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Py . ’ .Abstract

[

‘m

This paper presents a .case étﬁdy whicht 1) describes the design and
analysis of an iniervigw study to gather information about Delaware educa- ' 3
tional administrators' perceptions of effective high schools and the existing ‘%

> . [} 'c~ -
statewide standards for effective schools; and 2) demonstrates how that

N ‘information was useg'to&gejbrmulate the state's policy and .program for . i
’ oo e 2 - . I ' . '
schdol improvement. The paper documents the utility of Knott and Wildavsky's

?;" ' gtandérds as a framework for assessing a successful knowledge utilization
activity. The paper concludes by, suggesting'fhat the high impact of the

°

iﬁterview study on policy revision was due in part to identifying consensus

- among groups of educatioﬁal‘ad&igistrators and Eo providing a systematic f
research-based way to brigg the-language and concéptpal frameworks of thg.:
e@qcationai ;dmihistrators to bear on the problem of revising the school ' E

x imp}dvement policy. It is also suggested that Kpoté %nd Wildavsky's standards .
,.might’be useful for both.planﬁing_and documen;ing knowledge utilization - @

[ °

activities directed tow;rd pSiiéy‘revision.
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- . . - " Introduction )

« LY

« ot
. <

Goal—Directed Performarice-Based' Instruction (GDPBI) p1an is Delaware

“

_Department of Public Instruction's (DPI) response to the m}/imum -competency

-~

and accountability concerns of the public. This state-wide p1an includes

standards for Delaware Schools K-12 which are a set of criteria for effec-

A3 " -

tive schools. In addition, through \\monitoring process, state department

-

personnel helps local school staff assess, their’ schools accolding to the o ¥

~ - . - ¢

'-standards, and plan ways to imprové. The state standards for achools i

.developed out of six case studies of elementary schools -~ three high
achieving and three low achieving -- both groups having eimilar SES student

intake.(Spaftz,.et al., 1977). The six case studies suggested the initial

~content for the standards. During the first year of implementation (1979),

*

“the experience of DPI monitoring teams suggested that the standards needed

- ,.\

‘to be revised in order to address the différences.between elementary and °

secondary schools. As part of the revision process, an interview study
was designed to gather administrators' perceptions of_existing standards.
and characteristics of effective high scﬁools;

- . k :
v * The first part of the paper descrihes the design and results -of the

interview study. The second part of the paper uses Knott and Wildavsky.'s (1980)

seven standards of research utilization to demonstrate the impact that the

interview study nad on state policy and suggests that the standafds might

AY

be useful in planning knowledge utilization activities which would effect

° Q

policy. s P s N

L4
L
o
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- teristics of an effectiVe high schoél, 2) rank the‘seygﬁteen existing ‘program

bennies for each component, They could then place as many pennies on each

: ) - * ' The Interview Study ,

‘The Pirpose of the Interview Stud
; 7

13 . - * " * -

The<m§jor purpose of'ébé interview study was to have seconddry-gchool'

principals,; selected superintendents and central office personnei, and
. . . o >
DPI staff givé their input and recommendations for changing the existing .

standards to reflect their percepﬁions of an effective high school.
The study specifically sought answers to four questions:

. e What are the characteristics of an effective high school?
e What is the reldtive importance of the existifg standards for . .@
Délaware schools? )
‘o Is there rongruerice aﬁbng and between’ the various data sets generated
by the first two questions and the three groups of administrators-
which were interviewed? ° . o Y

e What does the data analysis suggest for revising policy about the
standards? -

Data Collection Process

’

®
°

b 2R

o, " -

For the.interview study, all high school brincipéls in Delaware (26).: .

" representatives of all but one central office (16): and state department’ N .

gpbjeét area supervisors (8), partigiﬁaﬁed'in individual, two-hour interviews.

-

During the interviews, participants wyere asked to: 1) dgscxiﬁbqthé charac-

-

standards for effective schools acédrding to their importance as indicating

.

areas fof school improvement, and 3) for the five top ranked standards, critique

. . 1
the indicators called components employed under those standards.

-, - >

-

In order to _critique the components, the interviewees were given two

componer: as they felt were warranted by the importance the component had
for inGicating the effectiveness of the standard. The interviewees were
also asked about changes which .would make the components better indipators
of an effective school, T . '

e e o e e R, * B ad
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-Below 1s an example of one standard and its components. N
a [~ a - : [ . ’ ‘ . ’ . v &
. : . ,* Figure 1 - . . ' .
-~ . - -
- . N, - . .
- Txasple of & Stands?lt nnd its Comp ¢ -

“ ) STANDARD I The school has s working lutnent of philosophy vhich 1s -
lcco.pmhd dy achool goals sngd focuses on the ncads of students. Bath '
the philosophy and goals ‘sre compatible with ths ovarsll cducnuoul
leolophy snd poncua of the school districts, ' .

- LY COMPONENTS OF.THE STANDARD "

A. Ths school has s writtsn stetesent on phnonoplw accompanied by
. school goals. ’ . o
w .

Ths svhool philosophy and gosls ars raviewed by the entirs profss~
sfonal staff snd revised, 1if necssssry, prior to Octobsr 1 of reach -
school Year. . . ;

Co A ma. uuuuut of ‘pupil muuuau has bna done within the past
tvo years. .

« ‘e
~

AN

The nuda assassment includes:
. = dats on stident needs .
. = curyent ststus of studant populutou L
« the di{ffarence batween current student ststus and stu’ant -«h
fority vank of student nseds . P /

. . C‘:‘ul‘.n to meet privrity necds

"rtorﬂ.ry goals ars identified and focus on élu shysical, socisl and <
ictollsctual needs of studsnts..

<

0q " ) . ' T .
W 7. The philosophy and gosls ars disseminsted to sll staff cembers, . .
: parents, snd tha community prior to October 13 of ssch school yesr. .

Tha priority ;o.u ars not in coctuc: with the written gosls and
)onctu of the school diatrise.

Ce L4

Interviewers were trained in methods used in open~endéd interview

. - ~

" situations to elicit and record responses for the first part of the inter-

. . . .
. o - » °

view, and the structure and format of the second part of the interview.

. . ) «.
411 intervigwers had had experiénce in interviewing: They were matched to .

2

the interviewees, on the basis of compatability, by the -State Difééto: of

- P

Ipstruction to insure candid responses. The interviewers practiced inter-

viewing their colleagues at DPI. Before conducting the actual interviews,

a letter was sent from DPI to all participants telling the purpose of the

¥ . .

“y
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. A . . . . . . ’
. Interviews and giving advance ndtice thit each would be askedmto talk about -

the characteristics of an eéfective‘high school. . IR
Results ﬁ- . . ' . .
’ QTo answer the two questions Jf the study, "What are the characteristics .
- ‘ of'effective schocls’" -and "What is the relative importance of the existing k
. cstandards?"*two sets of data were gathered.~ The first set consisted of 'the C
.notes of administrators' responses £o the first question. The secono set -
. - “o

consisted of the results of‘administraﬁors ranking tne existing standards. .

Administrators' Perceptions of the Characteristics of Effective Schools.
L8

- Duting the first. part of the interview, respondents were aske& “What, are'

the characteristics of an effective school?"' The data consistedaof notes
taken during the interviews. These notes from individual.interviews were
-divided into statements. Redundant statements across all interviews ware

eliminated, ° Thus, the interviews yielded 111 statements'about effective ’

-

» N - - [N ’

;chools. (See Appendi§ for-the 111 statements.) A more detailed explanation
and rationale for this procednre can be found in.Squires, 1978, 1981;.
Colaizzi, 1979;. and Krippendorff, 1980.
The 111 statements were grouped by one RBS staff member and one DPI

staff member tq determine the general areas suégested by the specific state~

’ - ments. While there were many different vays the'statements could be grouped,
the general categories which had the'most stability over & number of different
attemots at grouping were: school focus, curriculum, leadership, and school
climate. |

The stability of the four categories were tested when 12 instructional.

division staff of the state department met and sorted-the 111 ‘stateménts into

<.

. . .
A, - - . « “ e e . - L TTNREN




_—s

‘to confirm the interview studyns results. This'sorting,task also provided .

;>a vay for different DPI staff to:share.théir own ideas and/or conceptual

to remember and‘use terns which have meaning td'educational administrators.

. existing standards for effective schools. Figpre 2 gummarizes how princi-

'pals, central offf&e amaff and DP¥ superVisors ranked the existing-standards°

" for all interviewees was obtained by adding up all interviewees' rank

tﬁeir own catego;ies. Consensus was reached about-the adequacy of - the sug- ’ " 'vj

gested categories, thus usirg the professional experience of DPI supervisors .

l

|
|
7. : .
1
r
|
|

maps with others in the ' Instructional Division. A similar activity. was & -
completed by the 9-12 Principals Advisory Council. The number of existing
standards (17) then could be reduced under the four headings which were found

~
in the inrerview-studV/ Such a reduction would make the’ statements easier

s

Py ‘., '|‘

The reduction possibility is tested furoher (see P ll Figure 4) R 'L
Adm1nistrators Rankiﬁg of'Existing Standards.e Th’/second set of

- T - <
N »

data gatbered about administratorsa‘perceptions of characteristics of

effective schools was obtained by’ asking the administrators to rank the .

L

'\

an average ranking for all interviews is also included. The average ranking

assignmenfs for each'standard, then dividing the total by the number of
interviews. The rank arder of the standards for each group (principals,

»

central office representatives, DPI supervisors) was determined in the same

»

way., . .
Determining the Congruence of the Data Sets and Defining Implicatidns ‘ *
for Poiicy Revision . ¢ . 3. )

-
L

In this section, the two sets of ddta (the open-ended interviews and ﬂ'

the rankings of existing steudards) are compared to determine their similarities
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vincipals Fanked thin"__
“But of 17 {n lmnanﬂ"‘

)

DPT Superviabra tanked
this __ out of 17 {n
{mportance

Varsll, Jntetvicwees
ranked this __ out of
17 {n fwputtence *

» STANDARDS

o

¢ .

§ -

S

~ ) t

has & working statemsent
{m accompanied by school
the needs of students.

Philosophy, ('.oain, Stgdent Needs: The sciweol.

of philonophy which
gosls and focusea on

Soth the philowxophy and
goals are compatidle with the oversll vducatidpal
philosophy and policfes of the schoal disteted,

Instructional Progeam: The Instructfonal propram .-
1s {n concert with the school’s philosophy and

priority goals and supporeed by the acaff.

Principal Admfniaters:and Supervises: The prin-

0% the schools

cipal adainisters dnd superviada the operatfon

levels and content areas.

Written Cureiculum: There 'u X writtsn cutticulym
which contains {netruct{onal objectives for all

Diagnosts aad Au.lzlhz

Diagnosis and analysis of

each student's leamning needs {s an {ntegral part
of .the instructional progtan.

u

instruotionsl objectives

learning Act{vitiee Support Curriculum: l.cnrnlni

activitiea cbrrespond to the.school goals and-

A

of the curriculua,

Staff Works Together: Th
[}together to l-plm-t the

e certified staff wotks
{nstructional program,

of the spectal nlcl‘[ and

Identification of Special Nceds/Interests: The |

echool“program provides for the 1dentifigation

{ntercsts. of 'students.

affective oeeds of studen

Affective steeds:  The “School

-~ r. - .
provides for the
ts,*

13

is a written promotioa
statea performince

°
Pro‘at‘lon Policv:’ There
policy lr;tzpcuuon vhick
criterts Tor asaigning students to {pstructional

levele and a plad lqr providing remcdial {nstruction.

v 10

and other {nstructicnal a

’

v

.

2 o

Classrocs Msnagement: The managemént of classrooas

vers facilicates the

Application of Acquired Skill: The profran provides

vppwtunities for application of acquired aisflin,

accomplishsent of the school's goals and objuctiven., -

l

12

uo,

plisheent of “‘f‘ school’s

Material and Equipment Management: The eanagsrent

of matetiela and equipmont faciliitates the acivoe

goalx-and obfectidin, 4

12

1%

I’fol_f:\_l_:

program,

. B
Supplementar: Program Cootdinsted with Regular N
Supplementary prograzs ars well def ined

and ate coordinated with thie regular fnxttuctlvaal

13

Hehlthy and Safe Bullding «nd Grounds: The tultdfngs”
and geounds are malntafncd and operated to provide
conditions vhich arv healthy aad wafe,

15

-

policy for
to all pasints.

Parent lnvolvemét: The school has a weitton
rent {nvolvesent which Is disseminatost

v .
Afdef and Volunteera: Aldes and volunteers are
trafned, anslgned and aupeeviaed,

.
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and differences. Implications for revising the standards follow .each

P -
analysis. ° |

<

K]

Similarities Across Administrator Groups in the Ranking of Existing

Standards. The first procedure was to determine whether there was. agree-

ment between and within the three groups of administrators about the ranking

of the existing standards. It was assumed that if there was general agree-

ment about the ranking of the existing standards, then the rest of the

data from the other sections of the interview would be treated as one

group. To determine agrcement between and among groups-on the ranked °
standards, Kendall's Coeffic;ent of Concordance (W) was used (Siegel, 1956).
This non-parametric statistical procedure was determined appropriate beﬂause

there are K sets of rankings (one for each irterviewee) of N objects (the 17

standards). "'H) expresses the degree of association among X such variables

‘(Siegel, 1956, p.'229). Hithin groups there was moderate agreement on the

ranking of the standards' at the .05 level of significance: Principal W=, 443
Central Office W=,46; State Department W=.33, Between the three groups -

there was also moderate agreement -at. the .05 level of significance, W=,42.

The degree and the consistency‘of the rankings among all administrator

groups are'heartening. All groups agreed§that the standards in the top seven

-

ranks were important (see Figure 2); however, each group of administratora

did rank them in slightly-diff erent orders. There was only omue exception

to that pattern in both top and’ bottom groups. It appearad that the top seven

standards provided a solid base from which to condense the existing standards.

0f particular interest.is that prominepce of the standard dealing with the
} . . d .

7y -
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philosophy 6f the school. Administrators recognize the importance of the

. . "»

’ school having a core of ideas and beliefs which help focus the instructional

VI Everean
!

o program, the management, and the staff functions of the school.

..Of interest‘slso is the degree of agreement on the standards ranked

" at ‘thé bottom:r—material and_ equipggng_gggggggsgf:;fg?P1ement8ry program

- J

coordination, safety, parent involvement and aids and volunteers.2 The R

B e e L Ty

* middle group of standards, deal with three areas: attenticn to students’

XTI

needs and interests, appiication of skills, and management of classroom
T ) . . ’ . - 3

ii;,‘ - .and-materials.. Consensus in this band is not as great as in the other
'bands. 'Because,there was significant agreement among the three groups of

administrators, thexiest of the data was analyzed as a whole, without

reference to the three groups.

‘ "Comparing Existing Standards with the 111 Statements. In order to

’ provide an indication of whether the existing standards were congruent

IR with the perceptions of Delaware school administrators, the 111 statements

*

from the question, "What are the characteristics of an effective high school?"

- neréfgrouped ufider the existing standards by one DPI and one RBS staff i

o

;
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. Two issues, ‘which have recently received ‘national prominence through

.- federal legislation relating to Title I and P.L. 94-142" are parent involve-
ment and mainstreaming. Standards which encompass these concepts have oL
relatiVely low importance to administrators when compared to the other o

«

, standards.

~
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The data suggest that the areas of the philosophy of the school, the
school administration, and the ‘school staff working together were congruent

. with the general emphasis of Delaware school administrators. Moderate

{

\congtuence was/achieved.in the area for the requirement for a written

promotion policy and parent involvement. Areas not presentlylincluded in

the standards are listed at the bottom of the figdh\;Statements dealing

"X

with instructional ciimate were relatively important to ei; administrators

————————

but were not included in the existing standards.

-

The results et this analysis suggest that those standards dealing with
~ ;
instruction may not hold as much importance for administraters. However,

if the standards dealing with instruction are combined then parity is
achieved with the standards on philosophy, administration and staff working

together. A new standard on instructional climate is also suggested from this

analysis. )

>

Comparing Existing Standards with the Four Major Categories Suggested

from the Open-Ended Interviews. The four major categéries derived from che

interview's 111 statements were school focus, curriculum and instruction,
1eadership.and school c}?mate. Given that the existing standards only
partially represented the administrators' perceptions of an effective
school (see Figure 3), the next analysis attempted to determine whether the
four categories encompassed the existing standards. Figute 4 presents the.

four categories on.the 1eft, the number of statements supporting that

category in the middle, and the standards which could be subsumed under

* that category on'the right.




Figure 3°

Statements Congruent with Existing
Standards from Open-ended Interviews

) Congruent Statements w:l.t:h Exist:ing
iEE‘E‘L‘I_‘.‘. ' ' Standards from Open-Ended Ir}terviewg :
Philosophy, Coals, Student Needs ' . ° 26 :
Instruc t:ional Program Support:s Philosophy . 0 =
‘Wrd.tten: Curriculum . 3 ’
_ Learning Act:ivit:ies Support:- Curriculum . 0 ":Miw,
Applicat:ion of Acquired Skill 3
Affective Neod;—_ . . > 4 %
Diagnosis and An_alys;is‘ -oft St:;xdent:s' I.eam:l_ng Needs ) 1
- Promotion Policy 8 ’
cation of Special Needo/Interests .‘ ‘ 1
Supplementary Prograin Coordinated with Regular Program o 4 . -
Classroom\Management ' . 2 L
Material grd Equipment Management ) ] -+
.Prinéipal Adminisgs and Supervises R ‘ 12 3 )
" staff Works Tog\i;.t:her . L 14
Aides and Volunteers ' ' . 1
Parent Involrement . ) | ) 5
Heoitily and Safe Building and Grounds » 2 o
.Other Statements Not Congruent wirh Existing Standards b
Instructional olirtate ’ . i 7
‘ Students' Reactions to School 4 :
"Athletic Program 2
Behavior Code : . RS
Miscellaneous. ‘ , - 4
o .
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Figure 4

Comparing Existing Standards with
the 4 Major Categories Suggested from the Interviews

Major :Categories from

Open~ended Interview .

No. of
Statements

Standards .

Focus

“ “ .

26

Philosophy, Goals, Student Needs
Instructional Program

k]
Leagf

(31

rship

14

Classroom Management “
Material and Equipment Management
Principal Administers and Supervises

Curriculum and
! .
Ingtruction

21

Written Curriculum

TLearning Activities Support Curriculum

Application of Acquired Skill

Diagnosis ard Analysis"

Program Policy )
Identification of Special Needs/Interests
Supplementary Program Coordinated with
Regular. Program

Aides and Volunteers-

mmaan—

-

School Climate

" Affective Needs

Staff Works Together
Parent Involvement
Healthy .and.Safe Building and Grounds

Lo
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The chart indicates that the four categories nave a zelatively oalanced

-

distribution of responses from.adm;nistrators compared to the distribution

reported in Figure 3. This suggests that the existing standards could be

condensed around the four cétégorieg'suggested in Figure 4.

-Summary- of Resuits

A Y

The interview study found that there was a significant agreement from

the three groups of administrators on the importance of the following existing

standards from the ranking sctivity:

-

L




Philosophy, goals, student needs
Instructional program
Principal administers and supervises the school
Written curriculum _
’, Diagnosis and .analysis
Learning activities support curriculum
Staff works together

A school focus or philosophy, the curriculum/instructional program, leader-
<«

- ship and the school climate appear to be the major organizing ideas admini-

strators use to describe effective high schools.

»i There was moderate.agrcementmbetween and among all groups interviewed
about the relative importance of the existing standards. Descriptions of
effective high schools wero for the-most part congruent with the existing
_;gtgggézds, although there: was emphasia(on the following main ideas: school
focus and philosophy# the ptincfpal's and staffTauimﬁo?taﬁEE and curriculum
and instruction concerns';ere vér& much orgsent aa indicators of an’

effect;ve high school in the open-ended interviews. In additionm,

effective high schools were usually described as having a positive school

-
—

‘climate. There is,presently no existing stanﬁard which deals with school
clin‘atc. - . ' ‘ )

» The analysis suggests that the following changes might be made, in
the exiziing standards° .

o The four categories of focus, 1eadership, curriculum, and instruction
and school climate could be used to organize the existing standards.

e Standards dealing with curriculum and instruction could be. condensed
- to reflect principal's’ relative priorities.

e Existing standards ranked near: the bottom may need to be dropped
or combined with other standards.

® A standard around school climate needs to be created to reflect
administrator's perceptions.

-,
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' research methodology of the interview study to dgteémine the congruence between

administrators. “o o

"ards, . the resulting school improvement policy revision would be more likely to i

. .

jIhe Interview Study éﬁ an Examéie. . o N
. of quyledge Utilization - . Ve o~

The domains 6? politics, research and professional experience each have

something to contribute in the difficult process of designing and implementing

ool £

o

policies to improve schools. The difficulty of merging these three world

views is not to be underestimated. However, the extent that politics, research f

~

and professional experience ars congfuent may increase the likelihood of a %

sﬁccessful'schooi improvement program. This assumption is shown diﬁgramatically' :

below.

F;jhre 5 ' ~ ._~é

Policy Context ' L

Professional
Experience

and -
Opinions

. New or Revised ‘ f
Policy : . l

Political
Context

‘Research
Results

»

x

The interview study was an attempt to-use'thé systéh§tic and objective

v

.
Y

existing policy and ' professional experience and opinions of educational .

I

‘

nks Y a

. d : . 2
The interview study was-based on the assumption that if educational admini- v

scrators’ perceptions of'effecti;gwé§hools were congruent and sufport the stand- 2

be successful. e




. M *
. . i
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Below is a sequence of events that describes the steps taken in’ ' -
revising the school improvement standards. The length of time from the - %

~
- - 3

first to the last event is nine months. This sequence provides a reference w
L ’1

for discussing the interview study as an example of suctessful knowledge

N

utilization. '~ : ;
: ‘ . . ) .

. Figure 6 - \\\\

Sequence of .Events in Revising
School Improvement Policy

Interview study proposed by Research.for Better Schools (RBS) Regional

Exchange (Rx). "
Director discusses 1t with DPI staff.
Director proposes study to 9-12 Advisory Council. : .
) Director appoints DPI supervisor to assist in study design.
! DPI supervisor and RBS Rx staff member design study. ' -
DPI supervisor and RBS Rx ltaff menber train DPI intervievers.

-

Intervievers conduct data ;ntherin;. s

DPI supervisor and RBS Rx staff nenber conduct 1uitia1 data enalyuu.

DPI suparvisor and RBS Bx staff member report initZal results to DPI ..
supervisors - they try ~rting open-ended {nterview statements. =
Reports initial results to 9-12 Advilor Ctmncil « they try lormg-open- ;

S ended interview statements.

- Final results reported to Division staff.

. . Director npyoints three coumittees involving evcryone in Divilion on ' 3

"‘ the rcviuon of the standards and monitoring vroccn. )
Director invites other RBS staff to work with three DPI supervisors on

L

developing school climate standard,
++-ylts of Division's work to 9-12 Advilory Council.

<etreat to tnin other DPI staff in the revised school
t 5 -

- Director report-
Director arran,
i{mprovament process.

B

ha ’
. i

Knott and Wildavsky (1980) state, "Policy-makers are in the business )

b o T

N of manipulating variables to produce desirable effects and avoid undesirable :

bt N A

.ones," (p. 427). Figure 7 describes seven etaﬁdards of utilization which e

: assesses whether a particular information was having an effect on policy- .

makers.
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p - ' Seves Stasdarde of Ugilisstion

1. Rgception i
Utilisstion takes place vhan:policy-sakers or sdvisors veceive policy-
velevant information. When the communication comes to.Trest in the
“gasbaskst,” 80 that tha dats “resch” tha policy-miker tather than , S
? gomain on sn anslyet's desk or in the filee'of & distant censultaat
firm, utilization is cemplate.

2. Cogntsion : .

. . . L
. ! . _The policy-duker must Tesd, digeit, sad wnderstand the atudiss. Vhen
he has dooe se, wtilization has occurred. :
<

[ TR
'

b N fevence z

, If freme of Teferance is the critsrion, then wtilisation somshow must . .
chasge.the vay the policy-maket sees the world, 1f {nformatfon changss
his preferences; or hs underdtanding of ths prodbabilitias or sagnitudas

5 of ispacts ha-feare or dssivss, uwtilization {s s reality. Altsring

H . fremes af raférence is important becauss, in the long run, the poll

seker's nev visien will shov up in dif%srent poljcy priorities,

& Refort ‘ . ¥
4 . . B
. Te weke o veal diffsvencs, information sust influence the actions of.
¢ policy-makers, 1f they fight for sdeption of ¢ etudy's-policy vecom~ i N

° seadations, ve knov s real effort vas stde {f yolitical forcee or
other avents block {t. » T 3

S, Moptten , ‘ S

What {e sssentisl is mot vhethar policy-relevant {nformation s an B :

- isput to the policy procsss, aome asy, but vhether it goes on to in- . '

’ nmne:‘ policy outcomse. TYolicy results, oot inpute, is the proper
4 stendard. ’ Y

6. lsplementstion

B Pelicy sdoption {s critical but, if adopted policy never hacoms prac- "
. ti:e, information has mo chance to sffect sction, Adoption without
— isplementation is ¢ hellow victory.

—————
———

NEEREESS

<
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7. Jmpact ——

A policy nay be implemented but fsil te have the desived effects. R

Beuce 1t msy ba (and 1s) srgued that only when policy stimulatad by . _
information yields tangible benefits te the citizens has utilization . [
taken place. ° "

: ' v B

The seven standards are hierarchically arranged so that therfirstr must pre-

ceed the next. For example, a policy-maker must have “cognition" of infor-

4
Lo . mation before a change in his/her "frame of reference" can take place.

.
+

R R Sy

e .

o The seven standards will be used in this paper as a framework for discussing

L B g Bl R s

how the interview research results described in the previous section were

"o

o utilized.
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Reception _ . . <

In the reception stagé: data reaches the policy-maker. Because of

N . v

the way the interview study was designed, the policy-makers in the state

»

‘dgpartmeﬁt were also thesones whc conducted the interviews. The initial

ey 2 e

findings and ensueing recommendations from the study were also raported

.

* during several division meetings. Thus, reception of the raw interview

data was, in some ways, assured.

Coggitién

In the c6§nition stage, policy4ﬁakerq gain unaerstanding of the_stu-'

\XJ

dies. While collection‘of information, such as interviews, is a common
practice in DPI, sysgéﬁatic aggfegation of collected data from interviews
-8 mot as com;on. Thus, in order to build confidence in the conclusions
of ‘the study, and in order to build a consensus among the division staff,

.-one staff member and an RBS Rx staff member dev&loped a systematic way to

catogorize the responses from the results of the question, "Whet are the
_characteristics of an effective high school?" (see p. 3) Once the 111
statements were decided on, then division staff and the 9-12 Principals

, Adviggty Council had a chance to sort the cards in ways that made sense
T
J

to each individual. This strategy insured "cognition," not only of the
final tresults, but also about the way the results were generated. The °

final results were reported, in meetings.of the division and the Principals’

\ Aavisory Council.-

Keference

s ¢

Reference refers to a change in how a policy-maker sees the world.

The standard of altering a policy-makerc's frame of reference is important

'
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because of the possible consequence of a long-~-term change in policy priori-

ties. Changes in frames of reference occurred on the part of DPI staff

A J—

as. a result of the interview process and of division director's use of the -
b

process. The Director's frame reference was confirmed and strengthened.

To support these two conclusions some background information is necessary.

~ State departments generally have two'major functions: 1) to monitor
schools and districts to insure that funds are being disbursed properly,
and 2) to insure that law and/Code are being implemented. Thus, the schools/

districts view the stare as a "watché;g" at times and some state staff may

 view thunselves as enforcers of the laws and code.

The school improvem.nt process was based on the state assisting schools

©

improve, a role different from those usually assumed by state agencies.
The standards.and the school improvement process represent”both a minimum

expectation of the state and a process which individual schools can use to
look at themselves cace every five years to hecome effective within

their own unique institutions. For example, the first standard states that

every school should have a working philosophy. This is assessed by whether

the school’has a philosophy in writing. In addition, the principal and

key staff are asked to give the philosophy of t\e school. Similar responses

indicate the presence of a working philosophy. Thus, state department staff

becone "connoisse;rs" of schools, savoring the school's flavor and reflecting”

oq‘opportunities with school staff which might lead to school improviment.

Q?See Eisner (1979) for an indepth look at "connoisseurship.”) For the

school improvemenf process in Delaware, compliance is not the issue. There

St

g




are no sanctions, such as removal of.accreditation, or rating of schools
as satiefactory or_unsatisfactor} which is part ot Delaware's School Improve-
ment Process. The state staff's role is much the sameifunction';e_that of
- internal auditors, except that state staff for school improvement are not
auditing spending procedures, but are sampling the quality of the school
--—~_ according to’certein research~based standards (Squires, 1980).
Now, the ﬁirector of Instruction, as part of nis frame of reference,
had the idea that schools should be assieted in seeing .reas where.they?
equld improve; schools would not be essessed, graded. and labeled. Not all of
his staff understood or agreed with that point of view. In addition, not

many principals understood why the state department sent out yét another
)

>

. team to "agsess" schodisg

Given this state of affairs within the Division, the division director
‘uged the interview study to build consensus. His staff conducted most
| of the interviews and_compared notes on similarities and differences. DPI
supervisors who at first were skeptical about theé principals' abilities and

LY
¥

motives for schooliimprovement,'bggan to change their percep:ions after

talking with principals. During staff meetings, DPI supervisors tried their

T ——

g_' hands at sorting the 111 statements into groups.i‘>These activities began

to change the frames of reference within the department and external perceptions

+

of the school - improvement process by-principals because of their involvement
in the interviews. ~Because department staff interviewed the principals, they
came .to a more complete understanding of the problems oﬁ‘segpndary principals

: . ' in the state. The prinéipalgqglso reported that they found other schegi - ; A

~ - " * -
* A - . -
] P . - - -
- - .
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P

i{dhprovement processes; such as middle states accreditation, a

mzaningful

vay to look at the total school, removed from the every day demands-of
maintaining an organization. Thus, the Director of Instruction used the
interview results to change the frame of reference of internal®and externalﬂ

constituents. 1In addition, the results of ‘the study tended to reinforce

his own point of view. Thus, the "reference" criteria for utilization

should also include confirming, as well as.changing, a policy-maker's

frame of reference. Both appear important.
3 -

Effort .. _—

This atage is characterized by policy-makers influeficing the actions of

others and pushing-for‘recommendations. The Director of'Instruction, en-
couraged by the results from the interviews, then committed each of his

staff to work on the revision of the standards. As one of —the recommendations

-

of the intexview study was to include a standard on school climate, as this

t

'had been one of the issues*not‘c vered in the original standards (see p.lO),

a special task force was set up to address that issue. The results of the
interviews,’ as well as other types of research information now contained .
in a synthesis of research on effective classrooms (Huitt and Segars, I980)
and effective schools (Squires, 1980),-were used to condense and modify ﬁhe

existing standards so' that they wou1d more fully reflect the most relevant

* .research available, “the professional opinions of adminstrators, and the }

assumption that .nc state's ;ole in school improvement was to assist schools. -

— . N Pl -

fhus; on the basis. of staff time, an effort was made to see that the results '

of the interview study was adopted into policy.’

|

.....




o

Adoption - . . - ' R - - - -
The_g@option stage %s charactevized by whether p&ficy-relevant infor-.

natien is incoriofa;gd:into policy itself. The new sténdérds and a revised

e « v
process for school improvement were adopted. The new standards are summarized
below. ' . ' ' g '

e T Pigure 8 - .
g , - Wev Standards
L3 ‘, Ce * ’ 2t R 3
i STANDARD T~ ~ . .. .
The school has l\ltl,t.d philosophy sccompanied by school goals.
STANDAD 1T L -]
: The ‘school has” a plannad progra mppo:cec'l by scaff, that follows
the school's philosophy, gdals, | {dentified priorities for . .
{wprovesient. . R T

. ’ ‘ N ) ’ bl .
_ ‘\\‘\\ STANDARD_ 11T .- . e ¢

The primcipsl ud,-iultou ‘and supervises ‘the ig‘:biol'u program. -

oo oo e T

There are vritten cnr.t"icuh that address the nine Pducational Coals
for Delaware sn contsin instructional cbjectives for sll subjects.’

STANDARD ¥ _ ° - ~ ‘ . .
. Pre/Post assessment and anilysis of each student's oeeds are integral
parts of instructiom. L s ) ) ¢
. < . Y . M -
STADARD YL . - ,
. . e - b e s . .
? - Lesrning activities sre designed to accosplish the instructionsl :
objectives of; each cacricujud. < s . .
STANDARD ¥II ~ . T ' . o
. , ‘ N
The sansgement of classrooms and other {nstroctionnl aveas facilitates
learning. s .
STANDARD VIIT s ’ . .
The scbool climate/atmosphere is conducive to learning and positive '
hussn interaction. “ . ! .
STANDARD IX . o 3

Pregrazs sad services for meeting the spécial needs and interest of ?
students are well-defined and coordinated with the schodl's instructional
progras. T, . .

~

STANDARD X ~

e e—

There is a uritten promotion policy in operation which ugatu'pct!omncc '
criteria.for assigning students to instructional levels and {includes
s plan for providing resedial {nstruction.. )
. ¢ .
STANDARD X1

E

Staff menbers are trained, lglig:ud, and supe;vind.

. . . . . . .




[l ]

) <

6bvious1y, not all of the snggestions of the interviev,study were adopited.
(see'page{iz for a summary). What was adopted, however, was consistent with
the recommendations that the;standards be consolidated, and a new standard
on school climate be developed (see standard VIII). Standard I‘on‘school
philosophy was simplified and retained its‘position. Standard III high_ights

the principal's leadership in the sckool. The number of standards dealing

€ l
with the instructional program was reduced The state's educational goal&

. became integrated into Standard IV"this had not been the case in the

s
N

' previous set of.standards.’

[

Overridi1g the whole oi the revision/cdoption précess was the idea that.

the standards and the(;chool improvehent process should not be punitive,

I . . i >

rather the process should foster scbpols using the data generated in the

sch ol improvement procegs to make their own decisions about improvement

&

opportunities.
) Implement&tion i T ’ A g
) ‘In thig stage,'the policy itselt is pwt into practice. Staff from other
A, : L

divisions in the state department were trained in the use of tHe instruments

.

and the procedures for collecting data in schools during a three-day DPI

retreat. During the 1980-1981 school year, DPI school improvement teans

- have visited schools. Thus, the policy was implemented.

fmpac
P
o bia the revised policy/practice actually improve schools? At present;
)‘ 3 ° ‘o . 3
o it is too early to tell. Reactions to the school improvement process from
l-c' \ - 4
]

‘f’gcbool principals have been favorable ac indicated by letters from principa.~ - -

'50~tﬁe Director of Instruction.
":;)»‘ ° . 7 /
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:'“inplitations.and Conclusicis

.

From this case stud§ the seven standards of utilization which Knott and

-

'Qildauéiy~propose~are useful in assessing kniowledge utilization in a policy

,re@ision proeess; It‘must be noted that:the_interview study was not designed
i with knowledge of Knott and Wlldavsky B standards, although they appear to

be applicable to the interview study as. an exercise o£ knowledge use affecting .

-

policy outcomes. It appears that it would be possible to plan a policy

creation or revision effort explicitly using Knott -and' Wil davsky's standards.
Further, the standards also appearato offer -a framework which could. guide:

documentation of projects whose goal is -to have- knowledge affect—policy~— -

*Ipe-kgqgledge'utilization standards suggest various levels of knowledge
1use. Different levels may be. appropriate for. different knowledge utilization

. . a -

effortéu For example, one should expect that ERIC (Educational Resources

Information Center) might have a lower standard of‘knoqledge utilization ~""§\

‘(pernaps at the cognition stage) than the Regional Exchanges' whose aim is

¢

T

to use research knowledge to effeéttpolicy adoption and implementation.

.
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