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The Renewed Primary School in Belgium

The local innovation policy and.

institufionalization of innovations

l. Backgrdund and general features

.

In this paper we limit ourselves to the description of’ the ‘development and

evalﬁatioq-of‘the so-called "Vernieuwd Lager Onderwijs“_(Renewed Primary .
School) in the Dutch quaking part of Belgium.'The organisation and innova-"
tion policy concerniqg'the'renewal of the primarf school in the French'

speaking part (Wallonié) are different from the developments in Flanders.

The project "Renewed Primafy Schopl" (R.P.S.), started in September'1973;

In 1972-73 "a. national committee . was established to ‘"develop a .general

strategy, as a framework forlthe renewal of the primary education.

The R.P.S. can be conceived as a large-scale innovation project. We want to

'draw attention to <three importqnt features of a so-called large-scale

innovation.

" 1.1. The R.P.S. : a bundle of innovations

Schools and teachers have to cope with a reform, which is in fact a bundle

of innovatioiis. The main goals of the R.P.S. are related to the.followinq:

themes.

- Enhanced integration and interdependence between the kindergarten (2.5

1

years ~ 6 years) and the elementary school (6-12 years). Also an enhanced

continuity between the different grades of the primary school.

- Increased and more effective individualization during the elementary
grades, particularly in relation to reading and arithmetic. It's expected
that teachers adapt their teaching activities taking into consideration
differences among pupils.

:3

- Enhanced contact and collaboration batween classroom teachers and a




remedial teacher, so that pupils with special problems in reqular class-
rooms will He worked with more effectively. There is also an emphasis

~ on more coliaboration among teachers and pupils from different grades.

- Increased enphasis on thetsocio-enotional and creative development'of the
pupils. A more child-directed approach is one of the key ideas of the

: ROP'SO i . - |

- Better interdependence with fesoufces in the community environment,-in-
terms both of the students goino out into the comhunity to learn and of h
people from the community being used as resource-people on an ad-hoc

" basis within the school. | ' o

In summary : the main philosophical theme of this innovation-bundle is more

interdependence among educational resources to support a more individuali-

zed, humanised, and effective response to pupils.

So, a large-scale innovation project is characterised by its multidimensio-

nality; a number of important objectives must be accomplished simultaneous-

ly and coherentlx. Each innovation, as part of a bundle, points to signifi-
' cant objectives. As a matter of fact, there are a number of indications
which show that the school and the teachers'spontaneously set for themsel-

ves certain reductions. Thus we observed that a lot of R P.S. schools are .

only engaged in one or two innovations out of the whole bundle.
This striking fact for large-scale innovation projects has made us pay
attention to a (justified) reduction. - '

Taking into account this multidimensionality and the connected multiplicity
and multiformity of objectives, it is not surprisinq that participants on |
different levels often divergently emphasise different aspects of a large-
scale project. Change facilitators possibly stress other goals than princi-
'pals. Teachers perhaps primarily pay attention to consequences related to
their class practice. This can result in a relatively wide gap between the
original plans, the decisions in.a'school and the actual implementation. In
other words, projects are filtared, stresses are laid and various choices
lead to different realisations.
4
when investigating the implementation of large-scale projects, it is

consequently not to be expected that the schools and the teachers involved

will qive clear answers and expectations. The schools involved;will probably



enter diff<.ent innovations as priorities in their planning. Even iﬁjthe
same innovation is included (for instance individualized reading ipstruc-'

tion), it will still take on very divergent configurations.

1.2. A growing number of participating schools

Every schoolyear,.thé number of participating schools expands. So, between
1973 and 1980 the number has expanded very rapidly (1973 : 9 schools; 1976
:' 25 schools; 1977 : 66 schools; 1980 : 277 schools) (1). Policy people and

also change facilitators defend the idea that ih a 15 to 20~year period all.

elementary schools must be involved in the project.

.I; is customary to start out w#th a limited number of schools in a large-
scale project."Before incorporating a greaﬁ number of schools in thé -
| project, it is considered desirable to test a number of-starting-pbints”
A(objectives) on their realizability during an experimental period of two to
-ﬁhree years, to develop.materials 6n a limited scalq,‘tolexperiment with
co-opgration, to look for.adapted forms of external ahd internal facilitq-
"fion, eté._These first-generation schools are often specially facilitated :
the number of external éhange agents - and in certain cases also of inter-
nal facilitators - is sufficiently gréat to co-operate felatively intensi--
.vely with the teachers‘inyplved. _ |

Therelis_the general aésumption'that material (for instance for individua-
lized reading instruction) developed for and partly by the first éeneration ;
of schools can be easily transferred to the second and the third. genera~
-tion. Or that the interventions planned and implemented for the first
genefation, will be usefu;‘for the other schools, etc. Experience teaches
us, howéver, that this adoption of materials not always 'produces the
intended effects. In other words,'this doctrine of transferability ihsuffif
ciently takes into account the fact that each participating school inter-
prets and adapts a number of starting-points (objectives) in a manner
adjusted to its concreﬁe organisation and that schools agree to é_number of
aspects without consciously éiming at all aspects\\of the large-scale

project to be realised. ‘\\

It is our assumption, that this doctrine of transferability, still prevails

in many West-European countries.

Briefly, this doctrine comes down to the fact that some policy people think

that everything can be settled, that agreegfnts can clearly be reached,



that Spécific results can be expected aé time goes by. In other words, the
- proposeé innovation will be adopted with a high fidelity-degree and will

lead to clear-cut results in different circumstances.

1.3. General description of the support structure
In the context of the R.P.S. a copplex support structure is created. The

following figure qives a general QVerview of the existing support struc-
. . .‘ \ N .

. tura.

Fig. 1 : R.P.S. : the external support structure

!
v

National) Steering Committee
. - e :

. Three national

teams: external (:) (:) (:>‘ n= is

change agents

. Local teams of : ' C

change facilitators 00000 00000 00000 n= 96
. Substitute teachers o n= 92
. Administrative support . ‘ n= 5

The ﬁational Steefing Committee (Commissie Onderwijsvernieuwing Basisonder-

~wijs) is responsiblé for the project and for the general development of it.
It is also responsible for a yearly evaluation report and for the formula-
tibn of advice to the Minister. The Steering Committee is made up of
representatives'from the major interest groups in elementary school : the
organiz;ng bodies (state, church, municipalities), the inspectorate, the
parents, the unions, the universities, the teacher training colleges, the_,'uue

psycho-medical-social centres.

The three national teams of external change agents (related to the three

organizing bodies) are responsible for the national co-ordination. They
attend the monthly meeting of the National Steering Committee for a

discussion about the general aims of the project; they present long-term

j policy pl ns for the in-service training of principals and for the local




change facilitators, etc. They are also responsible for the reaaction of
the vearly evaluation report. Most of the members of the national teams are
former teachers. ”

During the first two years the change agents and the National Steering
Committee, in co-operation with the staff of the 9 schools, parents, local
inspectors and members of the psycho-medical-social centres, determined the
future direction that would be important for the renewal of the primary
school. This process-oriented democratic approach to educational change was

unusual and unique for Belgium..

The members of the local teams (all of them are former teachers) work with

the faculty of 3;to 4 local schools. Mostly, they organise different ‘kinds ‘

of in-service actiyities, have discussions with the principal about the way
the general aims of the project can be implemented in the local school,
etc. In other words, the local change facilitators try to organize a

school-focused implementation plan.

During the Year the local change facilitators organise at least once a.

month a workshop~for all the teachers of a local school. That means’that
the staff can be involved in a discussion about the next future of their
schools, about. the activities which seem necessary forithe implementation
of the integration of the kindergarten and the elementary school; they also
can evaluate past experiences, etc. Dnring that workshop'pupils stay at
school; but the teachers are replaced by the so-called "mobile" teachers

(substitute teachers). These teachers go from one school to another in

order to give regular teachers the opportunity to attend the in- service
workshop. '

2. A first evaluation of the R.P.S. (1979-'8l1)

During the schoolyear 1978-79, members of the national teams, suggested the
idea of a so-called "extermal" evaluation. The National Steering Committee
established an evaluation committee which formulated several ideas and
suggestions for the evaluation of the R.P.S. Two teams (of three resear-
chers) - one at the University of Gent and another one at the University of
Leuven - have zollected a lot of data about the development and implementa-
tion of the R.P.S. A first interim-repo '. was published in June 1980; and
an end-report in 198l1. The detailed and voluminous reports have been
summarized in a synthesis-report. This report has been widely disseminated

and discussed in the Dutch newspapers and in professional journals. '7
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The main findings have beén fully disdussed with the members of the Natio-
nal Steering Committee and with the change facilitators. Several implica-
tions for the innovation policy and for facilitation activities have been
discussed and formulated. One of the main conclusions was to étop the
expansion 'of- the numﬁér of participating schools. The observation of
non-implementation in' some schools and the fact that in some schools the
R.P.S; was reduced fo'a very minor change, led‘tolthe conclusion to work

more closely-ﬁnd more intensively with the already engaged  schools.

This first evaluation study'can be considered as a broad exploration of

several aspects of the R.P.S. and of the innovation process itself.- Second -

: all‘impoftant participants have been involved in the evaluation. Third : -

feedback sessions have been organized as much as possible by the resear-
chers, not only in order to start discussions about the main research
findings, but also to emphasise the importance of evaluation research as a

integrating part of a broad-scale innovation project.

\
v

3. A second evaluation of the R.P.S.:(1981-'85)

Some of the main results of the first. evaluation study (non-implementation

in many schools; minor \changes iq other schools; major differences between
schools; problems related to the>devglopment of adapted intervention plans,
etc.) and the experien%es of the national and localtbhange facilitators
were considefed by the *ational Steering Committee, After several 8iscus-
sions they came to the ¢onclusion that infgrmation about the way schools
prepare themselves for the mobilisation for the R.P.S. and about the
activities and problems éuring the first and‘second (implementation) year

would be very useful. So, the second evaluation study is designed to make

H'an inventory of factors (variables) important during the mobilisation stage

\rnd the first and second year of the project.

.3: started from the gereral assumption that local schools, which are

onfronted with a large-scale innovation project (see 1) and with aims

‘fbrmulated in general (and vague) terms will develop an "organizational

réaction". In other words : a local school will develop a "local innovation
policy". The nature and t*e quality of this local innovation policy will

differ from one school to another..

In more general (research)| terms: we were interested in the relationship

etween a local innovationtpolicy and the degree of implémentation of the
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general aims of the R.P.S. (see 1). Both elements of this research question
(local innovation policy - degree of implementation) should  be further

explored and operationalized.

3.1. Project outline

Having 'in mind the general research question, from October until December

1981, the research team has built up a theoretical framework (described in

a first interim report, November 1982). During the next stage, that theore-
tical framework was used as a basis. for the development of a semi-structu-

red_interviéw (see 3.2.).

This theoretical framework is .based first on the result of a detailed -

review of the literature (especially review articles). We explicitly wanted .

to use the existing empirical and'conceptual work as.an oriénting frame.
Second, we constructed a written questionnaire for the national and local
change facilitators aimed at the discovery of factofs, which, according to
' their experiences, play an important .role. Third, some of the assumptions
about important factors during the mobilisation stage, have been verified
and differentiated during open and exploratory interviews in six schools

(with the principals, with 2 or 3 teachers and with the remedial teachers) .-

The end result of the foregoing thzée steps can be summarised as folldwg.o

We made a distinction between :

- factors with regard to the national innovation policy (we took into
consideration the features ot the RPS, as described in 1);

- factors with regard to the innovation ., aracteristics);

- factors with regard to the individual teachers;

- factors with regard to the séhool‘(as an organisation) ;-

- factors with regard to the interventions used by the change facilitators.

To put it in more conceptual terms, aétivities and problems during the
mobilisation stage and during the first years of implementation are concei-.
ved as transformations which are the result of reciprocal influences among
users, innovation deman@s or characteristics, the inétitution, the general

innovation policy and the characteristics of the support structure.

Taking that conceptual framework into consideration, one could say that the
main objective of the evaluation is to clarify the process of transforma-

tions and to give as concrete as possible a description of the crucial




factors which lead to a local innovation policy. This is not only important

from a theoretical point of view (or for those who are interested in
research questions), but also for policy makers and consultants who are
responsible for the further development of a broad scale innovation pro-

ject.

3.2. The interview

Using the main research question and the conceptual framework as a general

background, a semi-structured interview was developed.

L)

A first draft of that interview was tried out in six schools (32 intervie-';
wees). From the beginning, we ‘decided that the interviewers were free to .
change the sequence of thg questions, to shop around with the schedule or

to put it aside when informants went off in promising directions.

After this try-out, the interviewers (who are the six members of the
research team) came together in order to discuss their experiences. The
main results were summarised and ideas about more compelling or promising -
ways to look at the phenomena were studied. All changes and decisions have
been reported in internal interim reports. This is not only imporéant
information to use for the end (external) report; ‘the choice of some
specific questibns (even if the interviewer is free to rephrase thelques-

tions during the interview) is a first step in the data reduction process,
The interview, which was used, consists of five parts.

~ part I is related to the activities which took place during the mobilisa-
tion stage (who spoke first about the R.P.S.; who took the first
initiatives; can you tell something about informal talks and formal mee-

tings; did you visit other schools; etc. ?).

s
The schools which started the project, had to £ill out an cfficial form.
So, we asked teachers (and the principal) about the procedures followed——
by the school (or some members of the staff) related to that official

form. !

A third group of questions of part one is related to the way the school
has built up their local curriculum (a description of the main objectives

to be achieved during the next school year; it is a kind of a local .1()




agenda ~f activities for that particular school). We were especially
interested in the way (process)'the team has made the decisions about the
local curriculum. f

The (three) questions of Part II are related to the expectations the
school had (gt the very beginning of the implementation) towards the
local change facilitators. We also wanted to_know if the change
facilitators had specified their expectations and goals they wanted to

achieve with the local team.

(Now, we know that the amount of useful information related to these
questions, is very small. The interviewers had the feeling that t.eachers

and principals did not expect questions about mutual expectations.)

Part III contains the implementation questions. That means we wanted to

know, as cdncretely ag possible, what changes have been achievecl in the
classrooms and in the school. The teachers (the re, iar teachers and the
remedial teachers) and the principal received a week before the interview
a letter with the cuestion to prepare for themselves an inventory with
all theuconcrete changes they have made in their classroom (tmachers) or
in their school (principalé). During the interviews the interviewers

tried to get very detailed description of the changes; they also tried to

gather information about the frequency with which the so-called new

activities took place (example : once in a week pupils from the third

year of the nursery school have a common activity with the first yearfof
the elementary school). And for every "new" activity the teachers and the

principal described, we asked them to indicate the degree of difference

from the situation before they started with the R.P.S. (1 : very little

difference - 4 : very much difference).

With these questions, we inf:ended to collect information about the actual

new activities, their frequence and the (perceived) degree of novelty.

In part IV of the interview we have brought together 24 statements, which
can be-seen-as the operationalization of influencing factors (see :
3.1.)., We asked the teachers to react and to give their opinion about the

statements.
Some examples :

- At this moment I have some problems finding the necessary material for

11




the daily classroom work.
- At this moment I get sufficient support from the change facilitators.
- The implementation of the R.P.S. implies change in the existing values,

the no:m structure and in the attitudes of the individual teacher.

- We have well-planned meetings during which we discuss and evaluate our

Aexperiences and problems.

- The principal in oﬁr school stimulates the implementation of the.R.P.S.

- I feel supported bglthe oarent; of my pupils.

= I fully agree with the main goals of the R.P.s.

- etc.

The 24 stateménts were reformulated for the interview of the principals.
- We eﬁded the interview (Part V) with a general questipn : what would you’

say to your colleague (teacher or principal) who has the intention to

start next year with the implementation of the R.P.S. ?

(In general they answer : take it easy; it is not that difficult; talk

about your experie..ces; it's fun; the changes will be minimal; etc.)
' .

The principal, three or four teachers (one of the kindrrgarten and two or

three teachers of  the elementary school) and the'remedial teacher of 24

schools were interviewed.

A first interim report (November 1982) consisted of ﬁhe detailed descrip~
tion of the mobilisation and _implementation stige of four schools. The
first analysis of the interviews led to methodological problems and issues

of qualitative research.

The first analysis evperiences had led to a numBer of new decisions about
the way we should handle qualitative data. A manual with coding and deci-
sions rules was written and used for the analysis of the interviews of
eight schools. In a second interim report (August 1983) we presented the
‘results of this ﬁnalysis. ‘ 12
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The £fipal repor: was presented to the National Steéring Committee in
January 1985. It contains the description of the local innovation policy of
the 24 schools and an answer to fhe question of what the relationship is
between this policy and the level of implementation. What follows is based
on the final repor+ '

t

4. Local lnnovation policy and laével of implementation

4.l. Analysis of the interviews l

All interviews with the staff of the 24 schools were audio-taped and
written out in full. This led to an overwhelming number of pngé with
qualitative information. After several try-outs and aspecially uvsing the

experiences of the first and the -second analysis of some interviews (see

the first and the second interim report) we developed a detailed manual

which enabled the researchers to summarize the interview information in a

standardized way using 86 "analysis tables". In these tables the informati~-

on is summarized using sone symbols, words and short phrases (2).

These "reduced" data were used for the description of the local innovation.

policy and for the measurement of the level of implementa~¢on;

4.2, Local innovation policy or five important variables
After several try-outs, discussions among the research staff and a second

analysis of the interim reports, we were able to "comstruct" five variables

policy.

First, we will present briefly these five variables and explain how we
"constructed". the variables (4.2.1.). Second we will describe the four
types of local innovatiua policies we distinguished using the available
data (4.2.2.).

4.2.1. Construction of five variables

The five variables can be described iq,a general way as follows :

- purposeful coordination of implementation activities via jlanning. First,

we were interested in questions such as : is there a person (or more
persons) in the school who has a clear idea about the objectives the school
wants to implement ? Can 'wa indentify a person who is responsible €£or
vision-building ? A second important issue related to this' first variable

concerns the existence (or absance) of a soriqt:}f activities which can be

il

which were considered as an operationalization of a local inﬁbvatibp '

11,




considered as indications of a more or iess systematic planning of the
implementation activities;

- structural information channels. Using the availablé data (organized in

the 86 analysis gpﬁles) we identified clear indications concerning the
existence (or ab éhce) of activitiaes by ~h'ch all staff members are infor-
med about thg/éi;isions made during meetings, about the inservice-activi-
ties for tpé/whole staff or for‘some subgroups} about the planning of the:
next stppé, about the results of an internal evaluation, etc.;

/’ g . ‘ .
- professio:al relationships arong the staff. P;ofessional contacts among

teachers (and teachers and the principal) are defined as regular (more or
less planned) contacts during which several different professional iésues
and problems are discussed,and solved.‘Thése professional contacts ha&é as -
a result that most teachers know what's going on_in. the differeﬁt class-

rooms;

- school-specific character of the implementation(-proces). This was the
most difficult variable to define; but also the most interesting. The

"degree. to which a school has adapted themjbundle of) innovation to the
local situation is the general issue, underlying. this variables;_ This
QQnefal issue has been translated into the followinq mbré concrete ques-
tions { are the implementation activities based on a systematic diagnosis;
do we find indications for the existence of 1&1 s 3tematic and ongoiag
aevaluation; do the evaluation reéults lead to adaptations:Ado the staff
members have a clear idea and feeling about their (new) tasks; do the staff
members have clear expectations about the support of the external change
facilitators ?

- information activities during the mobilization stage. Here we were mainly.

interested in two activities. First : what kind of activities were organi-
zed during the preparation year in order to inform fhe staff about the
R.P.S. (activities such as : discussions during staff meetings; dissemina-
tion 6f printed materials; organization of a discussion with teachefs from
a R.P.S.; organization of a visit to a R.P.S., discussions with parents,
etc...). Second we were interested also in activities which created
possibilities for a cognitive elaboration and evaluation of  the

information.

These five variables, considered as the operationalization of the local

innovation policy, were used for the description of the 24 schools. But in




order to enhance the possibility to compare (and to group) schools two sets
of decisions were made be:ore the actual analysis started. The first set of
decisions concerned 'the relationship between the variables and! some
specific analysis tables. In other words : the inforr.ation necessafy for
the description of variables ltin school a can be found in some specific
tables. So, for each of the five variables we indicated that some.specifié
tables contain the relevant information. The second set of decisions was
related to the way ‘the conclusions about the five variables 'should be
formulatedt The specifications of these rules (or decisions) led to
standardized descriptions and conclusions about “the variables f6r~:aach
school. . | ’

i

After we analysed the relation between the degree of implementat&dn (see.

qualitative meta-analysis. This meta-analysis led to the formulation of

four types of local innovation policy (3).

4.2.2, Four types of local innovation polidy

The four'types of ldcal innovation policy are described in.two different
ways. First; we give a very concise description of»the most typicél charaé-'.
terictics of each type. Second, we present the policy in a g#aphic”way
using the five variables as a framework. In this second preseﬁtation we

also relate the innovation policy to the degree of implementation.

- Local innovation policy characterized by planning

Most of the efforts - of the principal as well as fhe teachers - are aimed-
at the implementation of innovations in the classroom with the purpose of
improving the existing teaching practice. These efforts are coordinated by
means of a plan, wherein a number of concrete indications for changes in
teaching practice are pointed out. ‘.

This policy leads to many of changes in classroom practice in a relatively
short time.

By passing on information about innovations and freduent discussions akout
. this information, the principal makes the teaching staff aware of the
development she/he prefers. The principal communicates systematically and
frequently with the teachers about the plan he/she has in mind and about
the changes he/she would like to implement. Thus he/she succeeds in intro-
ducing his/her plan to the teachers and by doing so he/she makes clear

his/her expectations about the needed changes in the classroom. This

4,.3.) and the information about the five vériables, we made a kiha of a,,-



systematic communication occurs during staff meetings and/or 'during
informal conversations, for instance during a classroom visit.

.It oftan occurs that the pian-and agruements with respect to the implemen-
tation of changes'are written down. Through these documents every staff
member gets information about the evoluation of the innovation process,and

.>¢bout the concrete innovaFive attempts in the school. These documents can

also be regarded upon as a direc;ive for the own classroom practice.

The teachers are frequently in tbuéh with each other, not only’at>meetings
organized by the principal, but also during other (informal) meetings.

During these umetings they hsually talk Aboqt improvement of cléssroom

practice.

Whenever the principal thinks that an external change facilitator is an

expert on a specific innovation topic, he/she invites him.

16 - |




Fig. 2 : Local innovation policy characterized by PLANNING
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all school team members
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- planned monit@ring.of the innovation by
one leading person in the school team

(mostly the principal)

NV

!
1
f
t

!

the principal supports the teachers by providing
the necessary information and by creating
opportunities for the assimilation of the

information (var. 5)

i
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Implementation

a high number of changes and
improvement in the classrooms

- high frequency of contacts among
.teachers (var. 3)

- coutents of communications :
. the improvement of classroom
practice (var. 3)

- the pvincipal has a concrete plan for the

implementaticn of the innovation(s) at the
~classroom level (var. 1);

- the principal is able to implement the
plan through systematic contacts with the
teachers and in some cases through written
information (var. 1 and 2);

- if necessary, the principal will rely on
external support '




- Local innovation policy characterized by interaction

The way in which a number of schools react when confronted with an innova-

tion bundle,_i.o. the Renewed Primary School, can best be described as aJ
process of systematic interaction. Frequent deliberation and consultation
are observed in these schools, within the school team and between the team
and external change facilitators.. Io order to provide systematic delibera-
tion and to involve all school team members, these schools make intensive
use of deliberation structures and written information channels. This way

of exploring the innovation(s) leads in a relatively short time to many

changes in classroom practice.

During these frequent meetings of school team members, either in subgroups,
or with the whole staff, the attention is primarily drawn to the comparison
of innovation propositions (goals as well as concrete activities) and their
own concerns and possibilities. When a decision about a specific activity
has been reached, the team will monitor the implemontation through freqdent'
evaluation sessions and will make the necessary adjustments. _

External change facilitators follow the.evolution very ciosely by means of
frequent presence in the:schools. They not only support the teachers in
their effort to improve classroom practice, but they also offer a school~
focused supportQ In other words, changes are'integrated at the ciassroom_
level, but slso at the school level through froquentlcontacts between'the

school staff and the external support structure.




— Fig. 3 : Local innovation policy characterized by INTFRACTION

* Main characteristics of local , : : Implementation

innovation golsz

- intensive use of structures for deliberation a- relatively high nufber of
" within the school and with members of the external ) changes and improvements 1n
‘support structure ' _ . : classroom practice

1

- frequent deliberation about the most adapted realization
of innovation proposals concerning classtoom ptactice

e

¥ L J

information (verbal and = high frequency of contacts among - | = tendency to improve the systematic

] written) about all aspects ' the teachers (var. 3); ’ approach of the innovation attempts
of the innovation(s) is _ ' . through a school work plan (var. 1)
available (var. 2) ' ~ contents of communications : the '

1ntegtat10n of innovation proposals
into their own classroom practice

(var. 3 and 4);

- high frequency of contacts with
external change facilitators about
innovation activities .in the
classroom practice and about
organizational aspects of the
school (var. 4)
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- Local innovation policy characterized by risk avoidance

The innovation poliéy of é nqmber of schools can be concisely characterized

as a slow, steady ahd~caréful approach in order to engage éll team members

in the innovation attempté. This policy leads .- at least in the first year .

of the implementation p?asa - to only a few changes in the classroom

5

practice. X
{
|

.The school team pays aflot of attention to the explicitation of these

issués in the classroomfand school life wherein teachers'experience defi-
ciencies. They search fér an adapted'answer to these problems in terms of
innovation attempts that everybody consider as realizable in  their own

school situation. Typiéal is ‘a serious attempt to miﬁimize the risks by

{
involying everybody_erm the beginning in the search process and by kéepipq :

everybody well.informqa before taking concrete steps.

| -
Such a process: of Intensive deliberation demands much' time and supposés
frequent contact am \q the school team members. They carefully discuss
everything : which diﬁection to follow, how to translate the official aims

of the R.P.S. into concrete instructional activities taking into considera-

tion their own history and possibilities.'And also after having tried out a .

new activity, they exchange their expeériences and decide in a collaborative
way about the next steps to be taken.

A last char#cteristic of this type of local innovation policy is the

assimilation of information coming from external sources. During the

initiation period, after joining the -innovation  project, the school -

initiates a search for information and opens all doors for information
offered by others. The assimilation of the information is done by all
school team members with the purpose of creating an adapted and collecti-

vely accepted attitude towards the innovation(s).
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Fig. 4 : Local innovation policy characterized by RISK AVOIDANCE : Celdw

Main characteristics of local
innovation policy

- explicitation of the needs/concerns.
and local possibilities

- collective and careful approach by
the school team

- assimilation of information'from,
external sources (var. 4)

Implementation

) | l

during the preparation period, a
lot of opportunities are created
for information gathering and
assimilation (var. 5)

few changes in the classroom practice

U

-

- high frequency of contacts among all the teachers;

- contents of the communications :
. feasibility of options and actions;
. experiences with innovation attempts;
. evaluation of obtained information;
. etc...
(var. 2 and 3)
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- Local innovation policy characterized by cooptation

Most concréte changes in the classroom as well as some changes in the
internal organization of the school are initiated and supported by an
external change facilitator. The school ‘develops no collective attitude
toward these changes or toward the innovation project. This kind of
reaction to the innovation bundle can lead rather quickly, to many small
changes as well as to few changes in the classrooms.

An external change facilitator strives to establish a systenatic support of
innovation attempts within the school. He/she organizes and supports the
definition of innovation objectives and the selection of ccncrete innova-
tive attempts. Also the elaboration and implementation o% these activities
and the follow-up of these concrete realizations in the classroom is moni-

tored by an external change facilitator.

The school team doesn't build up an organizational structure aimed at the

stimulation of the local innovation process.

‘The staff does not take the responsibility for their own development.- The

school team members discuss the innovation(s) and their innovative efforts
very infrequently. They ﬁalk to each other when it is really needed for the
realiza;ion of a specific innovation, such as for classroom-exceeding
activities, where concrete appointments are necessary. Other efforts or
aspects of the innovation(s) are only seldom the subject of their

conversation. For instance, information about the innovation is almost

fnever'discussed within'the séhodi team. Meetings of the school staff about

the innovation process in their school are often chaired by or in presence

of an external change facilitator.

Only little attention is paid to keeping all school team members informed
about the evolution of the iqnovation,process. And only a small amount of
information is disseminated éhrough information structures. Either people
keep each other informed about part of their innovative activities, or they
give information about their innovation efforts but these data only cover
practical organizational issues. It is often suggested and encouraged by an
external change facilitator that structured information channels should be

used.




.Pij. 35 ¢ Local innovntion'policy characterized by COOPTATION

Main characteristics of lccal . o Implementation
innovation policy -

= changer at the classroom level and/or at
the schuo. level are initiated and supported
by tha external support structure

a lot or few change$ in
the classroom practice

/

b

- no collective atti&ude'of the school team ' - /

towards the innovation(s) I,

JL |

very few opportunities for |whenever innovation attempts ‘\\ti
information assimilation are systematically elaborated, : - the content of the teacher meeting
(var. 5) it's - due to the interventioas is mostly related to classroom-

of ar external change facili-  exceeding activities (var. 3)

tator (var. 1) .

, } AJgk - an external change facilitator

\ ' usually chairs the teacher
- information abuut very meetings (var, 3)

few aspects of the innova-
tions process (var. 2)

-~ the use of structured infor-
mation channels is suggested
and/or encouraged by an ex-
ternal change facilitator
(var. 2)
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4.3. Implementation level

In l.1. the R.P.5. has been characterized as a "bundle of innovations“
Looking for the’ degree or level of implementation of a number of different

“innovations is a complicated matter.

First, we will describe some of the principles and rules underlying the
approach we developed for the measurement of the implementation level.

Second, we will present the most important results.

It's " important to emphasize the fact that the determination of the

implementetion is besed on interviews with teachers. During' these

interviews, we tried to get oleer end useful informetion about their actual =
| teaching ectivities (eee 3.2.). ) '

4.3.1. The aims of the R.P.S. and the actual innovative activities in the
schools - . ' '

In 1.1. we presented the "official" aims of the R.P.S. But, from the first
interview, it became obvious that teachers don't talk about the R.P.S. :
using the official wording of the aims. They mostly talk about concrete
teaching ectivitiee,'pe;ceived by'them ee typical for or as a result'of the
introduction of - the .R.P.S. in their school. We decided to use these
concrete answers for the determ.nation of the implementation level.

During the analysis of the interviews we tried as fer as possibie to order
o ) all the teaching activities reported by the teechers under the headings of
the official aims. In other words we tried to reconcile the teaching ‘:'
ectivities desr~ibed by the teachers to the "official" aims of the R.P.S.
1his rule made it possible to use almost all the ectivities described and

discussed during the interview wvith the teachers .

A firat inventory ofA all these teaching activities resulted in a long
heterogeneous list. In order to grasp this diversity, we defined for each
of the general aims, typical activities. Each activity is defined very
concretely. In other .worde, using the interview data on .the one hand and
taking into consideration the general aims of the_R.P.S., a well defined
analysis scheme was developed. This analysis scheme contains a general
formulation of the aims, a definition of activities typical for each aim
and also a list of analysis rules. These last rules are the rosult of
several try-outs, They explain what kind of information (out of the inter-

view) is important for the determination of the implementation level, how 2 8




to organize the data, and especially how one can assess the degrée of

Some examples will make clear the process of anaiysis as well 'Js the

implementation.

asgsessment of the level of implementation. In the manual developed'ﬁor the

measvrement of the implementatibn, the five official goals of .the R.P.S."

are defined by the research staff as follows : , /',
- integration : activities aimed at the mitigation of the bar iers between
the differant gredee; _ _ -

- individualized teaching g' activities aimed at the implementation of
teeching etretegiee'which take into consideration differences among pupils;

collaboration emong pupils from different gredes:

- child-centered ‘education : activities by which the pupils have the
.opportunity to influence-the teaching-learning process;

23..

- full development of all capabilities : activities aimed at the promotion_.'

of non: ~oqnitive capabilities of every pupil.

As already indicated every aim has. been. further elaborated by indicating

"typical activities". Thus, for the general aim "integration" . we

distinguished two categoriee :
-~ category a : contacts among a teacher end pupils who will ettend his/her

class next year;

= category b ectivitiee which have as a result that information about'

pupils is trensferred from one teecher to another one.

In the manual, eAch category is illustrated by several examples.

Besides providing a general. definition of the aims, the clarification of
the aims by typicel activities (and typical illustrations), we aiso develo-
ped a rating system which enabled us to assess the degree of implementa-
tion. We used a four-points scale : 0, 1, 2, 3. Each point has been defined
as concrete as possible. This gave us the’ opportunity to define an inter-
scorer reliability (5 ). o A

For example, as far as the aim "promotion of a school community" is concer-

ned we devaloped the following rating=-scale :

. 3 : collaboration among pupils of different grades at least 14 tines
during two trimesters;

2 : collaboration among pupils of different grades at least 8 times
during two trimesters; 2q




1 : collaboration among pupils of different grades at 1east 4 times
during two trimesters: '
-0 no_collaborationr

or : less than 4 times during two trimesters.

Using this procedure, we were able to. asses the degree of implementation

for every.single teacher..These assessments have been aggregated for the '

school.

. I/
In a next step, we developed a procedure which led to the distinctiqh of
five groups of schools (6) : S ‘ P

i

. group.1. . hiqh implementation level for 4 or 5 aims (7 schools)x /
group 2 : high implementation level for 3 aims (6 schools)
group 3 : high implementation level for 2 amims (3 schools)

group 4 : high implementation level for 1 aim (4 schools)

group 5 : no aim implemented on a high level (4 schools) .

"High 1eve1" means here that at 1east 25 s of the teachers get a "3" on the
implementation scale and another 25 \.of the teachers get a "a" or v,

4.3.2. Implementation level and local innovation policy“

24,

As we already pointed out, one of the main research,question concerns the _

relation batween the implementation level and the local innovation policy.'
~ Taking into .consideration the elaboration of four types of local innovation
- policy, the question should be read as : what's the relation between the

igplementation level and the txpe of 1ocal innovation policy.

The results are summarized in figure 6.




Fig. 6 Type 0f local innovation policy and level of implementation®

Type Local )

Inn. Policy o
' ]
schools . = 103* 105 = 106 305 306
' PLANNING ' | |
| ,Implomentafion 1 1 1 .3
Group '
Schools 202 203 310
INTERACTION i
) > Implementation 2 3 -1
Group ‘ '
Schools 206 302 311 312

RISK

/
AVOIDANCE\\ o

Implementation S | 4 | 4 5
Group
Schoois 101 201 204 205 . 307 30_8 '
COOPTATION '
' * Implementation 1 2 5 2 5 4
Group |

* Identification number

® It was not possible to determine in an acceptable and valid way the type
of local innovation policy for six schools.
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From figure 6 we learn that there is, to some extent a relation between the
implementation level and the type of local innovation policy.'But it's
clear that the implementation level is also determined by other factors.

In other words .: the type of local innovation policy, as it is defined and
operationalized in this study, cannot 'fully explain the implementation:
level. This is especially obvious for ,the local policy characterized by
co-optation. , ‘ _ _
Nevertheless, looking for a tyoicaJ organizational answer (a local innova~-
tion policy) developed by schools which have to implement a large-scale
innovation, is a prondsing activity. '

And taking into consideration the purposeaof this paper, it's even‘more ]
important to wonder if a local innovation policy develops very early in the
implementation process (an early institutionalization of the local policy)?
And in case of an early stable institutionalization of the local ‘policy,.
what's the influence on the implementation level ? And as a correlate of
the last question': what's the relation between a continuous developing
local policy and the implementation level ?

For alfiret exploration of this and other questions, we went back to three'
schools. We tried to find out to what extent the local innovation policy
had changed and how it relates to the implementation'level (see 5).

5. Institutionalization of local innovation policy

5.1. Follow-up interview : aims and design

For the follow-up we selected three schools which differ from each other in
both local innovation policy and inplementation level (see fig. 7). Taking
into consideration the issue of "institutionalization", we were intereeted

. in two research questions. The first question related to the implementation

level. specifically we looked for activities and some developments which
indicated an increase or decrease of the implementation level. In order to
find these indications, we developed a short interview (with less questions
- compared with- the 198l-interview) for the teachers and the principal. The
interview questions were selected from the "manual" for the determination
of the implementation-level (see 4.3.1.). '

The second question concerned the local innovation policy. Here we aspe

cially were interested in changee in this policy. In other words : were

3%
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~there some indications which lead to the conclusion that the local innova- |
tion policy had changed in one or another way. This second question iﬁ an
important one, because the schools Qere in 1982 still in the beginning of
‘the implementatioh-prOCQSSs The assumption was that between 1982 and 1985
thére would be a development in or a rearrangement of the local inpovatidn
.polié§. In other words : is a school able to'develop_a policy taking into

- consideration the objectives of the R.P.S., the implementation experiences,
;be reactiong'of-pa:ents, the changes in the external support strategy,
etC... ? -We explored these questions ‘dﬁring..the ;ntervieQ with';ﬁhe
priﬁcipal. S | |

4

' Before we visited the school we studied intensively the three "dossiers",
~ analyzed the summaries as we find them in the final report and formulated
some expectations (see 5.2) (4). | ‘

The three schools involved in the follow-up are presented in'figﬁre 7.:




Fig,'7 : Sbme characteristics of the-three follow-up schbols'

Number of

Number of teachers interviewed

* Based on the first interview.

School Implementation®* Local innpvatioh
~ level ' policy* teachers First interv. Second interv.
(april 1982) (april 1985)
School A** group 1 planning 19 5 5
) ‘ ¢
- School B group 4 risk avoidance 14 5 4
School C group 3 planning 10 5 5

** In school A the principal is new since december 1983 (a former grade 5 teachgr).
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5.2. Description of the three schools

'The presentation of the main data is organized into three steps. First, a

summary of the data from each school is given, This summary is based on the
about the five variables presented in 4.2.

Second, we present our expectations. These expectations are based on an
analysis of the available data (first interview). To some extent these
expectations have ingluenced some questions of the second interview. We
found it importent to have these expectations and related questions in mind
during the second interview. We assumed, that the extent to which these

expectations seem to be correct, is an indication of the validity of the

-description of the schools (based on the first interview).

Third, we will summarize the findings of the second interview. The two

questions - which were considered as the main aims of the:follow-up'(s.l) -

will be answered.

5.2,1. School A

First interview

1. Preparation/mobilization :

In this achool, it's obvious that the principal has taken the initiative to
start with the R.P.s.-project. She collected the necessary information and
organized in the school several initiation activities of a different

~nature. Right from the beginning, the principal developed a game plan for

her school and also a school work plen. During the first interview, the
teachers made clear that they have been involved in the first discussions

about the R.P.S. and in the decisions about concrete developmental activi-

- ties. They also emphasized the fact that a lot of innovative proposals were

compatible with the situation in their school.
So, it was easy for them to understand the aims of the R.P.S.

2. Planning/dissemination of information

During the first es well as during the second year, the principal developed
a well structured implementation plan, in collaboration with the teachers.
The teaching activities, related to the implementation of the main goals of

the R.P.S., were discussed and written out in a report. There were clear
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_final report (January 1985). In this description one will find information -




1

agreements about which teachers would try out some activities. In contrast

with the concrete planning, there was a lack of systematfc evaluation.

All staff members were informed (by a written repoft) about the innovative ,
activities going on in the aifferent classrooms. They also were informed
about the inservice activities followed by the principal or by a subgroup
of the staff. | o

3. Professional contacts

There were clear indications about the existence of formal and informal
professional contacts among staff members. These contacts are not iimited
to a verbal communication, to agreements of a practical nature, to
collaborative preparation of some activities;. but there are alsot

indications of disseminatiqn of teaching material among teachers.

4. School-srecific character -

The analysis of the data of the first interview did not lead to the conclu-
sion that the implementation process can be considered.as school-specific.
Although . from a second and more detailed analysis of the
preparation/initiation. activities, we 'know that in school A there were
already developed some activities which can be characterized as typical for
a k.P.S.—school. In other words, the existing situation .a school A wasg

very favourable. That's probably the reason why we didn't £ind specific

indications which led to a positive answer to the question about .the

school-specific character of the implementation process.
Expectations

Based on the available data, we formulated three expectations. During ile
preparation of the second interview these expectations were operationalized
into more specific questions. 1

l. The favourable situation prior to the implementation, the teachers'
positive attitude and the planning by the principal, will in 1985 result in
an implementation level which will be at least at the same level as in
1982.

2. The new principal will probably support the implementation .activitie:: in
the same way as the 1982 principal. Or stated in another way, a different
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approach by the new principal will probably not have a negative influence

on the implementation process.

3. Teachers were involved in the first discuséion about the R.P.S., they
have had the opportunity to deliberate about the innovatibns.‘they were
infotmed about the activities organized by their colleagues. These findings

3.

will lead to indications about the existence of mutual support, among the .

teachers and a high degree of commitment.
Ssecond intervi e w -

1. Implementation level

The analysis of the second interviews with the principal and the-same-five-

teachers (as in 1982)Vhaq,made very clear that the implementation of the
main goals of the R.P.S. is indeed at least at the same 1evey as in 1982.

" The nature as well as the frequency of innovative activities allowed us to

conclude that "group 1" as an indication for the implementation level is
still appropriate. ' |

J ' |
Besides that there are a number of indications that the teachers are
developing interesting activities as far as individualized teaching is
concerned, that the collaboration with the .parents is improved and that the

principal has some clear plans for the near future.

Related to the implementation level, it is important to underline the fact
that the principal gave a very concrete and gsystematic overview pf the
innovative activities going on in her schobl. During the interviIv. she
regularly indicated that some activities can indeed be considered the
raesult of the R.P.S.-project; .

2. Local innovation policy

The observation that the nature and the quality of the local innovation
policy didn't change along with the new principal is one of the most
important findings of the follow-up interview. The principal explained that

she supports the implementation process in the same way and from the same =~

 puint: of.view as_her predecessor. This is echoed by the teachers, who added

also that their relationship with the principal is now more open than in
1982 and also that they have a .wide range of opportunities to explain their
own ideas. 3 8



The principal explained that she ha: a general plan and strategy in mind,
but that she especially emphasises in discussions and meetings with the
teachers the short time planning. -

She doesn't find it important to write down the plans, but _considers
ongoing verbal communication more important. In order to enhance the verbal
communications, she creates a_lot of opportunities (from 8 till 8.30 a.m.;
‘during lunch time). |

The five interviewed teachers certified that as long as they are in school

A, the contacts among the staff'have always been supportive. They also made

it clear that AQuring the"- last two years they have had a very fruitful'

professional relationship.

32,

- We-asked the principal--and-also--the--teacher to--explain-the way the-R.P.S., ——

is implemented in their school. It's important to observe that all of them
pointed out the same factors; the epproeoh of the former principal; the

clear expectations from the new principal ("my teachers know that they have .

to work very hard"); the positive contacts among teachers and especielly
the opportunity to organize their school in-service actiyities around some
professional issues and problems chosen by the teachers themselves. In most
cases, the principal chairs these activities.

At last, it's important to underline the fact that school A makes maximum

use of the external support, but in a way determined by the teachers.

" 5,2.2. School B

e

First interview

1. Preparation/mobilization

The teachers explained that they were fairly well informed about tta R.P.S.
They received written information and during staff meetings they had the
opportunity to discuss tiie aims of the R.P.S. The teachers especially
appreciated the slow evolution toward the final participation decision.

Nevertheless, they indicated some "pragmatic" reasons for the participation
of the school. Some teachers explicitly indicated that most tseachers were
prepared to start the project but with a low degreg of enthusiasm. Further
they hoped that just by initiating the project in their school some of

basic assumptions and expectation would become more clear.
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2. Planning/dissemination of information ,
Analysis of the first interviews led to the conclusion that there were no
indications of a purposeful coordination of implementation activities via

. planning. There was also a lack of systematic dissemination of information.

3. Professional contacts

There was evidence about the existence of more or less developed professio-.'
nal contacts. During these contacts, teachers discuss what they are trying
in their classrooms. But a more detailed analysis of the interviaws,
revealed chat teachers talked about plans, intentions, etc... In géne:al,
it war clear that teachers talked about the R.P.S. in rather general terms
and'that they especially emphasizéd the importance of striving towards an
implementation orf the goais of the R.P.S. in a way adapted to the;r school

(see also 4).

4. School-specific character

There are a lot of clear indications for the school-spacific char&cter of
the implementation procuss. The school and the teachers wanted to implement
the R.P.S. taking into consideration the specific ideas and experiences of
the teachers, the expectations of parents and other participants and the
innovation history of the school. A lot of specific indications for this
school-specific character were evident in long and. ongoing discuésions
zLuut general ideas; ongoing evaluation of several concrete_proposals'and
activities; collecting more information about the R.P.S., etc... There is a
critical and indepondcnt attitude towards external resources. All teachers
emphasized the importance of a gradual and cautious development of the
school. Rq}ated to this, they also underlined the necessity of an attitude
change. This change concerns the relationshi among teachers on ‘the one

hand and among teachers and pupilas on the ctirar | and.
Expectations

l. A lack of planning will lead to the same implementation level as in
1962.

2. The principal as waell as the teachers will attach great importance to
innovations which are visible for parents, the inspectors, etc... In other
words : such innovations as the organization of a parent committee, the
organization of art activities, atc... walb be walcomed.
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3. The staff will underline the importance of maintaining "rest" and a
"good spirit". Proposals which can disturbe the rest and the good ﬁpirit
will be avoided.

4. The principal is a ‘"responder". His proposals and activities are
determined to some extent by the teachers' reactions. He will call on an

external change facilitator for the organizatidn of in-service activities
in his school. | o B

Seacond interview

1. Implementation level -

We learned from the interviews with the teachers, and especially from the
answers concerning concrete inhgg&tive activities'in the classrooms, that
there is no increase as far as the'implgmentation level is concerned; The
remedial teacher explicitly stated that the R.P.S. didn't lead to changes
in his remedial activities. He alqo'underlined the observation that his
activities don't effect the_;eaching activities going on in the regular
classrooms. One teacher (grade 5) explained that from time to time he has
‘tried to impleme:nt some suggestions (relatad to individualized reading)
presented during the in-service training sessions. But he characterized:
these efforts as minimal. Another teacher (grade 1) pointed dut one
positive effect of the R.P.S.=-approach, she finds herself more relaxea and
feels that she has chances now to teach in a more informal way, as compared

with some years ago.

All teachers achoed the principal's ideas about the innovation process; the

introduction of an innovation is above all a matter of changes in attitudcs
("mentality"). So, "don't hurry and take it easy" | Asked for activities-.

they would like to organize in the near future (in their classrooms or in

the school), we got two answers of a very different nature. One : let's go

. on as we are now. Second : "I would like to organize a musical in our

| school and invite parents to collaborate" (principal) and "I assume we will

invite an expert to explore the problems about numbaer concept"’ (all

teachers). This last suggestion is clearly the result of a discussion among

the teacher during a preceeding staff meating.

2. Local innovation policy

Right from the beginning of +the interview (with the principal) it was
obvious that the 1local innovation policy didn't change at all. The
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principal immediately underlined his assumption that R.P.S. in his school
is a matter of changes in the "mentality". Asked for a further explanation,
he stated that the principal is in fact dependent of the good will of the
teachers. Besides that, ‘he wanted to improve',the collaboration among

teachers.

It's very remarkable that the pfincipal didn't désciibe the R.P.S. in terms
- of changes in the classroom, but_ talked mostly about activities which are
organized for the staff. He indicated all kinds of in-service activities

organized ‘in his school. Note that these activities were not organized and
_ chairpd by himself, but by members of'the regional change facilitator team.
He just created opportunities for these activities by providing time.

The parents and also the local organizing body of the school are informed
about the R.P.S., but they are not involved in the decision-making or in-
some specific activities. | ' |
On several occasions (during the interview, but also during the coffee
break with'the teachers) the principal made it 6loar-that the result otlan
innovation process is toéally.detormined by the good will of the teachers.
"As a principal you can present all kind of ;uqqostions or invite the
teachers to try‘out some ‘activities, but a principal has a very limited
power to support an innovation process which lead to real chggges in the
classroom". Expressions such as : don't hurry, take into consideration:
reachers'’ rcﬁctions, be careful, etc... were frequently formulated during

the interview.
His answer on a question about his future plans, was presented in 1.

5.2.3. Sschool C

First interview

1. Preparation/mobilization

As in school A, the principal has taken the first initiative to introduce
the R.P.S. she organized information activities of a different nature.
Already in the first interview there were some indications that the princi-
pal has "pushed" the teachers too much. This was affirmed during the second
£1{U:‘ intexview. Sh; also proposed to choose '"observation of pupils" as a
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tfpical R.P.S.-activity in her school. By doing so, the innovat’ve activi-
" ties were reduced almost to one topic. | | )
During the first and second yeaf, the teachers went on by asking questions
and making remarks about the feasibility of observing all pupils. They also -
wondered about the way they could use the observation data for the improve-
ment of their teaching activities, ' -

Planninq/dissominition of information

At the ‘end- cf the schoolyear before the official start with R.P. s., the "
principal developod an implementation plan in which she specified a number

of innovative activities. She consulted with the staff and tried to reach
agreements about some concrete activities, But the planned activities were _
not implemcnfadd during the 'first and’ the second year. As we already
noticed, there was a reduction to one issue, "observation of pupils". In
order to train the teacher, the principal herself presented and discussed
some  "observation sheets” (From the second interview, we know, that at that
moment ‘the principal didn t take into consideratiop the difficulties'
implicitly stated by the teachers.)

During the first and the second implementation year, the principal cont;-
. : nued to make plans, discussed this with the staff and elaborated practical
suggestions aimed at changing or improving classroom activities. She also
kept her teachers informed about new developments in the R.P.S.

The principal herself disseminated all the plans and written reports (as a
result of a staff meeting) among the staff. In the staff room, a so-called
"weekcalender" on which all activities related to the R.P.S. were enumera-
ted, made it possible that all teachers were inférmed.

In a general evaluation (during the second interview) of the way the R.P.S.
was introduced in their school, some of the teachers made clear that the
principal was very concerned about the image of the scho~l : "now, that we
are a R.P.S. let's try to keep it that way". Problems within the school,
must ba kept inside ! |

3. Professional contacts |

There were clear indications about the existence of professional contacts

among teachers. During the monthly staff meeting, teachers informed each

other about their ac‘tiﬁti«. In some cases, they gave some advice. 80m43



teachers exchanged teaching materials. The contacts between the nursery

school and the primary school were less elaborated.

4, School-specific character

The implementation.process (and the innovation policy) is characterized by
a school—specitic~approach. During the initiation year, and also during the
first and second implementation year, all people involved carefully exami-
ned the capability of the school and the staff. There was also a tendency -

to chanée some activities, taking into consideration the first experiences.

The teachers emphasized the importance of a collaborative effort; school
improvement is not the result .of activities by individual teachers.

If needed, an external change facilitator was invited for séme activities.
Expectations

l, We didn't expect any changes as far as the implementatioh level is
_concerned. This expectation was based on the observation (first interview)
that the purposeful planning and coordiantion by the principal  (and the
related intervention) were not accepted by all staff members.

2, Second, we expected that "pupil: 6bsorvhtion" no longer would be a
priofity issue. Other innovative issues, related to classroom activities,

would in 1985 be considered as more important.

3. At last, we expected to meet a burned-out principal, or at least a
principal who feels herself overwhelmed by the task related to the R.P.S.

Second interview

1. Implementation level

The principal as well as the teacher made it clear during the second inter- .
view, that they no longer find it necessary to observe systematically all
pupils. All teachers expressed the same feeling : "we have tried to imple-
ment the observation activity into our daily practice because of the
principal". "She really pushed us in that direction" is a common remark. On
the other hand, the toaéhers also pointed out that as a result of the
in-service activities about observation and from their experienceé, they

are able now to look more carefully at what's going on in the classroom and




how pupils behave. But : "we don't use observation éheets, we keep it in

our mind".

" The modest activities related to the integration between the nursery school.

and the primary school and to the collaboration between the different
'grades, which started in 1981, are still tried out. Compared to 1982, there

seems to be now a more planned strategy underlying the integration activi-
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ties. Nevertheloss, there is still a clear wish from the kindergarten to |

‘increase the cpllaboration with the primary school.
As a result of a series of activities, which can be considered as a échool-
based review, the  .nursery teachers have decided to implement activities
aimed at, the improvement ‘of the "concentration" of their pupils. The
primary/ school teachers started discussions about teaching activities
relatg& to number concept in the different grades, For both themes, the
principal has developed an inservice plan. o

A new language method has been introduced. This has lead last year and also
this year to an increase of individualized language activities. But there

is still a rieed for more support and adapted teaching materials.

During the second interviaw"teachers admitted  that 'they' originaliy had

wrong expectations, especially about tha external support. They expected'

more well designed and testdd.teaching materials and concrete help and

'support. In the meantime, they have learned that they'havg to reflect upqﬁ
the development of the R.P.S. in their own school. This is also ‘expected
and stimulate«! by the principal.

All of these and other observations lead to the conclusion that a slight
increase in the implementatioh level is plausible. But this conclusion is
based on a one-day visit and a fortyfive minuta‘intervie" with 5 persons.
So, wa prefer to conclude that in school C there is certainly no decrease
of the implamentation level.

2. Local innovationﬁgplicy
During the interview, the principal explicitly stated that initially she

has pushed to much "her" innovation (observation of the pupils). She
admitted that most teachers demonstrated overtly or covertly some

resentment and that she remembers meetings during which she experienced

professional tensions. As a result, she has been ill and stayed at home

during four months. 45




There is a.second indication of an increased awareness (comp;red to 1982)
of the nature and characteristics of the innovation process going in her
school. She explicitly pointed out that during the first months, the
teachers éxpected too much -support (see : implementation level). She
couldn't satisfy all the expectations and didn't know how to answer all the
questions. In 1985, the principal has clearly chosen another approach : in

collaboration and after a rather lengthy consultation, she has decided: to

concentrate t.ue innovative activities on one particular item (kindergar-

ten : concentration; primary school : number concept). She also underlined ~

 the necessity to delegate some responsibilities to another staff member or -

to an external change facilitator.

Third, several timéd the ‘principal has been to a workshop on "school-based
. review" organized regionally by the external suppoit. She underlined the
importance of this lworkshop and pointed out some <€ the benefits. The
principal is now able to observe in a more systematic and detailled way her
school in general and the innovation process 'in particular; Now,‘sho feals
that, more than bhefore, she knows how to plan and to coordinate these

~activities necessary for the implementation of some innovative proposals.

That she can rely on members of the external support for this planning as

well for the organization in her school, is very much appreciated'by the
principal. ' ’

These changed insights and the iﬁpzoved.mastery of some support skills as

described by the principal, are important. One ‘can assume that these

changes will have (and already have had) a positive impact on the local
innovation policy.

Related to this, the principal indicated some improvements as far as the
teachers' attitudes are concerned towards the local innovative activities
(affirmed by the teachers). According to the principal, her leadership is
characterized now by continuous attention to the collaboration among
teachers by an ongoing diagnosis ofkthe activities in the school and the
classroom and by flexible planning. For the planning she relies now more

than in 1982 on the external support.

6. Discussion

The three cases lead to the conclusion that there is a tendency that *he

local innovation policy takes on a stable configuration rather'early. The

chances for changes in this policy are minimal. It's also clear that
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the principal plays a major role in the development of a local innovation.

~ policv.

‘Only in school C, were. there are some changes in the local pnlicy. This is
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mainly the result of changes in the principal’s insights and approach. This

‘observation seems to be very close to what Fullan has described as a change

in the "leadership feel for the improvement process" (Fullan, 1985, p.
400-401) . - |

A lack of changes as far as the implementation level is concerned, is a

second major'obspzvation. This can be considered as acceptablé for school A

(already in group 1), especially taking into:consideration that the school

has a new prindipal._For schools B and C, one could consider this observa-

tion as an example of a ”negative'institutionalization"; The iﬁage of a

continuous saif renewing school is here rather ; myth than reality. School -

B is just happy to belong to the group of "officially accepted" R.P.S.-~

schools. The underlying innovation philosophy seems to be : "we have now

the R.P. S.~label, let's keep it that way". In school C, there are some

~indications for a positive development in the near future.

Both observations lead to the question of how one should conceptualize
"institutionalization"”. And further both questions make clear the

importance of the discussion introduced by Karen Seashore Louis (1985, see

pP. 9 : Institﬁtionalization as sloth or symbolism ?).

In relation to this last remark, it's very obvious that there is a clear

need for follow-up studies. We need follow-up data for a more valid concep-

tualization of the institutionalization phenomenon (or process) as well as

for an empirical elaboration of our assumptions about the main variables

-(or sub-processes) underlying the implementation and the institutionaliza-

tion stage.
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7. Notes

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Since 1980, no new additional schools have started with the R.P.S. In
the National Steering Cdmmittee it was decided that further expansion
should be linked to a more intense preparation. So, .during the
1982-'83 and 1983~'84 school year 279 schools went through a
"school-based self review". This was considered as an initiation

program for these schools which have started the project in 1984-'85,

During this stage, the researchers kept note of important information
concerning a school which could not be summarized in the analysis

tables. They also wrote down ideas (hypotheses) about variables which

.seém-to determine the local innovation policy.

This is a very short and clearly uhcomplete déscription of a complex
procedure developed by the researchers. One can find more information

in the f¢1:al report (January 1985).

The three principals have immediately accepted our proposal for a

follow-up interview.

The inter-scorer reliability was very high. We found out that two

~ researchers, for 264 scores, reached an agreement of 80 %,

Here too, we only present the results of a complicated procedure which

is fully described and discussed in the end report (January 1985).

8. Literature

Fullan, M., Change processes and strateg;es at the local level. Elem.

Sch. J., 1985 (85), 391-421.

Louis, K. Seashore, Some thoughts on institutionalization. (ISIP, Seminar

Lucerne) 1985,

18




