership was created

and those two teams were treated as having a moderate sense of ownership.

in all, three teams were identified as havind a high sense of Owner-
.

ship: Oldtown, Farmcenter, and Patriot. The Oldtown team, for instance,

was very careful not to borrow goals for their project from any exte'rnal
%

source including RBS or ather experts in the field. At Patriot, the

teachers and principal exhibited a more diffuse, but strong, sensellf

interest in the meeting contents. When.a*ther school in the district

began working through the planning process later in the year and started

to catch up with the Patriot team, the principal replied that they were

able to "because we got it together for them."

rour teams were classified as moderate in ow nership"Neighbortown,

Rural District, Green HPills, a4LSuburb. Reflecting fhe heavy emphasis

7G
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' on training in their sessions, the Rural.teachers reSzrred to.their team

as a "workshop." While they had the impression that the targe group ses-

sions--thdre were twelve teachers--were "prepackaged," they enjoyed the

.opportunity to break into small groups from the same school and discuss

interpretations of their data and possible alternatives they could imple.-

ment. The Neighbortown rating reflected a change over the course of the

year. Teachers were quite passive in early meetings, but over time they

began to join into discussion more and more.

Fi'nally, four teams were rated low on ownership. These included
b

Urban where one 'teacher said, "If You can't solve our problem's,- I won't

waste my time" and several members consistently opposed the'idea,of work-At

ing inithe component's curriculum area. Central,'a case history school'.

was mo assive, but distrustful. The teaM, wondered if th; linking agent

had his own plan that he wanted to'adopt. Even' after the linking agent's

.role became more acceined, time constraints limited the team's participa-

tion.

The guiding conceptualizatico suggests that the interim outcome re-

lated to rationalityNshould be the quality of the plans the teams devel-

oped. However, two components did not take their teams as far as develop-

ing plans in the first year. 'As a substilute,'the decision was made to

treatAlthe quality althe process related-to rationality as if it were an

interiM o(46eme. As suggested in Chapter I, the essence of rational plan-
.

. .

ing is the ability to identify discrepancies between 46als and performance

Ole component did ma intend to take its teams as far as formulatrog

plans in the first year. *Another found the tasks of development and

school- jflanning mare complex than initially expected, so addi-

.:tional time was required.
.



and then to identify alternatives to help alleviat those discrepancies.

Direct ass6ssment of these abilities proved difficult. However, each

component incorporated the tasks of rationki planning into its approach

and the set of, steps it wanted.th"e teams to follow. Each site coul.d be

rated on how well its leam went through its prescribed seeps. Three

c4Oteria affected the ratings. The first was the tinieliness with which

a team went through the steps, Ihether or not it got bogged down. The

second was the team's comprehension of the component approach. The last

was its ability to move beyond disc4ssion of form--the component's con-

cepts and jargon--to substance and'apply the approach to its own problems.

Five of the teams went through the steps well, five were fair, and

only one was piloor. urban, the One poor school 4 did not really start going

through the steps until the nexi to the last meeting of the year. Earlier

meetings were taken up with discussibns Of whether the component and the

team should work on the curriculum area at all, complaints about severe

resource deficiencies in the school-and t'he district's administrative

procedures, and personal attacks by one or two of the members on others.

By contrast, Union, another case history school, did very well. Its

team went through all the steps one time in a way that promoted change

of trathers' in-class management practices and the district's policy for i

scheduling pullout classes.. At Oldtown the team was able not only to move

through the steps with minimal assistance:41 but also to adapt previous work

to the planning task. This ability reflected the team's tinderstanding of

where individual tasks-fitogOpto the overall project. For exampl'e, the
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component provided teams with lists of goals compiled from a variety of .

sources to help the teams identify goals for their particular sites. The

ultimate purpose of this task was to select goals which addressed local

problems. For most teams this task w8s time-consuming because it required

'the teams to understand the RBS-provided goals and then translate them

into terms relevint to their schools. However, the Oldtown.team realized

that the school already'had a list of goals which had been developed in

resRpnse to a state program and that these goals would serve as better

starting points because they were devised specifically for Oldtown. As

the team coordinator put it, "Why shouldWe come qp with a set of goals

that's different from those already established by the school....in doing
\

our job all we have to do is select those goa's which relate to the cur-

/

riculum area." Ttlus, the team wasable to moVe quickly'through this step

and at the same time create materiaYs we4.1-Suited to the'schpol.
4

Table 1 shows a strong positive.relationihip between the team's

'sense of ownership of the process and how well it went through the steps.

Most of the schools fell on or below the Good-High to Poor-Lc;w diagonal.

The most extreme off-diagonal cells were empty which'indicates that there

are no major outliers or exceptions.
. r

The qualitative data indicated that there wallno clearly-cut order

lopf precedence between the two interim outcomes. The idea behind ration-
.

ality was that oing through the steps would. produce a plan well-suited

to local conditions and that a team would likely develop'a high sense of

commitment to that plan. This ideal was born out at Farmcenter, Neighbor-
.

town, and Patriot. As these teams planned, thetrelevance of the plans to

-64-



TABLE I

COMPARISON OFeINTERIM PROCESS OUTCOMES

/ Progress Through the Steps

II

mnership M

J.

4

-

.
.

Fa

01

Pa

,

(3)
,-

Su

Gr

(2)

Ne

Ru

4

(2)

Ur

1 t

.....-

(1)

Ri

Bi

Mi

0

A

(3) I .

'(5) (5)

Patriot, MI = Middleburg, R9 la Rural District, Fa a Farmcenter,

Ur a Urban, Ri a Riverside, Su Suburb, Ne a Neighbortown, Gr a
Green Hills, Bi a BigtoWn, 01 Oldtown.

P = Poor, F a Fair, G a Good. H = High, M = Medium, L = Low.
This conJention Imp be repeated on subsequent tables.
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I.

their problems became increasingly apparent; concomitantly, a sense 'of

ownership Frew. However, how a team went through the steps did not always

, precede a partiLlar level of ownership. For example, at Oldtown whet

the team demonstrated a high level of ownership early in the project, plan-.

ning proceeded much more smoothry than it did at Central and Urban where

there was little commitment at the outset.

The data from two Of the case history sites,,Central and City, sug-

gested that there was not always a reciprocal relationship between the

Imewariables. .In fact, a tension Ave which seemed to make it necessary

to sacrifice the attaining of one desirable outcome in favor of another.

The tension became manifested where a team did not have the time to per-

form necessary'tasks or did pot underspnd the tasks well enough to See

the logic in performing al,1 of them. 11%, the first instance, the response

to the tension was the assumption of more responsibility by the linker and

a subset of the team; in the second, the response was the team's somewhat

mechanical adherence to the steps under the guidance of component staff.

in both cases getting through the steps was done at the. expense of local
II,

ownership.-

What seemed to happen generalll was that ownership and going thrpugh

the steps were mutually reinforcing but only in situations where a linker

was able to maintain a b914ance between local control and the team's con-

formity to technically sound planning steps. Such was the case at Rural

where the linker gained the.team's compliance with the,component's data

collection procedures'by having suggest.ions for changes in procedures
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incorporated into the steps followed. Similarly, the Union case study

suggests that progress through the steps was facilitated by the linker's

\willingness tb allow sharing of craft knowledge that seemed extraneous o

to the cmponentks process but that was appreciated by teachers on the

team. The art of the linker's task seems to be managing progress through

technical planning activities in a way that is responsive to team concerns.

In responding to those concerns, however, the linker may be constrained

by other factors. The case histories showed that balancing technical and

participatory concerns was more problematic when a team had little time

available or did nbt understand what was required of it.

.Process Characteristics: Cooperative Relationships

Particiiption or, in the linking agent-school relationshipo a coop-

erative relationship is believed to facilitate change primarily by in-

creasing lower participants' sense of ownership of the process. The op-

erating mechasism is supposed to be "power-equalization" (Leavitt, 1965)t

.40sw

The idea is that if decisions are made by top managers or outsider ex-

perts, teachers will no\feel committed enough to project results to work

for them. If teachers can really affect decisions, they will see their

own ideas in the project and be more strongly committed to it. More

recently:another kind of argument has been adv7nced for participation.

Sayles (1979) suggests that those who will be most directly involved in

imylemcnting a project will have unique information on potential barriers

to impl.ementation and useful idIas on how to modify procedures to make

t,
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them more effective. Power equalization sfacilltates such information

sharing since.it reduces t likelihood that teachers will be sanctioned

for providing information kbout negative aspects of the situation.

These considerations suggested that the issue of cooperative rela-

tionships could be treated as one Of balance. of control. Presumably, if

control was equally distributed or rested with school personnel, they

would be more committed to the project. Moreover, a balanoe of.control

would permit freer flow of information which would help a team move
,

N*.
'through the steps. Consequently, the probtem the linking agent faced was

oto participation,'and that Aild be done by sharing power.

.

a*

.The first year's research`suggested that this kind of thinking was

misapplication of ideas based on intra-organizational change processes

wqre.the barrier to power equalization is the formal distribution of

authority. These ideas confused analysis of,,what was basically an inter-

,

organizational relationship. What structured the relationship between,.

the linking agent and the school was not-an drganizational chart hut an

agreement between two parties. This agreement was-14licit rather ihan

'contractual since the only paper'si§ned was an informed consent state-

'Rent which pertatned primarily-to confidentiality Of data collected.

To Simplify somewhat, the agreements consAted of titree parts. Only

the first part was made explicit. It was a set of items that each com-

ponent considered non-negotiable. These items cohstituted the least

commob denominator of each component's approach and the expectation that

the schOol would adhere fairly faithfully to that approach go the compo,

nent could pilot its procedures. The coreitems included the content

-68r



area in which the component would work, the establishment of a eam in-

I

cluding representatives of all groups identified by the componenl, and an (

understanding that_the team would follow the steps developed by the com-

ponent. There were other areas as well--one component inclus)ed the gener-

al outline of its fnstrument and some use of.itS reference materials in

the core--buOthese other requirements varied more among components.

It was tempting to suggest that the second part of the agreement was

the core non-negotiable items of the school or team and that these re-
,

lated to what the team hoped to gain4from the process. Generally, how-

ever, the school's outline of the school's core concerns was difficult

to discern. It tended to reflect eslablished rrms and standard opera-
/

ting procedures rather than special interests. For instance, in River-
.

side, the component wanted to use some of the teacher in-service time

available from the central office for its meetings so staff could attend

without additional expense for substitutes. However, the in-service

?aleridar had been set at the'beginning of the school year to cover all

schools in the district. It could not be modified in the winter' to meet

the needs of one school.

In betweei these two' cores was a thir area--a periphery where a.

negotiated settlement was possible. This periphery included decisions

about the exact make-up of the school improvement team, the timing of .

--,.working through the steps, the logistics- of.data collection as required

.by the'steps[and the actual substance of the program developed by each

school including bath. goals and procedures.

e
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Identification of an area of core concerns for the component does

not mean that it was dictatigg to the school. The perjphery covered a

wide range of decisions, some of which--like those related to project de-

sign--were fundamental. The schools had considerable discretion in their

dealings with the component. Moreover, the schools also had a choice

with respect to the componens core, but it was an all-or-nothing choice.

The components identified their core concfrns w hey initially re-

-%

cruited sites. In effect the school accepte the core as given while it

worked with the component.

This negotiation of the component's ore concerns was quite explicit

, at Union School. There the component inv ted the school to work with the

component in developing its approach. Wh the superintendent asked for

help in working with the state on its pull out problem, the component

suggested that 7tTt it 90eld really do was provide data that would indi-

cate- how bad the situation really was. Then teachers asked if the compo-

nent wculd look for articles for them, the response was that the component

provided research`through its reference materials and instpents. Fin-

lily, when pressure was applied to have a choice in curriculum problems

to address, the Component indicated that it was only possible to work on

one that year. The school Cad the choice of taking the component's offer

in hopes thpt it would be of assi'spnce to them Or fefusing it. Even-

tually,.it acceprOd. Anoeher school in the same district chose to decline

the same offer.-

oft

44.
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It seems that the examination of the school-component relationship

should be guided by a market analogy rather than one taken from the hier-

archy of authority in an organization. This analogy suggests that power

Is concentrated with the party least dependent on the relationship. The

implication is that schools at least have the opportunity to dominate

such a rela'tiodship because their dependence is relatively low. Very

)t
simply, each sChbol lias a laree numiler.of sources of a9istance from

which to choosei, and--as wifl become clear below--it often has no strong

urge to seek help. While the component. also has a choice, it is opera-

ting under a set of constraints. For instance, duringtsite selection

activities, each compOnent.had a deadline for finding schools and start-

-ing teams. :One .component,only gave itself a month although it did not
r

Ike
that target.. Even so, the exlstepce of deadlines oft6R limited the

choice each component had (Firestone,k1979b). Once areements were reach-

7+,ed, the loss of a school would have put a component behid .fiedule in

its develo-pment work.

Depicting the agreement between Icor9onent and school as two cores

of non-negotiable items surrounded by a periphery where negotiation was

possible is soMething of an oversimplification. Neither ide was com-

pletely clear about what it expected from the relationship. The compo-

'nents were limited Iltecause they were still developing their approaches.

For instance, one component apparently decided what steps to work through

after sites were selected and even after it wrote its general manual for '.

site use. Similarly, another compoiCent determined that it'could only work



with one curriculum problem its first year because the instrument and
Jo

reference material development process was more.complicated than had been

anticipated. However, this decision was made between the time the compo-
.

nent talked to administrators for the Union school and district and the

presentation to teachers which led to an important shift in gltz,esenta-
,

tion during the negotiation process. In addition, the components learned

from experience. One initially expected that teachers would do their

own observing to measure how they were meeting particular goals. When

that proved impossible, it arranged to have administrators or its own

staff observe. What might have seemed non-negotiable became flexible

when unexpected contingencies arose.

4

The schools' core concerns were ambiguous because school staff made

no systematic attempt .to clarify them. Henc,4, a school's non-negotiable
4

items were identified through a process of discovery. A component did

not know 1.4hat constituted a core concern until it made a mAtake or when

rete planning for activities began. These concerns varied consider-
,

ably. They included:

1. District standard operating procedures. In Riverside it

was Impossible to use teacher in-service days for team

meetings and difficult to arrange *lease time for stu-

dents on the team. In Patriot, it was difficult to get

substitute teachers.

2. The interests of specific individuals and _groups. In

Union school one indivildual insisted on special adjust-

ments in the approach. In Rural District, a administra-

tor wanted teachers' t me demands reduced. In Urban,

one teacher used the tteam to express his grievances at

the administration's failure to promote him.

-7 2
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14W

Community.. demographics. One component had to take-into
account the multi-racial- character of Urban andits bus-
sing program. .The ease with which high school*students
could get jobs at-Neighbortown and the tobrist business
at Oldtown created foncerns to which another component
had to respond..

As these exaMples indicate,'only.the general outlines of each party's

r core concerns were outlined in initial negotiations. Other concerns were

4dentified as time passed. Then, if the concern could not-be reconciled,

the component-school relationship was characiirized by1 some degree. oT,

tension. .This tension continued until the issue was resolved or the

school year'ended. The absence of tensior-1 dpes not indicate the absen_ce

of core concerns. Rather it indicates eitNer'that core concerns were x

quickly.resolved as they arose or that no difficulty tp'reselve issues

arose In the time span observed.

These considerations suggested.that attention should be shifted from

the balande of control to the existence. of tension--i.e., the existence

of.a condition of %tress, distreist, or hostil y in the relationship be-

taeen.RBS and jihe teams. EXtreme tensitin could 'd lead to periods
. -

of confrontation or'conflict between RBS and'a tea Field work suggested.

0,
that tensionlikignified that soMe impasse had taken place. Until the ten-.

sion-proioking issue was resolved, it seemed 6at little progress could

be made in going through the-ste0 and school 4rticipants would withhold

commitment pending assuAince that their interests would be melj% In the
-

extreme, bedause the component and team operated in a.market gituation,
of #

1
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failure tir5 reioive the tension-causing ssuevcould lead,to the termina-

.1

.tion Of the relationship.

In several schoolS, the level of tension shifted over the year. For

.tnstance,negotiations in Union were characterized by moderate..tension -1

when school staffqthought 'the t ms of thE agreement had shifted.' Once

they understood the agreement 'and the school joined the program, tension

pisppeared. In Rural.Disegia nsion arose in early planning meetings

after the agreeMent had beereacha- ed. -',4n administrator objeCted to the

. amount of time that thernker wanted-to train teachers and.admi.nistra-,

.2--

....

tors in the'approach. Part of the.objection was based on an overlap be-
.

. * .

tween the RBS project-and oter training going/on in the distriCt which

4 V.
r

covered similar material. Once'differences between ojects in the dis-

,trictmere clarified and the component agreed to some adjustment, posi-
t)

ti;le relations we.re resumed. On the other hand, tension was low in
S. ^.. -!

MiddiebUrg until near the end of the school year.when the principal real-

ized that data collected on teachers was being interpreted to suggest

!changes in the school that the individual was unwil 1 trfg .Aike.' This .

: .1

tension was not resolved at the end,of the,SeMbol yeat.

An ot4er teams4.the levef of tension was essentially constant through-".

t. /t.

put the Year. 'TenSion,ratings-at the end of the Year show that there was

Q.

*
Thinking on this poiht islshaped by Hirschman's (i97M4tork on Exit,

Voice a L altyt His work suggests that in market situations,

tension can< resolwed, by dissolving the relationShip; the sources

of tension kst be re6oved to continue work,. By contr.est in situa-

tions where indiyi*Als ane constrained from leiving, such as tho*e

ari,sing 'within orgagizations,, prolonged'confrict will take place.

Stich corifitcmay lead o resotution or exhausfion or simply no

ymlninatinm.

p.

1
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only one high case. At Urban some team members continued to attack the

reftvance of the component's work for the school untskl.tlend of the

year. At that schood it seems'that a,baiic agreement was never really

worked out. Five schools were characterized as having moderate tension.

,.

qtr For instance; there stemed to be a constant level of reserve and distrust
..

.
. . ,

at Central. There tension was mcilst apparent.when the linker violated

the terms of the agreempnt established, by strongly suggesting. what the

content of.the program. should Teachers objected, and the linker

acknowledged the limits of 6 role's entitlement at the next meeting,

therebyclarifying the situatidb. .At Riverside, there seemed to be a

constant level of distrust whioh,.according to- ooe of the RBS people .

working in the schobl, reflected local conditions more than any Fictions

om the component's part..s In t66 five remaining schools, tension was

essentially nonrexistent.

Table 2 shows the relationships between componeftt-team tension at

r.

the end-of-ihe year and the'two.interim djmenSions. Botli.relationships,

..were fairly ci-ear and negative. There was a simple linear relationship

..
......

between tension and progress through the steps. The_only off...diagonal
.

r

school was Green Hills which only scored fair in spite of loWtensron.

'r
The relationship between tension and ownership did not appear'to be a-
.

.
;

.

.,
'Simple linear one. Rather;the e?dttence'of AellOon seemed to encourage

i,
. , . ..... .

team members to wjthhold commitm;nt until' the issue sTresolved. Where
V .

.

.

.

there was any tension., ownership was lowl-andwhere there was no tensior,
4

. ., 4
i

. some deeree of owneriip existed. The ply exception was Sub4rb where,.
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Team Tension

4*
4

Covonent-
Team -Nnsion

TABLE 2

TENSI.ON Aim INTERIM OUTebMES
4 V

A. Tensfon and Progi:ess Through the Steps

Progress. Thrtough the Steps
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,
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.
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( ). '1'
,-

.
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.
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(3)

z (4) (4) . (3)

Pa m Patriot, m Middleburg, Ru.* Rural District, Fa P Farmeenter,

Ur Urban, Ri wIlkiverside,.Su SuN4Lb, Ne 'Neighbortown, Gr al

GreeneHlils, Bi Bigtown,"01 Wdrotaso:I
t
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it will be recalled, the teacher

principaMs was high.

se-UE-6f ownership was low but the

Facilitators: .Linker Behdviar

increasine attention has been given to the fiunctions which linking

agents perform in disseminating information and brineg about organiza-

tional change (Butler & Paisley, 1978; Hood & Cates, 1978; Louis, 1977).

According to Louis and Sieber, the,major purpose of these agents is "to

40,
serve as the vital li.nk between research and practice" (1979, p.9). The

RBS components emphasiztka similar purpose for their site specialists
..

who.were to provide,a lin between, knowledge .about planning (and about

the' curriculum areas) and the sites' development of new programs. How-

ever, there seemed to be one major difference between the willoof linking

*
agents described in he.

11

iterature and that of the RBS linkers. The

/1111.4majority of linker udies elsewhere apparently had few formal constraints

.placed oq the type of linkage they develOped with cjients other than that
4

they were to provide technical assistance (e.g., the educationalextensions

agemts In Louis & Sieber, 1979);.whereas, the RBS 1.inkers had several limita-

tions placed on how they.were to work with clients. For example, RBS staff

had jqb responsibilities other tishan site work, w h decreased the time .

available for serving clieny; the component roaches partially defined.

'the relationship. linkers were to have with.clients (e.g.,,thescontent of

services an0 the type of leadership to be provided); and the approaches

were explained toolients which helped narrow clients' expectatiOlfor

how-lin-kers were to.behave.

'2!?)

.'* .

As note4.elsewhe4 in this report, not all RBS staff viewed theMselves es
ltnking agenfs.,-qoweyer,'according to Louis and Sieber's.definition,

i

thigh teremost accurately describes .the functions they performed, and :

I

ii.

les.usage greatly slmplifies the prose. A
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mg
For these reasons it was possible that the behavior of RBS staff

did not vary enough among the sites lb serve as explanations for the

variance observed in ownership and going thr9ugh the steps. However, the

case histories suggested that linker behavior pas a-critical factor4 and

the kind of relationship the linker established witl-fa site seemed particu-

larly important. In order to see if-linking activities were relatd to

project outcomes, three aspects of how the linkers interacted with the

sites were examined: (1) the frequency of contact with a'site, (2) the
4.

range of site stafit.confacted, and (3) thenumbersof furctiohs, linkers .

performed at a site.

An initial problem was to identify the linker.tO whom the variables

applied. The linker could have,been conceived as a component, an indiv-.
-

idual site pecialist4-or both. Beause ach component assigned a spec
.

ific individual to be the person primarily responsible for working with

\dloat site and because conventionally the term inker" has refe(rea to an

individual rather than an organization or ah olgaikizational sub-unit, the

* .

component site specialist was considered to be the limk However, ad-
.

ditional component staff also provided services to the sites, either

directly Or indirectly through development work at RBS.. Thus,°the l)nk-

ages both bqtween a site and al.linker and between a site and a component

as a wholf were exaniined.

Frequency of Contact

Frequency of linker contact with a.site was dtFined as the numbv of

aCtual visits a l4nker made to a site. The number of. vis1ts varied froma

4



a low of four to a high of greater than 20. Frequency of contact was

'rated as law if the number of visits was te or less and as high if-the

\ .number was.greater than ten. Five sites we rated low, and six were

.rated high.. 1

Component contact was the percentage of s4i isits in which compo-

nent staff other than the linker were al.so presen ,If other stIff accom-
.

41L.
['allied the linker')ess thor50 percent of the' time, component contact was

considered to be low; otherwise comPonent contact was high. The frequency

Of component contact was low at fiVe s es and high at six.

It was possible forkthe two conlc1 measures to vary independently:

That is,,a linker could have visited a site,only a few times and hay*
4

been accompanied by other component staff each tiTe. In tills case l'tinker.

-Contact wouldAiave been low and component contact high. Likewise, a link-

.er could ha e visited a site many times and only infrequently have-been

-

-joined by other component staff, in whitn case.the reverse would be true.

. In fact, the datashowed tbat tn'ere.were no mixed cases; 44tes were

charac.terized ekher low contact witk linke a d a .component or high

contact wilt both. For this reasoA the two contact melfures were col- -

K.
.

lapsed Akto a single measure for analysis.

. All of one component's°. sites were low contact lites, and all of

nother component's sites were high contact sites. The Oird.component
400,-

had one low and two'N gh sites. Thus, this variable reflected mostly

. across,. rather than within, component differnces.
A

Table 3 indicate'Oat there was no relatiOnship between frequency

of contact and 6ither interiill outcome. This lack.of a relationship was

Val S.
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TABLE 3

FREQUENCY OF CONTACT.AND INTEKIM OUTCOMES
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not taken to mean that f equency of contact 4s, not important; rather, it

suggested that the -varia le may have operated differehtly ftom one'csite

to another. For example, the qualitative data shOwed that the high fre-

quency of eontact at Urban was largely a component reSponsesto unstable

conditfolis'at the site.1ncluAng low team commitment to the'prolect.

On the other hand, at Patriot much interactgon between the school and

RBS. Was neceSsary to negotiate an initial understanding', which thed payed

the wat'for planning to .progress and .for local ownership to develop. Thus,

in the first instance, high contact was Largely a consequence of school-
, .

related factors; A the second it was a precursor of lett.. developments.

Ranze of Contact
./

In addition to the frequency df Qom:act with the sites, the linker

had the opportunity to manage the range of contacts, Le., the number of

differehl pe4le or positions-in the school district involved imthe

--,proceat. 'By broadenihg the range of contacts, linkers.could increase

. .

the amount.of ttaff participation in illanniiiik: Although past res.each
* . , 4

( 4.,

is ambiguous, the belief that participation ihcreases a'sense of owne'r-: ..,

shi0 is frequent4y rel5eated.. (See Chapter. (,) ExaminatiOn of range of \'

corgact provided, an opportunityto assess the contribution that an out-
,

4
side linker oUld make lo intern4 ParticiPation". ,

At all project sit0s litikermond gther component i fk met with'

°.A.

school improvement teams. In addition, rinWes me-t Oith a smaller grOup ,

, , .

of indiyiduals or with a 'single fndividual td
.

plan thq teaM'meetings.
4 P

. S

Thus, participants were Involqed at two levels: doing' project tasks and
,

,

/1.

41 .% r '

;



helping to deci* What,

reason the range o

how project tasks/iNould'be done. for this

wta;f contacted had to be defined at both.levels.

BecauSe it.was largely the r Sponsibility Of the linr to work with the

people who helped set meeting agendas linker ralefre'f contact was defined

as the number of,positions represenTted in this group. Because the planning

team was the focus bf the components' efforts, component rahge of contact

Oas defined as the nuTber of: positions represented on the team.
,

The set of possible positions to be inti1ud9d in either group was stu-

kAiii

dent, teaCher, guidance counselor, building-0Tel administrator, district.-..

lever administrator, communitty representative, and other. The number of

A poSitiOns was used as a measure because the literature on using teams of

internal change 4gerits in the change process suggests that such teaMs can

promote the acceptance of an innovation in a school district (e.g., Goodsan,

Hugstrami 1971); .Thus, by increasing the#participation of site staff from

t .

different'levelS in the system, it was likely.that Ihe linkercduld et

lease-partially influence the deg.ree to which a'project was successful.
e

4

The variance in each range Of'contaCt measures was sMall. Linkers

planned meetingS with incymbents of one, two, or three pesilions.. One
.

was rated lot4;- two and three were rated high. There were six lows and five
!I

.

highs. The number,9f positions on the planning teams ranged from three

to seiien. .Three and four were conside'red Iow; five, six, and seven were

high.. ForAhis measu're thfre were s6ven.highs'.and fourJows.
./.-
, .

.

/

A . Table"4A shows an almoSt:perfect inverse relationship between the
A .

40 ,

:,.

two measures. The only excepii9n was Farmcerixer'where tlie rafing for each

1 I



Component.
Rbnge

oftontact

Linker

Range
of Contact

Linker
Range

of Contact

TABLE 14'

RANGE OF CONTACT,AND INTERIM OUTCOMES

A. Comparison of Linker and Component Measures

Linker Range of Contact

RI Ne 01

Or Gr., Bi

Fa 1

r,

-

(1)

. Pa

Mi
.

Ru

,Su
(14)

(6)

(7)

B. tinker Range of Contact and Ownership

Ownership

Mi ,It Ru

Su
(2)

Fa

Pa -
(2)

Ri

Ur

Bi

(3)

Ne
G.r

(2)

01

-(1)

( ) (3)

(5)

(Of

C. Linker Range of Contact and Progres Through the Steps

Progress Through the Steps

.,--

,

Mi

Su
(2)

_

Fa

Pa

Ru

(3)

Ur
o

(1)

' Ri Bi

Gr
(3)

Ne

01
(2)

_

6

Mi = Middleburg, Ru = Rural District, Fa = Farmcenter,
UrbalfRi = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Ne = tekshbortown, Gr =

:Grgen Hilrg, Bi = Bigtown, 01 = Oldtown.
-

(1) (5)

(5)

.4;

.

. -83-



variable was high. As was the case with frequency of contact, this finding

largely reflected across component differences becaus6 only one component

contaiQed both lows and highs.

No relationship was found between the component range of contact and

either of the interith outcomes. Although there seemed to be vary weak

positive relationships between the linkqi range of contact and the two out
.:

comes (Tables 4B and 4C), generally the inclusion of individuals from

a variety of positio0s within a school system did little to facilitate

planning or to create a.semse that a project belonged to the district.

One interpretation of this finding was that broad participation, at least

'as measured by the range of positions contaCted, was not a critical linlo

in the change process. A second interpretation was suggested in.the case

histgry, and that was that the positions key contacts in the school Oc-

cupied wqs less important than the amount of influence they had. The degree

to which the projects pt the case history schools moved smoothly partially

depended upon the ability of these individuals to command resources or

to elicit participation from site staff. In some of the.other sites it

may have been that even though the teams included incumbents from positions

to which considerable formal authority was attached Je.g., department

chairpersons, building administrators, or district supervisors), the in-

dividuals did not poSsess the actual influence necessary to overcome barriers

encountered during planning. In this 'way progress couloQialikbeen imInded

. .

even when a team had representation from a wide range of positions. More-

over, the presence of memberi holding upper-level positions in the school

system could have stifled the participation of lower participants who may

0
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not have been optimistic about successfully implanting any decisions which

were contrary to what their superiors favored. If this wei-e the case,

then power-equalization may not have operated as Leavitt (1965) hypothesized

in cases where representation on the team was not tantamounl to, actual par-

. .*

ticipation in decision-making.

c*"

Number of Functions

The primary linking.function th RBS staff performed was providing

help with new program Planning. This was in accordance with the component
1/4

approached which; as was noted ,in Chapter I, defined the linkers as technical

- process-helpers. However, at some sites linkers performed additional tasks

--as well. For example, at Patriot the linker not only helped to guide the

team through the component's steps but also worked to develop good inter-

personal relationShips among)team members and shared specialized knowledge

from the curriculum area. At Bigtown the linker assisted the district in

writing a proposal to obtain outside funds. Thus, linkers functioned as

facilitators of interpersonal relations, technical assistance consultants,

and problem-solvers in addftion to being process-helpers.

If ailAker-pe4Xprmed a single function at a site, the individual-was

rated 4s low on this variable; if a linker mostly performed a single

function but occasionally performed several other, the linker was rated

as medium; if a linker clearly perforTed several functions at a site and

allocated considerable time to each, the linker was considered to be kigh.

7
14 The ratihgs yielded three linkers who were'high, four who were low, and

four who were somewhere in between. This finding indicated that some

* .

.

Subsequent research has had a strong emphasis on mapping the social rela-
. tionships among actors at the sites. The data from this effort promise
.to inform further the above speculations.

'
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e
linkers foUnd it necgssary to stray somewhat from 01-le process-helping role

defined for them in the component apprcoaches.

The same continuum was applied to component' staff. For a component

,to be rated as low, no component staff member pther than the linker could

have performed more than one function for a /Site. For example, At Green

Hills other component staff only visited tile site to provide technical

.t.

expertise for a specific- task'. For aeconiponent to be rated as high, at

. .
. /

least one component staff member other than the linker had to perform
,

. ,

multiple functions on site. This occurred at Ri'verside where another coal-
,. .

. ,

ponent staff member became inaved in buNding team relationships in
t'

. addition to providing technical assistance. The component rating yielded
,

I.

three sites where component staff wene high aild eight sites where component

staff were low.

The varianCe in this variable was not breat enough to expect it to be

useful in subsequent analysis:\ The lack of variance was not Suprising in

Light of the way in which other component staff were used by linkers. When

a liAker encountered a problem beyond his'orher expeftise or when additi-onal

technical skills were needed at a particular point in planning, the linker .

brought in help from die components. Componott staff rarely had the op-

Ortunity to interact with site'staff for any reason other than the one

they were asked to a4dress. The.leeptionS were Rural District, Urban,

andliverside.-

'No rélationship existed 6etween the'component measure and the two

interim'outcomes. Nor was.there a rela sonship between the number.of

116
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functions an individual linker pernformed and how well a site went through,
.

the step% (Table 5A). However, Table 5B s ows
.

a weak nega?I've. relation-t .0

ship between the linker mgalbre and ownership. This suggested that owner-
.

.

shilp was higher Where linkers performed ess of a variety'of functions.

/ There were at last two possible interpretations of this latter finding.

One, because the linker peyformed few functions at'thé-site,t the planning

.1. -

team had more responsi ities. Then, as a result of,carryinXout these
K

*
responsibilities, the team begar.1 to feel Oat the project belonged to

them raththan to RBS. Cpnversely, if a Linker
t

adppted a broader deh=

nition of his or her role, a team was left with few Nesponsibpi-ties..
_

. . .

This decreased opportunity tq participate then Could:have ied to a. lower
,

sense of ownership. Two, the finding could have hten Olt result of a. linker

response to srte C'onditions. In other words, at those sites. where 06

\\

Ttearn pagticioNted'actively from the beginning and thu)s quickly Atveloped
.

a sense of ownprship, there was no need floor the linker to behave.other

than as a facilitptor.of planning at the sites whetelthe team'did-not
lap

.pardcipate so readi,ly and did not emonstrate a segse.of ownership, the
, .

.
linker had abroaden the enactment of'the linking role- in'Order to moVe

. the site thcough the steps on schedule.
A

. 4
The q9alitative data facrored the latter i retation. For example,

Oidtown the team quickly accepte, the idea' that Millroject belonged

o them. Team members refused to rely on the linker even when the team

. became hogged down over a particular i:Tue.
(

In response to one member'

solicitation. of tl'e linker's help, apotfie? member said "No, this is p

-87-
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4

A 0

AABLE 5

N6MBER OF FUNCTiONS AND INTERIM OUTCOMU
4. #4,

A. Num4er of Linker Functions anel Prpgreas Through the Stepss

Number of
Linker
Functions

H.

Number of
Linker
Functions

ProgresS Through the Steps

.

<

..

.

Su

_

.

.

Fa

0.1 -

. .

**$ (1) (2)

Ur Ri - . *Rlu .

Gr -

(1)

.,

. ("Z)

.

-

Bi

_
(2)

Ne

. (2),

( 5

B. Number of- Linker Functions and Ownership

Ownership

...

BI .

Mi

a

.

.

.

.

,

(?)

.N.q

.
.

(!)

.

(i)
,

RI

Ur

. .

.
,

-

. (2)

Gr

Ru

.

.

4.. (2) -

.

.

r
.

Su

-

(1)

.
Fa

01 .

.

(2),

4 (4) (4) (3)

(3)

(4.)

'(4.)

.

Pa = Patriot, MI = Middleburg, Ru = Rural Ofstrict; Tai= Farmcent110-,

Ur = Urban, RI = Riverside, SU = Sutlurb, Ne a Néig'hb6rtown, qr
Green Hills, Bi = Bigtown, 01 "= Wdtown..
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t.
to us." .COnsequenti linker performed only the process-helT3ing tasks

or.igfnally indicated to the team: 'making materials available to.the team

.and iRtroducing the'steps of theTrocess.. On-the other hand, at.Central

: the teaM wvs more willing to approve what others had done than to perform

tasks themselves. As a restult te l'inker actually did a large portion

ofthe planning.

Relationship between Component and Linker Be6avior
.

The component approaches seemed to structure'linker-behavior for the

most [Sart.. For example, the linkers' frequencY of contaci-and rarige,of con-
.

,

tact varied more across compor4nts than with,incomponents. .Only thernumber

of.functions tinkers performed varie4 irrespective of the components. How-

ever,,this suggested that althoL1,0 linkers had little discretlon in some

. areas, they had to'adapt to.different conditions once at the sites. As

was seen in the Case histories, the linker was ti4e crjtical person for
.

Making the approaches_useable at the sites. This necessitated oot Only

adIustrilg the approaches but also changing the kinds of activities the
/

linker performed. BeCaue difrerent school contexts required som linkers

to perform many functions and others only.p few, no strong relationships,
s

were found between thjS aspectof linker behavior and the interim outcomes.

Howevar,t it may have been th4t had linkers not made:such adjus.tmemts, the.
.

conti'nuance of'the projects would haVe' bee4 jeopardized.
.

4.

41.
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:Facilitators: Contextual Factors
...-

. A variety of survey arid qualitative data indicate that the context 1,1'

in'which a change.takes place has.aeleast as great an-impact.on the

,change process as the specific strategies employed (Berman 'and Mclaughlino

1977; Herriott and Gross, 1979). While a fuller analysi.s of the contri-
.

I .

bution cif school contexts to the use of RBS' approaches ,tvaits analysis

of survey.data'and additional field work in schoolis
'

some clues are

available frm observation of the first year's.work% This observation .

suggested that special attention should be paid to the suppo.rt deriving

from the'central office and to the motivations of team members.

,

CentrallOffice Support

The central office was important to i, nitial planning work for a num-
,

ber of reasons. First, it usually served as a'gatekeeper. Typically,
P

/
the comPonent would make its initial request and presentation at that

level, often Airectly to the subel-intehdent. Central office personnel

copld ',end the recruitment process at that point. If further exploratiorl

took place, the central office often selected.the school with which the

cOmponent worked-or at.ieasf limited.the choice. SecOnd, ihe central
./

office controlled critical resources. Teacher's were unwilling to partici'-
ir

pate in the program after school without compensation, and RBS was un-

e
willing to pait for their time. ,The only way to torm a- team was to take

time during thq shoOl day 6r du'rIng.staff in-service days. the

brmer procedure was more typical, either way required a commitment on

.

the district's part to pay for substitute teachers or to forego other

. training. Fhally, ' the district was 'an important source of endorsement. 4
.

4 '

I.
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0

"-Component staff Wdre almcia,lways strengers to a s4iool, and the principal

,
. and,teachers often did not initially understand w could be expected ot

v.
.

..
, ,..

patici.pation in the programt Under these co'dits, central office en-
.

dorsement helped to Oldw not only-that partici Ion woujd not be punished

t also to give staff some initial faith that

off

approach might "pay

In rating schoors,'most attenVion was paid 6b the kind of endorsement

the central office provided rather than eesources. provide4. There was
/
,

onlly one instapce where paying' more attentison t6 resoUrceprdvision would

have suggeste0 a modification of a rating. Urban had the only centeal of-

fice that, wes rated low on support. Field researchers' observations and

the linker's coi6ents suggested that the central office 's.role was pon-
t

supportive. Although permission was granted to allow the component.to

approach this.school--and in fact it was suggested because of its racjal

tension--the cetral office did nothing to endorse the project at.the

beginning or later. Yet, unlike Riverside and Suburb (two other teams

fromitthe component that were rated as moderate) the Urban.centeal office

dici prov ide money for substitutes.

In all, one schooj was rated as having low central office support.

For. five support was modeeate,"and ir another five it was high. A high

rating was givenhen central office represdhtatives gave,the project :.

\
initial endorsement, attended moSt meetings, allicontinued to. iod icate

. .

aciive suppcort for it: For inStance, the Rural superintendent attended

all4 but orie of thel RBS meetings in the district. To peesuade principals

'to do the observation required by the0cOmponent a6roach, the superintendent
_
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volunteered to do some. To build teacher support for the'project, ad-.

miniStrators.were told,."1 want people to get the 'invented here' message

. across real strong, and 1 v.4-nt to act as if ft's pur program, Laier,',..

the superintendent.told teachers, "This is a continuation of our curriculum

development process and our persrnel appraisal process." A moderate

rating was *given when.the central office gave an initi4*endorsement but

little folloW-up. For instance, the central office contact for the River-
.

side school told administrators that the individual wanted RBS in the

school and made some'follow-up telephone calls to she component linker

to ascertain progres6 on the effort; however, the contact never' attended

4
meetingS.,at'the school.

Table 6 shows the relationships between central. office support and

the two interim qutcomes2\The relationship between central office sup-
.

'port and progress through-the steps was extreclly strong andpositive.

There were no off-diagonal schools at a.11. The relationship with owner-

f

4

ship was also strong, al,though not perfect. While there were no schools .

. l ,
.

in the extreme off-diagonal corners, several schools fell above the di-

agonal. indicatih4 that teams maintained reservations in spi,fe of central

offiCke support:

Problem-Solvin9 Motivat)orl

Sevral recent studies indicate that the motivations of individuals

,
and grobtv to'take part in 0.Project can have important'coosequences for

the chafige process. For instance, Greenwood, Mann, and McLaughlin (1975)

distingqish between opportunistid an'd problem-solvivg motivations. The
, I.

opportunistic projects were a response to avaiLble'federal funds so

4
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TABLE 6 .

CENTRAL OFFICE SUPPORT AND INTERIM OUTCOMES

A. Central Office Support and Progressithrough the Steps

teritral

Office
Support,

Ceritra 1

Office

Support

40.
. L

I.

Progress'Through the Stcps

lig
, 1,

.
,

AO.

.

Fa w Ru -

Pa Ne

0 1

.
.

..

S Li

Ri
.

Gr

Bi 4k.

mi

.

(5)

,

Ur .

(1)

a

-

.

(5)

B. Central Offjce Support and.Ownership

Ownership

(5)

lye

. Ru

Ne

,

(?)

'Fa

Pa

01*

.

50
,

(3)

Ri

Bi

Mi

.

- (3)

Su

Gr

(2)
.

Ur

(1)
_

*

.

(5)

a

(1)

(5) 1

(4) (4) (3)

Pa'm Patri..)t, Mi Middleburg, Ru * Rural District, Fa * Farmcenter,
Ur * Urban, RI * R veriide, SU. *.Suburb, Ne * Neighbortown, Gr *
Green Hills; Bi igtow'n2.. 61 * Oldtownl
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4

'.1ittle serious change w4s attempted or. occurfed. The problem-solving .

projectssemerged fram.focafly identified Reeds; they led'to prolects that

,,,-A .
.

often broke neW ground An educational-practice for a school. Firestone
: 7 - ,

..

(1979a). describes a single project where teachers and administrators had,

very different ideas about what-change were needed. While.the adminis-,

trators were able to control the outcomes of planning, he project had

been transformed to reflect teachers ideas after 'two years of implemen-

tatioh. Finally, Daft and Becker (1278) argue that most innovations are

adopted by "idea champions" who see the'heed for a specific 1!;ractice

within their own aitea of responsibility.

Observation of the components' recruitment activities suggested that
7

opportunistic and problem-solving motivations could vary separately.

,Somet.imes a district could be both at once (Firestone, 1979a). For in-k

stance, the Rural superintendent wa6 definitely interested in raling

test scores throughout ;he district, a concern that was ,leinforced bV

new families moving into the district who were disappointed with it past

performance, However, :he district was actively seeking support from

four programs in a. number of areas. It had also wgn an ESAA desegrega-"

tion grant.

As a,first.4prox.ination, attention was fdcused on the revel of the'

feam's problem-selvifIg notivition 'and nof pin.the extent of opportunism.

'However, since past 'research indicated that different groups nIight s'ee. i
- ....-_. .

different probl.ems, the motivations of -the principal and teachers were

examined.separately in each team.

-915-
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&
High motiVation was defined as a situation where the individual 0

group was strongly enough motivated to articipate in the-project because

of concern about the substantive is ue involved. For instance, the Farm-
)."

center principal indicated a strong i terest in 9e component's curriculum\
4

area and reported that the school' parents were similarly ctncerned.: The,

motivation stemmed from either an intrinsic.interest in the subject:matter

or some prob,lem plaguing,the school that team members thought the com-

, ponent's approach mould solve. The Union teachers' concern over,puriput

scheddling was such a problem.

/
Moderate problem-.solving motivation was a situation'where the in-

dividual or group was.amenable to'the -approaah, but ilieeded'some Addi,tional

impetus tO take part. or instance, the feachers in Neighbortown.were

concerned About students dropiping out of school early to find jobs, bq?.

they did not evidence, the degree of con erp in ynion. sorile insta,ns,

a, moderatr rating was given'where someone. d rme-sense.of a problem, but

the aetual problem seemed unclear. For insta4e,*the Suburb.principal de-
/

.

gscribed -several concernS at different times including ,an interest in /

developing the kind of skills alati.the compOnel was;fostering, a con-
,

Lcern to strengthen the schooPs curriculum, ar.ld an interest in using the

component!s approach tehelp define school goals,as. reqUired.b$the state

school ifilproylment program.

Low.probidm7solving.motivation encompassed both passive aciloteice--

I.

t

as in the case of the Riverside'principal,who was the onlyeprinOpal who ,

fdid not attend team'meetings--and active opposition. This latter conditivn

-95-
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was found only aTong bleachers in Urban where several thowght that it was,

more important to jp-ave an adequate heating system to get the school through

the winter than to develop a hew project. These teaches repeatedlybp-
.

posed the mhole effort.

Table 7 shows a sim4ltaneous plotting of the mOtivations of teach-

ers and principals. It indidates that the motivations of the two groups
;

should be treated separattly. ,While-the principa and teachers were rated

the same in seven schools, there were foUr exceptions. Three of these

ware in the extrege off-diagonal cells mhich suggested there was no .11

relationship,among the variables at all.

Becayse teachers and principalS seemed to develop their own sense

of what constituted a problem, the relationship's.between the two groups'

problem-solving motivations and the interim outcomes weee ex4mined separately.

Table 8 present's theplots for teachers. This factor was positively re-

lated to progress through the strs. While there were numerous off-diagonal

schools, none of them fell into the extreme corners. If anything the

relationship between teachers' problem-solving mdtivation and ,ownership

of the process was even clearer. Only two of the schools fell off-the

diagoffal. The 4reatest exception was Riverside where ownership was low

in spite of a strong initial sense of a problem among teachers.\ The'

situation at Riverside may have been a refleetion of the large number of1'

students on the team there. Because there tvere. more students than adults,

the linker encouraged teachers to act as discussion leaders rather than

participants. A.lthougb teachers were strongly motivated, their training

a
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TABLE 7

PROBLEM-SOLVING MOTIVATION OF PRINCIPAL AND TEACHERS

Teachers

-

Ur
Bi

,

-

-

,

.

. (2)

,

.

.

jr

,

Fa

01

Pa
.

(3)

Mi

.

,k.,

..

.

(1)

Su

Ne

Ru

)

(3)

oP

.

.

; .

.

Gr

,

.

(1)
. -

Ri

(1)

(19 (3) (4)

Pa.=-Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, Ru = Rural District, Fa = Farmcenter,
-.. Ur = Urban, Ri = Riverside, Su = Suburb, Ne,= Neighbortown, Gr =

Green Hills,'Bi = Bilgtown, 01 = Oldtown.
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TABLE 8
.`.:,.. .

4 4

TE,ACHERS' PROBLEM7SOLVING MOTIVATION AND INTERIM OUTCOMES
,

i
.

A. Teachers' PrOblem-Solving Motivation and Pro9ress Through the Steps

Teachers'

Problem-
Solving
Motivation

Teachers'
Problem-
Solving

Motivati.on

Progress Through thr S'ttps

,

i

. Ri '

(1)

Pa

01

Fa

(3)

,

Su

,

.

(1)

Ru

Ne

= (2)

Ur .

(1)

Gr
Bi

Mi

(1) (5)

.4.

(5)

B. Teachers' Problem-Solving Motivation and Ownership

Ownership

.

Ri

(1)

.

.

,

Pa Fa

01

.... -(3),

, Re. Su

(3)

Mi

Bi

.

Ur

(3)

Gr

(1)
,

1

(4) (4) (3)

4.

(4)

(3)

(4)

(4)

(3)

(4)

Pa = Patriot, Mi = Middleburg, Ru = Aural District, Fa = Farmcenter,
Ur. = Urban, Ri = Riverldej Su =.Suburb, Ne = Neighbortown, Gr =
Gr.een Hills, gi = Bigtown,.01 = Oldtown.
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ral.ilbably red ed their sense of commitment to the iact.ivity as opposed

4

nemlirre lhey8made decisions.

,,

, tr IyAtion. Thdse lelationships were much weaker. There-seemd to be a
7 1

wpaiyirelationsh'ip between the principal's m9tivation and progress through

V 4 the'steps. Ifl,an interpretation could be drawn from this table, it was
,

4

le 9 prpsents the results for the princiRals' problem-solvtng

that the.prinOpal's concern facilitated.the process; but the position of

4
1

AW,.. Urban ;suggest4d that the principal may have not been able to-overcome
1 .

4

-E.
.r

adamant teacher opposition. .The relationship with owners hip was even more

tenuous. . While th were seven schools on the diagonal for a positive

relationship, thereLre four excetionS'including tWo in one extreme cor-
k

1

ner.

The differences betWeen Tables 8 and 9 were'attributed to four Schools:

Urban, Middletown, and Bigtown where the principal's" sepse of a proglem

was stronger than the teachers' and Riverside where the reverse was true.

It was tempting to suggest that in the absence of agreement there was a

probl em , i.e., the concern,of one .up could not eas.ily overcom4he

111.l'4-ssitude of the other.... This interpretation was suggested graphically by

moving the position of Ritrerside on Table 8 to reflect the low sense of a

problem by the princiPal rather than the strong sense among the profession-
.

al taff.

s.

11.

e.

--1,
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. TABLE 9.
A .

SPRINC,IPALt'. PROBLEM-SAVING MOTIVATION),AND 4NTERIM OUTtOMES
. - , /

'Frihcipalsi Prbb1em7So1villg MostivatloA'atid Progress' ThroUgh the'Steps
. # .

,
_ e . 4

&

S.

'4.
Principals'
Prcfblam-

Am Solving
:"F". , Motivation%

Principals'
Problem-
SolVi;Ig

Motivation

.*

-..Prog'ress through.the,Steps

4.

,**e,
2.

-

-4

.

.

' (t) .

.
4.

(0

Pa

,. 01
Fa

..

.

.

(3)
.

.,

.

Su.

Mi

'

.

. /

.0.

.

.
#81.

(24

.

Ne
Ru

.

...

.

44--A.

5.

(2.).

. Ri

Gr

,

(2)

.

,

..

)
. 5)

B. Principal's Problem-SolvingMotivatiOn an4

7 00nershfp

( 5 )

ship

Bi

Ur ,.

.

.

(2)

l'
)

.

a Fa

01
. 0.

(3)

Mi

(1)

Ru

Ne

Su

(3)

.

..

.
.

Ri

0 e__
(1)

Gr

-. (1)

I

, .

(4) (4) (3)

15)

(4)

( 2 )

^

(g)

(4.)

(2)

Pa.= Patriot, M4 = Middleburg, Ru = Rural District, Fa = Farmcenter,
Ur =.Urban, Ri = RiverSide, Su = Suburb, Ne = Neighbortown, Gr
Green Hills-, tit = Blgtown, 01 = Oldtown.,
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.' ''Overv.iew t ,
----=.--- . .

, .

As a final stet) the relationshi.ps'among the four sets of dimensions
.

. -
.. ,. ,

. t
discussed above were examined: interim outcOmes, RBS. school rIel tionship, '

)

linker-behavior, and school confext. This is accomplished through Fi.gure 4.
-

. This figure higklights a humber of important relationships among the

. v
dimensions. First; there woRno systematic relationship etween the com-

,

ponent wh which a team worked and the'progress it made. Section 2A
a W

presents'information on the interim outcpmes for all schools, and.shows

how the schoolS were ordered in terms of tfiose outcomes.. The second 'row

of the table indicates the component with which each team worked. Each

component had one school that Went through the steps well and that also

developed a high sense of ownership- Two components had one.school that

did well technically but that did not develop a high revel of commitm'ent.

Onlx one 6omponent had a schoo that did Rerly technically and that also

developed a low sense of commitment.' \

-
Second, ,where things went well, a number of factors combined to con--'

tribute to the sAcessful outcomes. At 41.atriot, Oldtown, and Farmcenter,
-

alt the contextual, factors and the coMponent-team'relationship w4rked ih

favor of.the team. Support was high and tension was low. By contcast,

everythIng worked against the Urban team except that the principal had a

strong motivation to "work with problems 'related'to,. the componept's cur-

riculum area. This presentation suggested that.the principal's motivation

could not overcome a number of additional mitigating factors.

Finally, the linker variables did,not operate like the others. The,

F

.



Figure 4 2

41 COMPOSITE.CROSS-SITE COMPARISON

A.
Sihool

Component

. Interim

Outcomes

B.

.Tension

C.

44.

High

Med.-
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Med.
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- Individual
. Linker Med.

Behavior

D.
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-leami
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Factors

4
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-----------
Wa Fa' 01.

_

R.u, Ne GH Su Mi
,-
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. C E
;.,
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.
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,

CE

e
,

. . .
.
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_ .

.

.
.

7
:

t

, ,
.

:. 146 .
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. . .

0
.

I , ' f

Progress Through Steps 2W

Team Ownership-,

C.
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. . .. a

N II k . / N ..l ./t I .k*
# -.. . . . I /;.. . 1 . ..t %

-
1 . ., \\. t. / ..........
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. .
\go

O 0.00.

°S.
. . . . N.-

Freguqtncy of Contact
Number of Functions
Range of Contact
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=

_44

o'
% / 0*

Central Off iee Support
Principal's Problem, Solving Motivation
Teachers' Problem' Solving MotiVation.
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f

interim outcome dimedsions, tension, and the team-district fators.a.14-
,

. II ,
.

.

seemed to vary the rme way. The linker variables followed'a dVfferent
, ,

,
i .

.

. . .

, Rafters-4e. Figure 4 suggests that linking behavior's .oere determined largely'

by colvonent palieles while the interim oirtcomes and degree of tensroli in
, .

,
,

. .

. the eelationship seemed to be. mdee closelylrejated VD sdhooi. contextual
: ' .

.
. f k

:!,

faCors. .
...

.
.

Yet, the Case:history dato suggested that this conclusjon May be too

simple. For instance, tension was eeduced- at Urban argely because the
.

component staff were able to negotiateman agreement on actiN:ritsies that was

sdatisTactory to khool and district personnel. On the oth'er hand, tension

increaseii, at Central when-the linker began playing a'more active role in

meetings. These coasideration suggested that team and district factors

had a ignificanl /mpact on the outcomes of plannin§, perhaps more sig-
$

hificant than the kind of approach chosen. There were no obvious patterns

as to which lifting behaviors led to certain outcomes. Rather the linker

seemed tb be importan4 as an agent who could adjust the component's ap-
.

pro.ach to local conditions.

-0

$

at



CHAFTER44V .

Ith
*

-4 .' CONCLUSION *
.

..% p
.... , 1

.

.

.. In concludtng thiS report, tlie fidingS are s'Ummarized,*andOme
t

.
.

, .
.

.

. .

.

.

, '-cluestions4whICh were stimulated.by.the initial analyses are raised., .
a.

.

4. i ' '''
.1 . . ' .

:Findings 4
,. . ,

. _ . .,
. Is

. While-résults must be yiewed in the absence of. implementation data, -.

.

some initial conclusions have been reached with respect to the issue of

combining rationality and cooperation, the nature of-school-assistance

.agency cooperation;.and the contributions o1Nliinke'rs and tbe schools to
.

the change process.

met

.
..

Combining RationaHty, and Cooperation .

. , 44
141S'sedics to combine fwo frequ'ently 'endorsed qualities fOr change efr

'f'orts--rational planning and cooPerative'relation,phips--in its approaches
. .

for 'school improvement.. The corporation.'s strategy is to develcip process-.,

helping procedures geared towards reolving technical-as opposed to'sociel
4

.psychological:issues. .Separate ap prOaChes are being developed for each

content hrea. The cross-site analysis does not indicate any m ajor differ-

encgs among.the approa4es in their abiLity.to _Achieve outcomes related'

' to rationality andOcooperation. This stmilarity is not surprisr.ng.. While

1.

.thoie close to the three components emphasize the differences -in the ir'
..

sets of stepsdeveloped and 'cOnceptions.x.f. cooperation, there-is a strong.%
,

similarity aMong the apprbaches....

Although 't4.* brocess-helping role wgs intended to be a
t
waY of com-

.

bining ah interest in rationality anCin fosterihg cooper"ative relation-
.

."

shipsiexamination:of-activitigs at the case history sit6 reVealed.a

I.
- -104-. f

4



f .

44.

.
\ .

, tension between these tao ideal charactertics., It was difficult to move.
4:

I ,
% :ti

. ,

1,
through a set,of steps for identifying discFepancies between- goals and ',

0 :
,1

,'
.

, u4r.
. , .

performance in a systematic. manner,wHile leaving cons!iderable discretiOn ;.
,

,

. . ,
. . . 1

with school. ,peciple. There,was a.tendene.y ta either emphasize paving ex- *-

eeditiouly thrclugKithe st4ps whieh reduced the team' sehse.of ownershija ts

or to play ta low.key leadershipTole which increased the time Keeded to,

OA
comNete the process and di,d 1*tif1 e to alleviate confusion'among team

members. However, the cross-site analysis and the fietd data indicated a

poiitive, reciprocal 7lStionship between the two characteristics. The case

at I.Mion showed that Mutual attainment of bath was possi6le where the

linker was able to maintain.a balancebetween following 'the approaches and

local control: Mainiaining such 'a balance was facllitated where,time and

the (ieam's understanding of the process were not pi-o.blem$.

*

Rethinkin9 ,Coorr4tion . r *
,

. .0ne of the most importailt conceptual develcipments in this report waS'

the rethinking of the concept of cooperation. Insofar as past thinking

, has been based on research within formal organiiations that examrnes the

impact' of partjciPltionvimp(ementation, jt has b en seriously misledb-
,

ing. The intra-organizational setting iv characte ized by considerably

. more constraint thin the relationsniP between two agencies.: th;.4,constraint
4

stems from the Nerarcy of afices,. formal authority, And organizational

re.

rules thpt characterize schools and other organizatrons. 'Bysconstrast,

each coMpOhent was an independent organization. (or organizational unit)

OA developed an with another organization--i school,=to enga.ge

I.

41*
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.A

. in a set of.activilies that were txpected to UNiutually beneficial. The
- ,

.... .. .
.

school '(oti,drst. rict) aid the ass-istance agency were formal i:ta.als operp.ting
.

. .- . .

, .
.

'

in some kirl'd of ii;arket. Each had ..3 number of optLons available-to it aRAI
, N4... , . r _. : ,

. ..*
-4-

..w.as relatively uncorlIrdined in seekinvhose 'options. Moreover, eachhdd.
- . .

a Are,of non-negotiale .expectatiOns for the relationshl/m jfthose.X-'
.

. , .

.
. .

I.

peciatidn.s could not be 'Met, the lielat,tonship w4S' sUbj*Ft to, terminati* lays-

one side or the other.

The signiflcance in tha difference between the intra- and inter-
:

oranitational relationship is that participation as it is 'rormally dis-

cussed is "a way to overcome the dysfunctional impact of excessive control
;

on botii lower participants' sense.of ownership and the upward flow of in-

fbrmation) However, a cooperative orientiatjon to an. inter-organizational

relationshfp is necesiery.to overcome the absence of control and the

unpredictability that resAl.ts. This unpredittability js.characteristic

.of a market situation wh'eegoOds an d services are exchanged. The in-
,

dications 'were that the comp6nents were in'a weak bargainihg

Because of deadlines imposed by their funding agency, it seemed they

needed the schools ilpre.than the sfhools Rpeded them. -Pushing*and main-
.

.taining coopdative'relationhip, then, was a way of "bringing in bdsiness."

These cpnsiderations help understahd why tension was so important
/

for the interim outcomes. Tension was 5n indicator that.one oc both ,

, ,
.

. parties were considering terminatinAg e relationship. MoreOve, while
)

,
tension was present,team thembers withheld commitments and work on the

A N . 4.
change mocess was slowed as greater attention was giviAn to testing the,

, 1r

-,..6

sJ 4

.1
,..

.
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relationship in order to either reaffirm it or terminate it. Hence, it was

not surprising that there was.a strong relationship between tension and

the petcomes. Hkmever, tension was ndt necèssarity bad. It operatedmore

)

as a warning sign. 'Where tension was successfully re.solved, it'tontributed

to componeht.work.by clarifying each.party's understandpg of the jileer's7

4

interesfs.
^

Linker Behaior.

The cro7-site analysis did not sliow any sirong relationship between

the measures of component lipking activity And interim outcomes. Similarly,

there were few indications that the individual linker's behavior had a

i.

major impact, even where the linker managed to broaden the 'range of site

participants who became involArd in the change,process.' HOwever, this

'finding did hot mer that the liliker was unimportant. Thp case histories.

suggested,that the linker.pPayed an important roie,-however much.that
.1

role was constrained.by climponent polity. The linker was the boundary

spanner, the person mediating between tile component and.the school. As

such the individu 4, faced a wicie range of contingencies and made a num-

ber of decision*;(e,g-, what functions to perfdrm on site) that affected

the component's ability to adjust to a team and stay in a schoot,. moee,

; needs to.be known about thej'srtuations a linker faces and how different
11. r

. decision's affect the componebt-school relaionship in light of local con-

'a
ditions

f

11 6
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S hool Context

he schoorcontext had a greater impact oh the interim outcomes than

any characteri,stits of the dpproaches or the.linkers' behavior. 'In the

cross- tte anatysiS,'two variables, were especially significant: the central

office's support for the:process-and teachers' sensethat.there 1,..Zis a

A

'próblem'related to the component;s program area. The principal's sense

. ,
.

, that 'a real 0-oblem existed also seemed'to facilitate the change process.
)

'w-73k

Taken together, these findings suggested that when all staff agreed to the

importance Of an effort,. it was most likely to work. While agreement of
1. V,

' all groups may not have been necessarif, it was certainly useful.

The case histOries identified a number of other-factors that affected

the outcome of the change process. First, a factionalized staff was' more

difficult to work with.than one th.tt was unified. The linking agent had to
i 4: .

.

I , ,

.
.

take pains not to become aSsofiated with any one group. Second, the districts
,

had-.a number of standard operating procedures,whih limited the possibility
.

'1 k .

of even forming a team. Third, in some.schools, potential team members

lacked familiar.ity with planning 'and prBgram concepts or, as was the case

the s udents at.City, the-cognitive ability to quickly pick up the

abstract dncepts the components employed. Mbile,these school's may have

.been the ones that moAt needed the RBS'approlOches, problems in using those

approaches were the most extreme in such schgols. Finally, the change

project did not exist in a vacuud. .0ther change projects ai the Zitesilot

4inly reinforded the effort but4IsO competed for Scarce resources; including

staff tide.. In some instances, these projects also created a climate of
4

-l0P-
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A

)P
i

)-

cynicism and distrust thit affected

t'f

proaches. These were all faCtors to'

when worJcingvith a school.
a

,

COnce of:t ,p' p.ci heii
;.,,, t..

,

comonent a-
4

hichlihking agents had to,adjust .
#

. ...

A

Generally, initial .field work underVined the'importance of the.overall

-
_

, .

. , imptact Of tlie school conteSc0t on the change,procifirs . The context helped-to
. - -,"

_explain why the same apprOach went over much be r In one setting than in
i

another.
;I

, .. c

.
r ' e \

1 '1,fut4re 9.ustions -'
.,:.

L /

Initial field woOt aWerepqrt writing Ge genertated a number of
/ r'i 1 .i i t

,

-
questions that ietd atudies h4es,totadd ess An the coming years or that

,
.,

, I

,

,

should be the topicifor additibn4,1 research.\*Some:of the most important
4 e .

_
,-e

)

t
t.

1 ace listed below. --,

if

1. How do team members ?er/eive the approache and the Ark of compo-
,

nent staff? 1

m
,.

..
.

. .:'41,",,
Initial obseations yi-elded relative lifed information OQ what

, ,. ,
,

team members were really thinking and how they saw the approaches; Peri-T
4' I

4 1 l'a
I

f
,

odi& interviewing of team members in the coming.months shoul-d help to

fi 11 that gap.

2, What do:Other relevant actors know about:planning activitiesi,

f.

Initial Aservations were limited primarily to thaTeam. HoWever,

the Oians generated by the component approaches'mill'hanto be

-.mented hy'school-staff somepcases, members of the community. It.
. f

will be important to know what information theijiave about pldhOng team

,activitles. what they believe is happenin,g, and what input-.--if anr-they

-109-
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have had to the,team's deliberations. Already the field notes point out

.that-there js considerable discussion of the team and its work in some.

-schools; howeverthe data are not yet available which would rTveal the

significance of that communication for later change activities.

3. Ow does one handle the tension between participation and a codified' .
approach?

,

One theme running through this report has been the tension between

the attempt to maximize participation in the planning process and the

efforeto follow a predetermined set of steps for planning. No'attempt

has been made to place a value judgement on this tension. However, fur-

ther analysis should identify the conditions under mhich it is healthy and

where it is detrimental to planning work. At .the.same time both how a

linker attempts-to balance adherence to an, external agency's protedures for

chage And Idmtal control and how tenslon is resolved-should'be investigated..

4. What isthe impact of entrj, on later activities.?
.

,

It has.been suggested that-the-process of selecting sites consists of

negOtiating an agreement for the exchange of services. Thote agreements
.

'had important.consequences for-later use of the.component apprOaches.

More research is needed, however, to identify how the dynapics of the

negotiationS and the nature orthe ,pgreement reached--e.g., its formality
.

and what is left unstated-7affett change processes- While there will be

no further opportunities to obserye the entry processAn this study, the

development of relationships in the s-chools will be folloWed, and there

will be opportunities in otiler research to discuss with linking agents

how they go about building new ties with schools and districts.
.

'-110-
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What'school factors affect the use.of the components' apprpaches?

A number of school conditions that have important impacts on the

change process have tentatively been idervified. .Continuing research

wRi -provide more information on the importance of these factors and 'will

also identify additional important school characteristics. -

. 6. What linker behaviors are effeetive under which conditions?

Initial analysis suggests that the linker is .the'crucial mediator

A

between the school and the component. Although no linker behaviors that
. 4

were effective across all sites were disc ered, it would be useful to
,

pursue this kind of analysis to identif f,--there are specific tactics

that are consistently useful in particular kinds of schools ocil for deal-

ip with repeated problems of a specific ort.

7. What processes me4ate between the setool and compOnent?

!.

Here again, initial analysis has just scratched the surface. It

P raises a number of importan uestions to pursue .including: Why should

planning 440 a number of people for the use of an approach facilitate

progreSs through the steps or a sense of Ownership? How is tension be-
.

tween change agent and school useful' and how is it resolved? Does an

exchange takd plcace -kletween school and component? If so, what are its

terms, how is it assessed by different pai-ties, and what mechanisms are

available to 'ensure that ail parties remain satisfied?

8. What are the workin conditions'of otential users of the com anent
, approaches, andhow will those conditions affect the use o the
21approaches?

As-mentioned. above, RBS does not Intend-to employ these approaches.

in schools after the initial development work. Instead, the expectation

;.!



a

Ai

is that they,will be disseminated to other technical Issistance agens

throughout the tri-state region, and most especially to intermedliate
0

service agencies. These agencies should be able to use the approaches

.

in their Ongoing assistance work with sch6ols.

This strategy raises a number of questions about the con i ions un-
I

ler whtch the linking agents in ISAs--the true users of these apdroaches:-

operate. For instance, it is important to know how much time linking

agents devote to.field-Work and what their school case-loads are. Unless

theY can commit considerable time to work with a few schools; they may

not be able to use the appr aches. Other questions include:

What expertise do.the e agents have with cOntent relevant
to the program areas?

What knowledge do _they have with planning technologies
lika.goal setting and measurement?

4

What technical backup is available within.the ISAs when
the 4gents face problems that they cannat'solVe alone?

What ar;their pre-existing relationSwith schools? Will

those relati,onsfacilitate the atterlipt to use the approach-
es or act as a barrier?

Qilms"how are.the.ageftts evaluated? Will they'be rewarded or
punished for the use of these approaches?

In December, 1979, Field Studies will initiate a study of ISAs in the

tri-state region in order to obtain,prelioinary answers to

-112-
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E;redie Levels-

Total Enrollment

Percent of minority Students

:Percent of.Students 4 Year Behind In Reading°

Percent of Mew Students' (Transfers in)

K-4

390

952

75%

1511

Total No. 'of Fu/I-Ilese Staff "

to. of Classrom Terchersc

27

18
-

APPENDIX A

SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

BASIC SKILLS CITIZEN EDUCATION CAREER PREPARATION

Rurel District

A

2 V

uri

Alp. of Aides IC PeramProfessionsis c
,,

.

)
Percent of Professional Staff,on Difcretlonary Fundec

Percent of Aides/Pere-ProfSesionals'on DIscretionary-Fundec

Percent.of Trachersin the First Year In School

Percent of Staff with MA.
6

\ 1

.3

112

0%

ht

29%

K-6 6-8 K-4 .1-6

° 677 575 375 628

' '11* 20.5* 202 32.5%

351 251 21% 17%

92 JOI 5% 16%
,

38 42 20 43

31 38 33 35

779. 7-9 6-8 7-9 6-9,

1435 676 923 830 726

612 191 96% 2% 82

701 75% 90% 20% 5-10%

131 101 701 la 71

4 0 * 6

_112 . 131 152 01

101

77

17

151

'53

43

6

' It

\ 79

63

10

It

58

49

2

4%

51

0

Ot

02 (NA) 33% 100% 7t , 171 1001 1001 02

162 19% 10% 122 13A 61 3% 9% .4%

-63% 10% Ot 52
r

52% 1911 132 221 291

SMALL 8IC I
RUNAL SMALL SMALLGeographic Location SUS RURAL RURAL RURAL SHAW SIG

SUSCITY
CITY

4858 .10881
211170004. gill 204728 '156:95

Total DIstrict Enrollment 2437 4549 2800 8586 8213
Percent of Decline In Enrollments 20% 30It 02 15% Hit 5% 02 202 02 .' 5% 1'5%(1875-1978) (to nearest 5%) 4

cS.

9-12

799

.
02

9-12.

265#44261-

'4i

,

9-12

lil
t3)146-

3

12:0!!'

11

St

3t

182

150

12

61

.252

I%

172

141

e

3%

8%

62

lased an PrInClpi Estimates

b
eased on FpIt-Time Staff

c
F011-ffisse &velvet/onto. Part-Thee Staff ere treated as helf-time.

12r;

4
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APPENDIX B. , C..
.A COMPARISON .OF TEAM.COMPOSITION ACROSS -SITES

,

School
Staff CommunityI .

I . .

...ft . ... * . I
41, i

Z 0.0 0-.....0 ..... C C...1m.-
1,.. . CLL.. -ft ft u0 0 ..... il. M0L. 0 t.) in tft (I)do 4.1 ...... C.441 > 0 1....- r 4 .- .0 Q....- .04,.. IL. 0 =0 >..SchOo.) i
LA o a- < C4 1.11 .4.+

c,.
Patrioi .1 1 0

. .. ..Middleburg , . .1
. ..

- 1 1.
Rural a

, 2 3 1

Urban")
A

0

4

0
,.

.

-Farmcentdr- .
I. 2 1

. f.,Riverside . 0 0' .

a

Suburb 0 . 1 1

Green Kills

NeighbOrtown

Bigowng

OldtOwn:

1 1 1
1

1

3 2 1

A

41,

,.. 0 C CC .< .I.1 (3)

MI 41 9 Z MO LO0 .0
0 <

I-0- 0 4-1 = -4 RI = 4.0 44 0t...% (... 41 4 CL. La CD .. I...-s- CO

-
4 ... 0 0 '0 0. 6' $.
8 s 0. 0 -: .0 .0 11

.

-12' 0. .0
.

-0 0 18:a
8

.. .
.

. ,

3. 3 0 3 0. 11

4 0 1 0. 0 8

2 0 0 1 0

2 1 0 ",1. Q 7

2 1 0 1. 0 7

9

a
The data esented for this site represents collect,ively the three separate
'schools w participated, jointly in the RBS projet. Each school ).!team"coAsisted 3f either the 2r1ncipal or. asst..principal 'and 4.teachters. .These."teams" did function ip Sinai ler work:groups-at Joint meetings; but mei as"
separate -units only' Ore or. twice Over the course of-the year...The teamunit
"at ti)is site Is thui Considered .to be the composite of members of 'Individual
school teams, w&i. regularly met.together and were -joined at &these meetings .

by central office personnel:



APPENDIX D'(Continue04
k

-
b
The team at this site was never clearly formulSted. Attendanc and team compo-
sition varied considerably from meeting to meeting, and detai ed, reliable
records of attendance are available,for only five of the sev n megtings atter0-
ed by rIeld Studies observers. The data presented reflect mdal attendanceley 4

'various groups across those five meetings. It should be note , for example,

,that an estimatek nine different teachersottended meetings at various times
over the course of th$ year.

,Students were invited to-attend the last two teaM meetings of the year. Seven
.attended.one meeting, and five tbe other. 4

d
.Parents were invited to attend Oe last teamIneeting;45 attended.

e
A.$ udent.froM/a_local college.

.

.

f
Team attendance at this site is large and higKly variable (ranging from 13-35),
with no clearly formulated or stable "team" D presented are modal atien-

,.dance of various groups'across meetings..

.gAt -chis site a working "core" group was identifi
was to review and approVe its work: Because this
the data presented- ace for the smaller\group, who

4.

-1 1 9 -

a larger team, which
er team never met again,
ually became the sqhool

'


