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change and the role of the change facilitator in the context of both
the éléﬁéﬁtity and the secondary school:. After a brief review of
significant research; the paper analyzes major variables involved in

a_change effort and presents case stuates to illustrate how these
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findings sugges*s that effective change at either the elementary or
the high school level requires the following: (1) a leader who
sanctions and supports the change; (2) the use of a team of change
facilitators; {3) a series of sequential stratiegies planned around
the improvement process; (4) monitoring the system's responses to the
implementation strategies; and (5) correctivz action if and when the
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implementacion plan strays off target. Fov: figures are included, and
three pages of references are appended. (IW)
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. _THE FACILITATIOK OF cHANGE
-~ -IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS -- -
S}MEEARITIES DIFFERENCES, AND INTERACTIONS ABOUT THE PROEESS

Suzanne M. Stiegelbauer
_ Deborah Muscella
William L. Rutherford
Involved in the process of writing on any topic, is deciding where is the
right place to start: This is certainly true when writing about school

change The issue of change, and specifically educational change, is a big

one. All sorts of things can be influencés on change -- from yhai the change

15 to nhom,the change is 1mpact1nq to houemany changes eare go1ng on at once

and the interactions between these variables.

This paper is overtiy titiéd == The Facilitation bf éﬁange in éiéméntahy

happens to schocls in the beéééé of change and what practitioners can do to
better structure and facilitate that process. Thée purposé of th1s paper is to

examine the process of ehange and the role of the change fac1l‘tator in the

context of both the elementary and the secondary school: To do so, we are
drawing on research experience with many schools involved with different kinds
of changes.

The work conducted by the Research on the IﬁﬁFBVeﬁénf Process (RIP)

Program over the past decade has allowed a group of researchers to study a

The research descr1bed herein was conducted under contract with the,Nat1ona1

Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the authors 2and

do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National Institute of

Education and no endorsement by the National Institute of Education should be
inferred.
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varééty of innovations in various schools across the country. The conceptual
basis for this research has been the Concerns Based Adoption Model (Hall,
Wallace & Dossett, 1973). To date, however, information about the change
process, derived from the Separate contexts of elementary and high schools,
has not been considered comparatively. This {s the major purpose of this
paper -- to develop a set of principles which address the issues of the
contéxt. Several questions are germane to this task:

1. What is the role of the principal in school change?

2. Who is the second change facilitator and other change facilitators

and what is the nature of their roles?
3.  What actions and interventions are taken for ehahge§
4. What are the similarities and differences between the two levels of

schools in the change process?

The quotation below, from Change Masters, provides one frame from which to
begin to answer these questions:
the tools of change masters are creative and interactive; they
have an intellectual, a conceptual, and a culturai aspect.
Change masters deal in symbols and visions, and shared @
understandings as well as the-techniques and trappings of their
own specialties. (Kanter, 1984; p. 305)
In viewing the change process; we are looking in part at the unique techniques
and iFébﬁiﬁéé which éﬁéﬁ§é masters in schools empioy to influence the system

to accept the desirad change. An analysis of the way in which these change
- masters, or facilitators, communicate their vision and put their symbols into
action is required for é'ébﬁhéfi%bh of a successtul change process at thé
elementary and high school levels. '

An outline for the discussion in this ﬁéper is as follows: first, a

brief history of the ideas and research on change conductéd by the CBAM/RIP
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research team s presented. Next, based on this BééEngﬂﬁd and research ‘
conducted, we present an analysis of some of the major variables involved in a
change effort. Some of these variables, 11ke roles of facilitators and
leaders, types of changes, and units of change, can interact differently in
components (GPCs) vary little from setting to setting. Finally, case study
examples are presented, illustrating how these variables work in different
settings:

A comparative synopsis of the findings about the change process at both
the elementary and secondary level suggests that there are general principles
Which are shared by both school settings: This Synopsis then leads to a more
§éﬁé?é1%ié& framework which can be applied in schools, both elementary and
high schools; which are undertaking change. The examples cited are taken from
schools baiticipatéﬁg in our research within the last five years. The point
of yiéﬁ taken on change, however, stems from research perspectives that go
back nearly fifteen years. The paper begins with a review of that
perspective.

THE CBAM MODEL: A Perspective on Change

Research on the process of change began in the 1970's with the tide of

schools. A major research effort directed at understanding the process of
implementing such improvements in schools has been that of the RIP staff at
the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the University 6f
Texas; Austin. This research is directed at the development of knowledge
about and new uaééfstaha%hgs of the change process and thé provision of tools
and assistance for practitioners involved with the implementation of change in

schools.
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{nhovations in schools and coliege settings: Underlying the CBAM model 2re a
number of basic assumptions (Rutherford, Hall, Huling, 1984):
1) Change is a process; not an event.
é) Change is made by individuals first, i.e., the individual needs ts
Sé the primary focus of actions taken for change:

3) Change is a highly personal experience; everyone reacts differently.

4) Change entails developmental growth in feelings and skills; there
are identifiable "stages" and "leve's" of the change process as
experienced by individuals.

5) Change is best understood by individuals when it is presented or
described in operation; as it woiild appear when fully in use.

6) Change can be best facilitsted when actions are based on the
diagnosed needs of individuals; 2 client-centered
diagnostic/prescriptive model has benefits for both client
and facilitator.

7) R change facilitator needs to work in an “adaptive/systematic way;"
adapting their interventions to the needs of the change and clients
within the change: Further; any interventions or actions taken to
facilitate change must be directed to individuals first, and
innovations second.

out of this 5éfsﬁéct§vé and as a result of ten years of research in

schools, the CBSAM/RIP progrim has déVéieﬁéd and refined a set of ééﬁééﬁfua{

frameworks for planning, facilitating, monitoring, ard evaluating change in
schools. The dimensions of the CBAM include:

1) Stages of Concern (SoC), which is used to assess user concerns or
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feelings about & change (N~wlove & Hall; 1976; Hall, George &
Rutherford; 1477);

2) Levels of Use (LoU), whict is used to determine the actual extent
of use based on behavioral fndicators (Loucks; Newlove & Hall,
1976). Both these measures stem from theories of adult development
(Fuller, i969i Fuiler, 1973} and extensive testing in the fiéid;

3)  Innovation Configurations (IC), which iz used to describe the
innovation or change (Reck, Stiegelbauer. Hall & Loucks, 1981); and

4) the Intervention Taxonumy (IT), which describes and categorizes

actions ‘aken by facilitators in implementing or monitoring

change (Hall & Hord, 1984).
A1l of these dimiensions are field based and continue to be tested through
ongoing research by CBAM/RIP staff, various implementation efforts in schools,
and dissertation studies.
A schematic diagram of the model is presented in Figure 1. This diagram
takes the pc-ition that changes, or innovations, are promoted, or facilitated,
by one or more change facilitators, or CFs. These change facilitators work

with a target group to whom the change is directed; i.e:, the target group is

those who are to become the users of the innovation. Facilitation then
becomes a result of the interaction between the facilitator(s) and the target
group. '

The diagnostic dimensions of CBAM -- $oC; LoU, IC -- and the Intervention
?3xbhbmy all renresent ways that this interaction can be structured to promote
a positive response to the change by the target group. Each dimension
provides information about some quality or characteristic of individuals
within that group relative to the change: The facilitator can use that

information to design interventions that would better meet the needs of the
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group. Informal probing can provide information that can be translated into
action. Facflitators also have their own resource system that can provide
them with ideas and options for facilitation.

The model 1itself is dynamic in that as the target éfoup changes in

response to the {nnovation and facilitator intervent1ons. the informatien
presented through probing and the diagnost1c dimensions also changes,
resulting in new actions and interactions: Use of this model is fnnovation
éﬁééi?ié, in that the CBAM model represents an interaction for change focusad
on only one f{nnovation at a time. The 1ntervent1ons suggested by the
dtagnast1c diﬁénS1ons often exist in the realm of common sense: The value of
the model, however; lies in étidétdFiné or quantifying such information about
the change process in a way that contributes to encouraging the process. The
dimensions represented in the model provide ongoing information to change
facilitators so they can better plan heir actions and monitor progress.

A Model of Interactions for Change

The CBAH model as presented in Figure 1 has been develeped to descr1be
k\nds of 1nteractions to facilitate change from the po1nt of view of the
facilitator and the potential users of the innovation. In a sense, the
effectiveness of change efforts m1ght be measured in terms of the qua11ty of
the 1nteractton between the users and the facx11tators The change effo -t is
only as good" as the interaction is "good."

In order to learn more about the characteristics of this intera'cti'oni the
Studies fbéHSihg on diffefént aspects 6f thé 69éié]1 ﬁbdél; The first, the
Principal-Teacher Interaction Study, investigated the characteristics of

facilitators, in particular the principal, working within a single elementary
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whole system as it responds to change =- fncluding the District office,
teachers and others as facilitators and sources of change, as well as other
contextual factors infiuencing change: The examples used to illustrate points
in discussion are taken from these two studies.

Out of this research came another view of the change process; reflecting
the aiagﬁastic-areseriptiVé model shown in Figure 1, but encompassing the
range of variables uncovered in research on diverse settings. This model,
shown in Figure 2, presents the issue of interaction for change as one of »
selection of options depending on:

1) the characteristics of the change.

2)  the characteristics of the target change unit.

3) the characteristics of the facilitators available and responsible,
as well as the characteristics of the leadership exercised as part
of the process:

Each of these sets may be configured differently zt any fndividual site.

sofie combinations, however, are more common than others. A1l of these
variables and their role in change will be discussed in later sections.

The following discussion illustrates the change dynamic more simply. The

considerations involved in any given change include both its characteristics
and the iﬁpaet tﬁéy will have on new users and its “raison d‘etre" -- reason
for being -- the goals involved with introducing it to the system. Aay
introduction of something new to a system results in some kind of system
response. Without a structured plian for introducing and iﬁtégiatihg the
change into the system, the response factor can delay, modify intended use, or

reject the change aitegether; This phenomenon can be observed in many kinds

1i
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of changes -- from political revolutions to the resistance to acculturation by
the indigenous peoples, to the acceptance of new technologies.

Tn the case of change in schools, the change facilitator has the role and
responsibility of méaéatiﬁg the introduction of something new through the
interactions they have with users, and through the plans they make to clarify
goals and implement the change. In most schools, this means acknowledgment or
sanction at the minimum b, the principal as gatekeeper, or a formal
structuring of rales and responsibilities for a full-fledged effort. The role
of the facilitator can be zssumed or delegated by the principal depending on
the needs of the change, what the change s, {ts caapiéiity and requirements,
and the nature of the target group, i.e., its size, and to some extent, its
characteristic responses: In designing actions, the facilitator needs tg
consider what is known or anticipated about both the change and the target
group.

Change as it is represented in this model becomes a matter of “f' this
becomes {ncorporated into the plan for the change: Some of what is
appropriate in this equatior {is represented in what has been learned in the
PTI and High School Studies about the characteristics and fnteractions of each

set of variables -- facilitators, changes, and different change units.
BACKGROUND ON THE PTI AND HS STUDIES

The Principal-Teacher Interaction (PTI) Study conducted over the 1980-81

school year; focused on the role of principals as the major facilitator of
change in their schools: While the literature on leadership had presented

some indicators of what was effective, little research had been done on

principals as facilitators of change. What are the day-to-day interactions




and actions taken by principals as tacilitators of change. How do they
organize an implementation effort? How do they support the use of new
practices and encourage teachers? Do all principals do the same thing? If
not, what effect do these differences have? Are there other facilitators
involved? ,

With such questions in mind, the PTI Study was conducted with nine
elementary school principals involved in implementing a curriculum innovation
in their school. Through & combiration of data collection methods, incl ‘ing
interviews; daily logs, and bi-weekly phone contacts, the daily intervention

behaviors of these principals were surveyed over the course of one school year

(Hall, Hord, Huling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983). Thé principals in the
study were selected by their district on the basis of district assessment of
the principal's change facilitating "style" or characteristic leadership
behaviors. Earlier studies had suggested that the principals' “style" might
indicate their “approach to implementation and {ts effectiveness (Hall,
Rutherford & Griffin, 1982); SoC, LoU, IC and Interventisn data were
collected from teachers at three points during the year to monitor
implementation efforts (ﬁaiiﬁg; Rall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983): Interviews
and observations at regular intervals rounded out the picture of the schools'
response ¢o the change (Stiegelbauer, Goldstein & Huling, 1982).

The findings from the PTI study were diverse: 1) Principals did exhibit
different "styles" of facilitation and there was a relationship between
principal "style" and the effectiveness of implementation efforts (Hall &
Rutherford, 1963; Huling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). 2) The actions of
the principal and others couid be categorized in terms of the Intervention
Taxonomy (Hall & Hord, 1984) which revealed different "game plans" for change:

Further, 3} an analysis of interventions from each school, when considered in

15

11




the light of 1implementation success, suggested the kinds of actions that
needed to tz taken for effective facilitation. These croupings of actions,
the r ture of interventions (Hord, Kuling & Stiegelbauer, 1983). 4) Firally,
the study showed that in each school; the principal was not the only
facilitater. Each school had a second change facilitator (2nd CF) who came to
light in the course of more indepth work in the school. This facilitator's
role was different from, but complementary to, the role of the principal
(Hord, Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984).

The Principal-Teacher Interaction study provided information about the
roles of facilitators, 1in particular the principal, the nature of their
actions contributing to change and the effect of thase actions on teachers:
Each of the innovations viewed in the study represented a school wide change,
requiring the principal to structure afforts to meet the needs of different
grade levels and individuals. The unit of change in this study wis the whole
school: The nature of the interactions for change is described through the
portrait of the effort drawn from the qualitative and quantitative cdata on
interveations and their effects, as well as thé impréssions of research staff
collected over the school year (Hall; et al:; 1983).

The High School Study, conducted in different phases from 1982-1985, took

a broader and more dsscriptive view of the change procees. During Phase I,
Téiés; Oregon, Maryland, Indiana, New York and Florida. These exploratory
visits were made to become more familiar with the organizationai structure of
the high schools and the change efforts taking place, and to examine possible

efforts (Huling-Austin, 1984). In each visit, school administrators,

16
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department chairpersons, teachers and students were interviewed to gain their
insights about how change occurs, what innovations were present, and how to
best conduct research on cﬁahgé in high schools. Phase 11 of the high school
study; which occurred during the 1983-84 school year, was a descriptive study
designed on the basis of the findings from the previous year. (Hall, et al.,

1. What are the types, sources and purposes of change in high schools?

2. What are the key units (school, department, etc.) of change?

3. What are the situational factors that most influence the change
process?

4. How is the change process managed in high schools?

To answer these questions it was deemed important to look at high schools

located in different size and type communities and at schools with varying

typical for each district. Community types were rural, urban, suburban and
mid-size cities; the high schocl size varied with the type of community: Nine
sites were chosen in 9 states geographically distributed across the nation.
At each site 2 high schools were selected as study schools (N=18), one a

typical school and the other with much change ongoing:

The third phase involved 2 school districts and in each district 2 high
schools and 3 éiéﬁéhté?y schools. (Rutherford, et al., 1985) The purposes of
this phase were:

1. To determine the role of the district office in school change.

To compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools.

To investigate the management of change over the long term, and

HWw N
. o .l

To study how leadership affects the change process:

17



This phase also aimed to revisit some of the elementary schools that

the role and function of different constituent groups including department
chairpersons, Jistrict personnel, and teachers in school improvement efforts
(Hord & Murphy, 1985). Another goal of Phase III was to draw together the
research conducted to date, to bring together the understandings about change
. in different settings. What about the change process is generic? What is
specific to a given setting? How does leadsrship influence change? What
suggestions can we make from a'l this data that would have value to
practitioners?

The High School Study viewed change in terms of the whole system. Taken
in al1; Phases I, 11, and 111 include data from a total of 30 high schools and
9 elementary schools. Findings from the study include information about the
sources and diversity of changes impacting high schools (Rutherford and
Huling-Austin, 1984), the nature of leadership for change in high schools
and Murphy, 1985), situational factors finfluencing change in high schools

(Stiegelbauer, 1984; Stiegelbauer, Haddad & Murphy, 1985), the roles and

When considered together, the PTI and the High School Study data present
a clearer picture of some of the variables associated with change -- the
nature of change facilitators, change units, changes themselves, and of the
actions taken to fa:ilitate change efforts (see Figure 2). Further, when thé

data from the PTI and high school studies are considered comparatively, it

18
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suggests that the change process is more alike than different across settings.

Based on a comparison of the change process at the two levels, this paper

the variables contributes; to a thecry of the whole of the change process.
These data suggest that the process of change is the result of patterned
interactions between these variables. The following sections present the
parts (of the whole) with examples from schools visited in the PTI and HS
Studies. The conclusion of the paper illustrates how these parts were
operaticnalized in four annotated case study descriptions of schools in

change;

Who Are Change Facilitators?

The word “to facilitate,” according to Webster's, means "to make easier."

.-

The research conducted in elementary and high school settings showed that
there were many different “change facilitators® in the schools -- in many

different roles. These roles included principals, assistant principals,

specialists, district level curriculum coordinators and resource teachers,
even peer teachers. Each of these had a role in facilitation that was related
to the kinds of interactions demanded by the change and the setting.

Research also showed that whztever their official title or role, the role
played by individuals as change facilitators could be better characterized by
the actions and interactions they engaged in within the change process than by
their formal designation n the school. For example, the principal is
considered to be the "leader” of the school; his or her role is one of
1ééaéi§hi5. In the case of a change in process, the principal may provide

19
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leadership for the change and become the primary, or first, CF (change
facilitator). Alternately, the principal may not have an active role in the
facilitation of change and allow another person, perhaps a department head or
individual teacher, to assume the role of 1st CF. Altarnately again, the
facilitators with shared responsibility. In any ways the principal
represents a special case as a change facilita‘or vecause of his importance as
a "gatekeeper” and symbolic head of the school. Evidence suggests that the
principal's vision for the school and “style" of interaction within change can
have {important consequences for the success of change efforts (Hall,
Rutherford, Hord and Huling, 1984; Rutherford, 1984; Rutherford, Hall & Hord,
1983; Rutherford, Hord, Hall & Huling, 1983; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer &
Miscella, 1985).

facjiitator. The discussion following illustrates how these different roles
are configured. First, what is the nature of change facilitation roles and
how do they differ from one another?

The primary, or 1st; EF: The 1st €F is the individual who has major

responsibility for facilitating the change. This includes the introduction of

monitoring results and responses of individuals. The 1st CF may be the link
the change unit has with others outside the school about the change or the
change effort. Depending on the size and complexity of the change, this

change facilitator may be the only individual to work with others about the

change. If so, . ork would include the kinds of activities described for

other facilitator: °t follows. If there is more than one facilitator,

however, activities 1 be shared between facilitators. It is important,
20
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FIGURE 3
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District office
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Department Head

Credible to Other Teachers

Comunicates knowledge About Change, Training
Coaches

Provides One-to-One Problem Solving, Consultation
Models Behavior Regarding Change

Monitors for Purpose of Feedback and Correction

I Liaison Between Change Unit and Primary CF
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RESPONSIBILITIES

ond CF (cont'd)

Team Leader

Works With Primary CF to Design and Restructure
Plan as Needed

er (Fs

Regular teacher tredible to Other Teachers
Communicates With Peers About Change Models
Monitors Process for Peer Group 1h?6ﬁﬁa’iiy’
Is Representative For Peers To Dther CFs
About Process
District constltant Communicates With School About Change
Provides Information, Resodrces For The Change
Is Externe] Consultant to CFs and Teachers
Regarding Change or Process
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consistently throughout the change process. The role of the ist CF/change
leader may best be assumed by the principal who can provide the satiction and
push necessary to get the change in place.

The Second CF. One surprising finding to come out of the

Principal-Teacher Interaction Study was the discovery of a Second Change
Facilitator at each school who was involved with {implementation (Hord,
Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984a, 1984b). In the PTI schools, the principal was
assumed to be the primary facilitator. These second CFs then played a
complementary role to that of the principal in the way they involved

themselves in the change process. In general, they were more likely to be
curriculum specialists, assistant principals, resource teachers, or lead
teachers rather than administrative staff. They worked more interactively

with teachers invsived in the change providi

purpose of corrective feedback and planning rather than for summative

evaluation. Further; they often acted as communicators to the primary CF as

Other €Fs. In some schools the role of the change facilitator included
persons in closer communication and contact with the teachers fnvolved in the
change. In one eiementary school where the principal was the primary CF and a
district resource person was the second CF; a arade level leader was selected
for eact. grade to work with their own grade level teachers &nd to be a liaison

person with the second CF. A: the second CF was external to the school, these

24




grade level leaders worked with staff to solve problems about the innovation,
in this case a cur~icelum change. |

In another district, teacher comittees were identified 55’ the principal
to work with the second CF (an assistant principal} to plan and act as
consultants for the innovation, again a curriculum change. This school, a
high school, found that involving teachers in committees focused on some
-aspect of the change effort was especially beneficial in whsie school change
.effo~ts. A major function of involving other CFs beyond a second CF would
appsar to be one of communication and the development of teacher ownership of

In still another district, the District Curriculum Coordinator for a new
elementary mathematics text served as an external facilitator to the schocl
implementing that innovation. In the school itself, the principal was the
primary CF and an in-school curriculum specialist was the Second CF. The
requirements of the math program and worked with ther to develop an
implementation plan for the school: She worked with teachers only as
requested by the facilitators. The major interventions in the schoal were
done by either the principal or the second CF in coordination with one
another.

LééaéEiﬁiﬁﬁEiEiﬁiéufééfE?féEfiiéftﬁiﬁgé

If change is to be effectively accomplished in a school, regardless of
level, some factors must be present at the leadership level. There must be
clear goals and a commitment to them, enthusiastic support of the innovation
or change, high expectations and a clear communication of those to teachers,
active involvement in planning, coordinating, and evaluating the

implementation effort, active support and assistance to teachers, provision of
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necessary resources, including time, needed by teachers to make the change;

teachers, aad vewards for teachers who perform well in’ the change process
(Rutherford, Hord, Huling, and Hall, 1983). When there are facilitators in

different roles or a team of facilitaters; these responsibilities or

characteristics might be spread across the facilitators dinvolved. As

described in Figure 3, the principal or primary CF provides administrative

"supports and sanctions, while a second CF attends to one-to-one problem

solving aid support: Yet each in their own way expresses many of these
characteristics essential to effective change.

The potential for the existence of multiple facilitators, however,
demands structure ané iéaéé%shih ff those facilitators are to be effective in
iﬁﬁiéﬁéﬁtiﬁg and maintaining the change. Facilitative teams do present many
advantages during fnitial stages of implementation == they tend to minimize
overload on the rest of the crganizational system; tasks for a_ team can be
more easily modified than modifying the whole system; and a team can more
can one or two fndividuals. ANl facilitators must, however, be credible to
users and administrators afike. They must also be in agreement as to the
nature and scope of the change effort, and they must communicate with each
other on a réguiaé and frequent basis about the ihpiéméhtatééh process:

In all of this the principal continues to have a major role. The
principal is seen by teachers as a leader in the school. The principal has.
the resources to structure what is needed for change; even if He ééiegates
major tasks to other facilitators. The chojces principals make about
structuring change éﬁalﬁfiliiiﬁﬁ (or not) other facilitators may be indicative

of their facilitation "style" {Hord, Hall & Stiegelbauer, 1983). “Style"




proved to be an {mportant indicator in the PTI study of how Ssecond CFs
operated in the school and where théy were located, that s, whether they were
{nternal or external to the school. At the high school level, the involvement
of different groups and leaders cooperating for change appears to be one way
to accommodate for the complexity of the institation and to cross departmental
and administrative lines: There, second and third CFs were a useful tool in
cbmmunécatiﬁg to user groups and increasing their commitment and knowledge
about a change (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer & Muscella, 1985).

No one suggestion about facii{tatééh; however, is necessarily the "right"
one. The implications from the PTI and HS studies are that there {s no cne
effective strategy for successfully implementing change and rio single pattern
for providing leadership. Change can occar without the principal but not
without some principai sahctébﬁ; in other words, facilitation does not have to
come from administration but usually involves administration in some way.
organize persons in roles of responsibility. Thus; leadership from 2 line
administrator becomes an imperative both in form and symbol. Further, schools
need to decide the best strategy for the changé process, based on the
personnel available and the size of the effort: This decision {s likely to
irvolve the biéhé%béi in some way, even if the major responsibility for
facilitation is éiééﬁﬁé?é; The involvement of the principal with teachers
about change is likely to have positive benefit for the eﬁange eeéfaii; if
only as ar indication of official support (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer; &
Miscella, 1985). .
Who_Are the Targets, or Units, of Change?

Any interaction about change involves individuals or sets of individuals

who are the targets of the change. These potential “users" respond to the
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dictates of the eﬁaﬁgé itself and also to the actions of CFs. Their responses

Use, and Innovation Conf1gurat1ons and can provide useful {information to a
facilitator about haw the change might be managed.

The PTI and High Schoo] Studies looked at changes that affected d1f1erent
groups or numbers of potential users. If & change 1nvo1ved all or most of the
faculty of a school, the unit of change was school-wide. if a change involved
one ?aeuity group: such as a department or all sixth grade teachers, then the
unit of change became that group, and so on. All of the curriculum
innovations studied in the PTI study were school-wide innovations, but there
were other 1nnevaticns fn the schools that involved only groups. The High
Schoo] study had the intention of looking at a variety of types of chaﬁges aﬁa
their target groups, 1nc1ud1ng d1str1ct-w1de, schoo]-u1de and those affecting

individuals (Rutherford 5 Ruling-Acstin; 1984):

' Eans1der1ng the unit of change and its character1st1cs has value in
planning and structuring change efforts from tws perspectwec -- 1) the size
of the unit, its formal 1eadersh*p. and the unit's previous exper1ence with
s1m11ar change which could be impdrtant to planning; and 2) the
characteristics of teachers as {naivicuals, Since their concerns and
background can condition their frvolvement and commitment to the process.

Yet, as the un1t of change is 1arge1y determined by the change itself, it
is difficult to talk about one without the other. The find1ngs in the R1gh
School Study revealed that over half of the changes that were repcrted
1nvo]ved the whole sch001 (54*4 %)" Sub-units, such as departments. were
1nvolved in 28.6% of the changec listed and individuals as units in 17% of the

changes 1listed (Rutherford & Huiing-Austin, 1984) This finding was
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surprising to researchers, éé Bbpuiar ééhtébiiéhé of high schools suggest that
departments would be thé primary unit of change.

As the size of the unit of change increases, the need for formalizing
process also increases. Many of the facilitation "teams” and second change
facilitators in the High Schoo? Study were attempts by the principal or

» -~ to subdivide it,

primary facilitator to make the unit of change
or to 5E6Vi&é small §F605 1éé&é?§ﬁi§ by using other CFs (Huling-Austin,
Stiegelbauer, and Muscella, 1985). This was especially true of whcle schoo!l
change efforts. The facilitative “teams® developed for oné change, however,
did not necessarily rem in the same for another change: Many schools that
they were trying to implement. This had the function of involving more
teachers in leadership roles and responsibilities:

and revisited as a part of the HS Study. This school had a Second CF who was
the district facilitator for the innovation. As a result of her use of grade
level §F6ﬁ6§ and leaders in that effort, the principal now utilizes a Second
CF from within the school and, working with ter, divides the school into

smaller units; each with some informal head. This becomes a facilitation

when last visited, the school had three such teams -- one for writing skills
and a school magazine, one for computer literacy, and one for a new reading
text. 'As the teachers in this school were Hhighly self-motivated and
ambitious, involvement in roles of Fé§h6ﬁ§i6iiify; 1§éaéF§ﬁiﬁg and

communication enhanced their feelings of ownership in the school.



i,,,;, _ T ,,éi,,;i, Aha, ,7,;,;774,,,;,,,,,;,?
In the PTI Study, researchers worked with the schools or district staff

to develop a “configuration checklist," an bperatiohaiiiéa déSéfibtiéﬁ of the
fnnovation in order to vieg the behaviors of feachers throughout the year in
relation to the program description (Hall et al., 1982, Heck, Stiegelbauer,
Hall & Loucks, 1981). This process allowed the ressarch staff, srogram
developers and facilitators to see how well the program had been understood by
tééeﬁéFs iﬁ the hiﬁé study schools as well as how teacher behaviors changed as
they became more practiced with the innovation.

The High School scudy examined the types of cﬁaﬁgés found in the 30

schools throughout the country: By comparison; the PTI study viewed teacher

" behavior longitudinally relative to one specific change in the school. The

changes found in these high schools were grouped by size and complexity as

well &5 by content: Almost all of the changes were in some way directed to

' iﬁé.iﬁﬁFéiéﬁéﬁi of student achievement, or {rn response to contemporary demands

on schoois for knowledge of computers, new business machines, drug awareness
better parénting, etc. The areas of curriculum and administrative planning
éhé organization were the tybes of changes found in the highest percentages of
all types listed. Few changes addressed teacher or administrator behavior or
professional development. Fewer still represent major reforms (Rutherford &
Huling-Austin, 1984, Rutherford and Murphy, 1985).

Another consideration in viewing the change in high schicols was the

source or impetus of the change and its relation to teacher response to the

change. Of the changes viewed in the HS Study, approximately 71% came from a
source other than teachers. These other Sources inciuded mainly local szhool
and district administrators, and a few from parents, community, students and

contextual factors. When all the known sources were considered, district
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administrators accounted for the largest number of changes, followed Ey
collaborative teacher efforts, local school administrators and individual
teachers (Rutherford & Purphy, 1985); |

Not unexpectedly, teachers were found to respond more positively to

changes were top down, teacher reactions were still bééifiﬁé 52% of the time.
Also, not unexpectedly, changes that were required received less positive
response than changes that were optional. Further, viewing the degree of
change in practice required for teachers to accommodate the innovation --
major, moderate, or minor -- 8i$6 had predictable outcomes. Teachers

responded more positively to changes that were minor in degree than major.

Further; teachers were more positively inclined to changes not focused on
themselves. When changes were targeted to teachers, it drew a lower

percentage of positive responses and a ﬁiéﬁé? percentage of negative responses
than any other targets. (A1l data from Rutherford & Murphy, 1985).

Of the five factors considered in teacher response -- source, required or
one that drew the greatest reaction from teachers was the source of the
chinge. When the change was initiated by teachers, their reaction was
positive B6% of the time, neutral 7% and negative 7% of the time. When the
change came from other sources, teachers reacted positively 38% of the time,
negatively 22% of the time, were neutral 32% of the time, and had a mixed
response 8% of the time. While there may be many reasons for this range of
response, it does support the fmplication that teacher involvement and
ownership is an important element {n a positive response to change.

Teacher response to change in the PTI Study was meastred by the changes

in their concerns and levels of use over a year's time. As the PTI Study was
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focused on response to one innbvatibn ﬁhich was Eeing imsiéﬁéaééa séhébizwide;
actions taken by fac111tators as it was a response to the charactéristics of
the innovation 1tself.

Another significant consideration in viewing the changes; is the clarity

of the innovation tb teachers. Research done on Innovation Conf1gurat1ans

divided innovation descrIpt1ons into implementation requirement; those th1ngs
necessary to begin working with the charge -~ getting materials ready,
prov1d1ng tra1n1ng == and the operat:ona]ized behaviors involved in becoming a
user of the innovation (Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hall & Lbucks; 1981):
inﬁiementetian requires actions directed to both aspects. Often facilitators
provide the necessary setup but not the eoach1ng or prob]em -solving necessary
to clarify behaviors needed to make the program work, PT] Study data
1nd1cated that facilitator interventions in the area of providing
organizational supports were consistent across all schools: In Schools that
were more successful in iiﬁp’ieiﬁéh’tatiéﬁ; these setup activities were bajanced
by interventions directed to consultation, reinforcement; and pmbiém-saivihg
(Hord, Huling, and Stiegelbauer, iééj). Further, in schools that had greater
?ﬁb*éﬁentatibn success. the 1st or 2nd CF worked to enrich or refine teacher
understandtng of the innovaticn as use was established over the year. in some
schools. this was done by sequentia’ly 1ntroduc1ng. e1ar1fy1ng. and pract1c1ng
with separated componerits of the change. in others. it was done through

probIem so]v1ng and consu1t1ng with individuals in need of help.

ImplementJngsﬁhange#Marlables;xAlmportant Considerat1bns

The sections above describe some of the var1ab1es to be considered in

viewing a change process and deveidbing & plan for facilitating that process.

In summary, these variables include:



1) Who will be primary leader in the change process?

2) What is the target of the change, what is the size of the unit of
change?

3) If the unit is large, what 1s the best strategy to make it a
manageable unit?

4) Who would be test suited for the role of Second CF, given the
“innovation and the unit of change? In some situstions, 2 curriceldm
expert for the fnnovation, if réCébt§Vé_tb teachers, might help
ciarify and work tﬁfbﬁgh the innovation; in other situations, a
department head or in-school leader, accustomed to working with
stuff, might better marshall teacher support.

5) Would a facilitation team, involving teachers, be a good {dea? If
s0, who should it include, and how should it be organized and
mon i tored?

. 6) What is the innovation? What is {ts source? What do teachers
know about it? What kind of concerns do they have about it?
How complex is it? How many cther changes are going on?

7) What is the best way to provide clarity and reinforcement for the

change? Who should define i%7 How is it best explained to

. includes knowing riot only the requirements of the {nnovation but the
charactériSties 6? téacﬁ%hg staff; who might be available and responsible CFs,
and strategies for making the change manageable. '

The research findings from the PTI and HS Studies ﬁb%ﬁt ta the ﬁishe%asi
as having a major role in iéédérship; éSﬁec{aiiy in changes that involve the

whole school. The detegation cf responsibilities to other staff, providing
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Féééﬁ?ééi; including time for teachers to practice and adapt to it, support
and push for the change, involved the principal. In schools where
1mp1ementation was more successful as determined by data or &s nominated by

district admin: strators, the principal had an active reIe in structuriﬂg.

supporting, and monitbrihg the process. Even ir schools that were engagihg in

these efforts:

The next section describes some of the actions taken by facilitators in
implementing changes. These actions; or interventions, were fOUhd to have a
consistent pattern in successful PTI schoois, regardless of the innovation or
the ?ac111tators Descr1pt1ve data from the h1gh schools supports the
hypothesis that this pattern is an {mportant one. Facilitators in high

schools also engaged in these same classifications of activities dlrEttéd to

making their changes work.
A CONSTANT IN THE CHANGE PROCESS: INTERVENTIONS

Actions iafeeﬁéa§é

process. In Eéﬁﬁi&é?iﬁé actions for change, two major components are
discussed: game plan components and system feedback: A general description
of the intervention components which change facilitators typically use
provxdes the backdrop for v1gﬁeifé§ from both the elementary and the h1gh
school: Four brief case studies from elementary and hwgh schools that were
EéFE of the PTI and HS reseéarch are then piresented, 11lustrating the role and

interventions of %aeiiitatefs who were effective in iﬁbiementihg change.
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A Game Plan
Change masters, stys Kantz=r (1984), understand the crucial paradox of the
change effort: “there needs to be a Bién. and the plan has to ackncwledge
that it will be cdeparted from." The plan, departure from it, and the
restructuring of the plan are the rubric which direct ihe actions of the
change facilitator during the implementation orocess: The PTI researchers
‘ discovered a cyclical pattern in the actions of principals who were “change
masters.” First, they had a vision of their school which became the plan:
The plan was then carried out tﬁraagﬁ the actions they took. Fimally, thev
monitored the effects of these actions to allow for effective restrusturing of
their plan:
The plan, or game plan; utilized Ey arihcéﬁéis fh the PTI study was an
overall design for the interventions required to implement the change in their
schools. In developing this game plan, these principals considersd all
aspects of the implementation effort and all persons both directly and
indirectly involved with the change effort (Hall, et al., 1983: Rutherford,
Rbfa & Thurber, 1984). In addition, these 51&65 were found to have four major
game plan components which directed the principal in providing leadership in
activities whizh supported the teachers in {nstructional improvement: These
specific game plan components, part of the intervention taxonomy developed by
. the RIP program from PTI and other data, are:
1) developing supportive organizational arrangement;
2) training,
3) providing consultation and reinforcement, and

4) monitoring and evaluating {Hall & Hord, 1984).




When the change facilitator put ail four of these game piah components into
operation, the likelihood of successful impiéméﬁtatiah is increased, according
to the PTI data (Hall et al., 1983). Figure & depicts the game plan
components, ae%§hit§6hs; descriptors, and examples. The following 1llustrates
School Study:

Developing supbaréiﬁégbiﬁaiiiiiiéaé1 arrargements are the nuts and bolts

- of the change process in which the change facilitator keeps ~he organizational
mechanism well-ciled so that the change can work in the system. This game
5ian component represents tﬁé iégfstiéél requirements which assure that the
organizational mechanism can accomodate the innovation. & high school
principal wanted to provide the time for the assistant principals and
department theads to assume %ﬁ%t?ﬁéfiéﬁéi leadership roles; their time,
however, was consumed b; paperwork, leaving littla time for direct contact
with teachers in a facilitative capacity. The aiiﬁc{pai in this particular
ﬁi§ﬁ school allocated more ihstructiehai suppcrt time to this leadership team
threugh streamlining the “administrivia® of the school. She acquired a
personal computer system necessary for crzating a record manageient system for
routine paperwork. This action by the bfiﬁeiaai was an organizational
arrangement which gave the requisite time to the other members of the
ié&dé%éﬁ%ﬁ team to directly support a new instructional program.

In contrast, an elementary school pr{ne%ﬁai attacked a specific problem
by arranging organizational support. In her implementation efforts
surrouhaihg a diStFiéf-séﬁﬁsaﬁéa math program, she discovered that teachers
were not using the instructional math kits because the Kits were neither
organized nor coordinated with the scope and sequénce of the math progran.

The principal facilitated use of the math kits by recruiting parent volunteers



DEFINITION

F1GURE 4
DESCRIBTORS

EYANPLES

GAME_PLAN_COMPONENT

GPC.1:
Developing
Supportive
Organizationa)
Arrangements

9¢:

BPC's are the six major”

functional clusters
of innovation-related
interventions,

Actlons taken. Eé
plan, manage staff,
funds, restructure
roles and provide
Spaca, materials,
and resources to-
establish.and main-
taln use of the
{nnovation,

Clusters all interven-
tions into functional
groupings,

period of the change
process;

lwc udes a1l actors
and events,

1 comyination, covers
311 interventions of
the gane plan;

Covers 1ogist1ca1 and
scheduling activities,
Includes planning and
de~ision-making about
the change process,
schedules and people.

Hiring new staff ,
Seeking/receiving funds,
Providing innovation-
related equipment,

Training

Actions taken to develop
positive attitudes,
knowledge and skills

in relation to innova-

tion use, through.
formal, structured
and/or pre-planned
activities,

Covers formal oroanized
training activities;

My bé provided for
users, administrators

or others.

1§ normally scheduled
anid annoinced in advance.

Holding warkshops: -
Hédélihgidéﬁbhétfétihg
0bserving and providing

feedback related 1o a
pre-specified task,

1:12\;::7
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DEFINITION

DESCRIPTORS

EXAMPLES

T Actions [often Tdiosyn-_
ding cratic, problem-specific,
Ttation targetted at an indivi-

einforcanent dual or small group)

taken to encourage and
to assist {ndividuals
in-solving problems
related to fnnovation
fmplementation

Is tocused on consgTting
and caaching users/
non-users,

Is typified by one-on-one
problem-sclving and
infarmal sharing of tips.

foTding brief conversa:
tions about how it {s
going.

Facilitating a problen-
solving group.
Providing "comfort and
caring" sessions.:

o Actions taken to gather,
oring & analyze or report data

ation about the implementation

and outcomes of a change

Inclides formal and

informal assessments.
Includes assessment,
analysis interpretation
and feedback.

Analyzing pre-post Tearner

assessments, .
Adniaistering end-of-
workshop questionnaire;
Conferencing with
teachers to survey how
the new program is yoing.

al1 and Hord, i§éd. 285-286.
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to unpack the kits, and providing a substitute teacher so that teachers had
additional planning time to coordinate the instructional materials with the
program. Through this action, this elementary school principal both solved a
logistical problem and facilitated the use of the math materials. Actions by
principals which provided the necessary organizational support for the
innovation were found in both the elementary and high school studies.

Training is usually a more formal intervention by change facilitators.
Typically, it involves workshops or demonstration lessons which are scheduled
in advance. Two vignettes from elementarv schools provide examples of ways in
which effective change facilitators used workshops and demonstration lessons
in tandem to support specific innovations in their respective schools. First,
a principal in a rapidly expanding elementary school, in supporting and
implementing a district=sponsored pupil management program, persona’ly
provided the training to the faculty for one hour each week: He gave further
modeling the behavioral management techriiques to teachers with students.
Next, in a West coast elementary school, a principal facilitated the writing
program innovation sponsored by the school district. He commissioned a few
teachers tc attend a district-wide workshop regarding the writing innovation.
As a rezult of teachers' positive response to this workshop, he juggled school

resources to bring the workshop leader to the school; which piqued the
implementation process. Both of these principals provided support for the

needs of their schools:

Providing consultation and reinforcement are fdiosyncratic actions which

the principal or facilitator targets at individual or small groups of users.
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These often occur in brief conversations or problem-solving sessions between
the change facilitators and individual or small groups of users: It also
includes spontznenus actions 1ike conversations in tha hallway, & visit to a
classroom, or an informal meeting in the teachers' Tounge providing
consultation and support for teachers' use of the finstructional innovation.
One effective high cchaol principal descrites her ongoing support and
Consultation with teachers as "high touch." She translates this concept into
actions such as circulating in the hailways and teachers' Tounge to talk with
teachers about instruction. She also drafts handwritten notes to teachers to
thank them for a job well done. She feels this ongoing personal touch allows
her tu have instructional contact with teachers on an ongoing; informal basis
which communicates the importance of the instructional program.

supported the district-mandated writing program. He modeled the process of
writing by generating his own stories; which he typed in his office. He then
visited classrooms o read his stories to children and teachers alike. The
principal used his stories as the springboard for conversing with teachers
about implementing the writing process in the classroom. Both of these
principals were encouragers: they acted in ways which reinforced the use of
the inncvation; and each in their own way was a consultant to the users.

Monitoring and Evaluating. When a CF conducts formal and informal

assessments, such as cbserving or conferring with teachers, assessing learner
outcomes; and administering end-of-#orkshop quéstionnaires, he/she is

monitoring the effects of his/her actions on the change effort. Often the

procedures. For example, in one high school, both the principal and the

assistant principal were responsible for the evaiuvation of the teachers. They
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performed this task twice a year, and after the evaluation, the principal or

provided feedback about the dinstructional program. This was a formal
monitoring procedure. However, in another high school setting, during the
initial implementation efforts, the principal consulted with the early
adspters of the innovation on a freguent basis so that these teachers would
serve as models for the later innovation adopters. These early adopters had
to resolve many initial problems in making the program work. Monitoring this
process allowed the principal to anticipate the riceds of other users.
Generally, monitoring and evaluation occur through visiting classrooms,
supervising implementation efforts, and by listening carefully to teacher
comments and discussion in personal and group interactions. In some {nstances
where there was more than one facilitator, the principal or primary CF would
be responsible for more formal monitoring; while the Second CF would monitor
the . progress of individuals in a formative, prcblem-solving way. They would
use both forms of monitoring to revise their implementation game plan. Having
formal and informal processes of monitoring and evaluating available allowed
facilitators to continually assess the outcomes of the change effort.

Feedback on the System

As the researchers from the RIP Program analyzed the data from the PTI
study, they discovered that the change facilitators (principals and others)
who were successful in impiementing the change not only had a plan which they
translated into actions, but they also restructured their plan when necessary.
They accomplished this by obtaining feedback from the system. This feedback
is the 1ink between the change facilitator and the ongoing interventions which
the change facilitator takes in the implementation effort.  Through

observations and conversations, the change facilitator receives frequent input



about the change effort. Once they have received this information, there {s a
period of reflection in which they evaluste the orijinal plan and reformulate
if required.

According to intervention theory, facilitaters organize and provide for
monitoring may result {ian retracing steps to retrain or providée other
problem-solving activities and monitoring again.

It {s the use of this cyclical process which most obviously separates the
effective from the ineffective change facilitators. An elementary school
principal was implementing a district-mandated school wmath program. Her
initial goal was to fmplement the entire math curriculum change during the
- first year; however, on obtaining feedback from observations in classrooms and
conversations with the teachers, she found that to have teachers develop
. objectives for the scope and sequence of the program was a more realistic goal
for. the first year of implementation efforts. She revised her plan so that
acapting the materials to fit the curriculum became a second goal.

An example from a high school s a summer project begun by the principal
in order to beautify a decaying inmer city school. The initial positive
reaction of faculty members, parents, and students to the mural which began to
adorn the walls of the school after the first summer, however, hélped the
program to grow into a whole school beautification program.

Each of these principals understood the ribric of the change process --
planning, acting, and restructuring: 1In the actions which change facilitators:
take for change, the critical aspects of having a game plan and obtaining
feedback from the system are part of the repertoire of principals who are

effective change agents.
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The fol]owlng are brief case studies of change in four schoc 1s, two
elementary and two secondary. A1l of these schools were effective in their
change efforts: The principal played a major role in each school, either as
primary facilitator or through working with a facilitation team. The case
study text describes each setting, highlighting the interventions utilized as
a part of the plan for chance. The annotations to the right provide a
complementary sketch of the change process in the school in terms of the
change variables discussed in this paper -- facilitator pattern, units cof

change, and game plan components.

Change in Action: Four Annotated Case Studies

Willow School

Willow is a large, expanding elementary school which KEY
serves approximately 880 students in K-6 with a staff of 5

43 teachers, one principal, and one assistant principal. AP
The community in which the school is located is basically !

Principal
Assistant Principal

middle class and Anglo. Hispanics comprise 2% of the - Department Head
T Teacher

student population, and Blacks about 15%, most of these S 2 =eLt
students being bussed from inner city. The school {s > - Student. .~
CF Change Facilitator

Game Plan Component

j=3
pe =
L I YO T ]

principal during these years. Tenure of the facu:ty

ranges from 1 to 12 years, with most of the number in the

4-8 year range. There is a general feeling in the school

and at the district level that Willow School is a good

school with few problems.

_ Facilitator Pattern. There are only two formal Primary CF = p_
administrative positions in the school, the principal and i
the assistant principal. The pr1nu1pal is the visible second CF =

leader recognfzed by the faculty. He delegites both A
responsibility and authority to the assistant principal. Other CFs 1\\\\\\\’

Once this basic responsibility is delegated, he does not
fnterfere, but he does monitor and consult relative to

task expectations. ?/ i \
For each grade 1level, there 1is an informally /6:;::\\ /61;:>\ /61Ler
designated leader wad _the twqfqprxncipa]s _use _these Teachers Teachers Teacher

various grade levels. However, there is a considerable
amount of direct contact between the principals and the
teachers. Despite this delegation of responsibility, the
principal is the instructional leader in the school.
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. Ehange: Two major changes are being implemented at
Wj]1§v7$§E9§T; and both of these changes are mandated by
the district. The first of these fs a behavior management
program and the second innovation is the new math program.
The principal is the primary facilitator for both
programs.

, _Interventions. The ‘principal has a good working
knowledge of his faculty. Through classroom observations,
discussions with {ndividual teachers, and from other
facilitators in the building (assistant principal and

informal grade leaders) he knows how teachers teach in
their classrooms. The principal does more than collect
information  about the classroom performance of his

teachers. He acts on i1t, usually in 2 supportive way.

encouragement  for  teacher attendance  at  the
district-sponsored math workshops are two ways in which
the principal encourages adoption of the math {nnovation.

In another {nstance, he and the assistant principal
investigated a complaint by the teachers regarding the new
math program, discovered they were correct, and contacted
the district personnel responsible for remedying the

problem. In addition, the principal is providing the
in-house weekly staff training for the behavior management
. program.

Summary S S ,
____Wiliow School has an f{dentifiable leader; the
principal, who uses the available school resources to
facilitate the change process. Among these resources are
the key school  personnel. He structures the

responsibilities. for the instructional program so that
adequate monitoring and support is available. He uses the

critical game plan components in intervening with the
staff to facilitate change.

George Washington Carver High School
George Washington Carver High School (GHCHS) s an

inner city comprehensive high school with a student
population of 2,500 and a faculty of 135, Although the
faculty is racially balanced, the student population is
99% black with almost 50% being poor. There is a high

mobility rate among the students; however, the staff and
the principal have remained relatively stable over the
last decade. The school has experienced frequent
demographic changes during the last ten years, and it is

this phenomenon of community change whict underscores the
continuing commitment of GWCHS to school improvement.
~ Facilitator Pattern. The organization flow chart at

GWCHS shows the chain of command and the delegation of

43

Change = Matk and

Behavior
Fariagement

rogram

Unit of Change:;
Whole School

G6PC 3:

GPC 1:

GPC 4:

GPC 2:

Consultation 3
Reinforcement

Stpportive

Organizational

Arrangements

Monitoring
Program

Training



responsibilities.  Administrative staff and teachers

report that there are procedures which all staff follow In

both the routine functions and the resolution ¢f problems.

The assistant principals share in the instructional

leadership with the principal, while department heads have
responsibility for the curriculum plannirg, budget

allocations; and teacher supervision in their respective
departments. The 1leadership team which {ncludes the
assistant principals and the department heads meets in
regularly scheduled cabinet meetings. However, the school
leader is the principal and the assistant principals are
second in command.

Ehange. Changes at the building level at GWCHS are

in résponse to meeting the needs of the changing student
population. The primary goal of the principal at GWCHS 1s

to improve the academic achievement of the students. The
specific objective is to decrease the number of students
who score below the 50% on standardized achievement tests.
This change effort is viewed as an all-school effort, in
which all faculty members and administrative leaders share

a responsible part.

R tandem effort in the change process to improve
academic achievement is the school beautification project,
begun several years ago by the principal in response to
the poor image of GWCHS, both within and cutside the

school. As a result of the continued summer efforts of a
small cadre of students, faculty and the principals, the

halls of the school are dominated by fifteen-foot murals.
These murals have become a focal point of the change
effort: they serve to motivate staff and students alike
for the school beautification project and are the
beginning of the principal's long-range vicion for the
schools

~ Interventions. There {is an underlying structure to
the way in which this principal goes about the business of
effectively leading the school. Several components are
readily apparerit in_his game plan to accompiish his goal.

Among the more salient features of his plan for school

improvements are the establishment of policies and
procedures, ad hoc change teams, the articulation of
goals, and the development and implementation of

strategies to accomplish these goals.

The principal’'s primary goal s to improve the

academic achievement of students. He sees this as a long,

slow building process; however, he understands that

increments of progress must be made each year to actualize
his goals. It is his underlying belief which guides the
plan. He articulates this belief by stating that students
are the school's best asset, and that all students have
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_the potential to achieve. He adopts a pragmatic approach:

"the principal states the. yearly goal and develops a

two-pronged plan. First, he examines the available
resources and accentuates the school's strengths in the
improvement process. Second, he establishes specific
goals which are reachable and attainable. His vision for
school improvessent becomes a series of utilitarian
strategies with defined objectives which can be
communicated to staff and students:

~____What are some of the componetits which he uses in
accomplishing his goal? He creates an ad hoc change team
comprised of teachers, assistant principals, and other
staff members. He selectively marshalls his resources,
and. he 1ignores the organizational plan 1in the
implementation process:

~___In the typical day-to-day occurrence< in the school,
formal procedures are known &nd  ;lowed by both
administratorc and teachers. Overall, the principal

&dheres to both district and school policy for managing
the scheol; however, he handles the change process
differently. When the principal intends to implement a
change; he selectively enlists the support of others. He

chooses & small cadre of staff and consults with this

. group during the change process. It is as if the formal
. procedures are in place for institutionalized events, but
. the change_ process requires a different approach -- the

creation of an ad hoc change team.

_ Summary. The principal at GWCHS is a contradiction,
for he 1s the push behind the change effort in the school
and uses creative insubordination when policy prevents the
actualization of his vision for the school. But he is a

leader who also considers school poifcy. The salfent
characteristic which makes some sense of the
contradictions is the principal's vision for the school.
He believes that academic achievement is a possibility for
811 students. It is his plan to accomplish his goals:

It is not possible to describe GWCHS without strong
reference to the principal. His role {is perhaps best
explained when considering the students. They &re the

focal point of the school and the principal 4s their
primary advocate in that the changes he implements and
initiates are for the benefit of students. It s this
belief in the role and function of schools which appears
to define the principal.

T

____Mimosa Elementary School 1is located in _the
southeastern coastal region of the United State in a
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large, diverse school district, but serves a primarily
middle-class non-minority population. The twenty-six year
old building which touses self-contained classrooms and a

special education resource room is staffed by 28 faculty

members who are veteran teachers. The 550 students are

mostly non-minority; middie-class children: approximately
73% of the students are white, 22% are black, 4% Hispanic,
and a2 few are Asfan. MNone of the students are eligible

for Title 1 funding; however, a small percentace of
students participate in the federally subsidized lunch
program. The student population at Mimosa is relatively
statle. Students' achievement scores on standardized
tests are above the national norm:

Facilitator Pattern: The principal describes herself

" as a task-oriented manager who delegates responsibilities

to the other leadership team members. She wonitors the
progress of the team on a frequent basis. The team, which
is_comprised of the principal, assistant principal; and
math coordinator; i{s highly 1{nteractive, so it 1s
difficult to assess the origin of ideas. However, it is

apparent that the principal {s the team leader and that

the other team members look to her for advice, guidance,
and approval.

The delegation of tasks 1s often accomplished through

discussion and consensus; however, the principal does not
delegate responsibilities unless the task is fully
discussed and clearly understood. The staff reports that

the principal's expectations are clearly understood and
that she knows what occurs in the building at all levels.

Change. Change in the Mimosa Elementary School has

been mandated by the district office. The unified math
curriculum is an example of a mandated change which the
school has adopted. The procedures to implement this

curriculum, however, have been adapted to meet the needs
of the school. It is the process which the Mimosa scheol
uses in implementing the unified math program which

demonstrates the way in which change occurs in the school:

Interventions. A description which highlights the
change process is feedback. The leadership team, strongly
influenced by the principal, sought feedback about the
degree of program {mplementation from the Staff. They
adapted the implementation process to facilitate adoption
of the unified math curriculum. They accomplished this

through several strategies: First, the principal

discovered that the teachers could not implement all

program components during the first year. Next, the
principal found that the supplemental materials were not
used in the program. Through conversations with other
members of the team and teachers, she uncovered some
organizational .problems with the materials. The
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utilization of parent volunteers and a permanent
substitute teacher solved this aspect of the problem.

Throughout the process of solving the problem of low usage
of the supplemental kits in the classroom, the principal
continually sought feedback from the other team leadsrs

and teachers, She sought to account for the major
concerns of the teaching staff in applying remedies to the
problem.

__ Summary. The principal is the push behird the change
effort 1n Mimosa. She s viewed by staff --=

administrators and teachers -- as knowing what happens in
the school. She sees herself as the instructional leader

who relies on & leadership team to work with her in
facilitating the school program. The principal expressed

no grand schemes for school reform. Rcther; she attempted
to implement disirict-mandated programs, but adapted the

process of fmplementation to meet the unique reeds of her
school: In &ddition, she saw the facilitation of change

as a process which required sensitivity to the needs of

the instructional staff for successful and 1long-term
implementation. Her efforts 1in_the change process at
Mimosa became a sequence of utilitarian strategies to
accomplish the gcal of eventually {nstitutionalizing a
curriculum innevation.

- Northside High School

 Northside High School s a thirty-year-old school
desfgned originally for a rural population which is now
growing at the rate of 200 Students & year. The teacher
group is a new, younger faculty directed by a principal

who has been at the school for two years. The community

which Northside serves 1{s a middle-class suburban
community of transplanted professional families who are
relatively uninvolved in the school:

Facilitator Pattern. The principal has adopted the

participatory management program espoused by the school
district. The three assistant principals serve as the

second change facilitators, and there is a rotating group
of students and teacher representatives who serve on

advisory committees. However; it 1is clear that the
principal {s the school leader who assumes the role of the
primary change facilitator. He {s supported by a steering
committee of teachers and an advisory council of both

teachers and students.

~_ Change. The change at Northside is the rapid change
in the sfudéht population. Projected enrollment figures
for the district indicate that this school will gain as
many as 200 students yearly for the next five years. The
district has set as a school priority the development of a
structured response system to this increase in students.
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One suggestion for this is the use of a participatory

management system that would allow for better
communication between teachers &and administration. The
principal not only supports but implements this idea:

_ Participatory management has taken the form of a Unit of Change: Students,
student/teacher  advisory gioup and  establishing Teachers, Departments,

school-home communicaticn. The purpose of this change fs Parents

to ensure that the academic achievement of the students
remains constant despite the continual change in the
student body.

~_Interventions. The oprincipal. has used both the
participatory management ard school-community relations as
a springboard to effect school change and to maintain GPC 1: Plenning

" academic achievement. He relies on the input from both
the faculty steering committee and the student advisory

committee to make decisions. He then works with both of
these groups in conjunction with the other members of the
change faciiitation team -- the assistant principals in
planning. e
___In conferring with teachers, he writes an evaluation GPC 4: Monitoring
of their performance and then asks the teacher to write an
evaluation of his principal behaviors. Both evaluatiorns
are then used in structuring professional goals and
objectives for the teacher and the principal -- all of = ,
which hinge on student growth and achievement. Further, GPC 3: Listening to

! Concerns; ,
allowing them access to himself or others in roles of Consultation with
responsibility to express problems. He will discuss and Teachers
develop a plan for these problems with the steering group .. =
and communicate the result to the school or individual GPC 1: Renewal of Plan;
rapidly. This has been a significant help in gaining Communicates New
teacher trust in the process. Plan

he :supports teachers' concerns about the change by

__ Summary. Change at Northside requires almost daily
replanning and problem solving. This principal involves
some of the individuals the change {s affecting most --
teachers and students -- 1n planning the school's
response.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS:

This document provides an overview of many of the key research findings
which the RIP team has developed from their studies of change in schcols
dur ing the last decade of research. Schools successful in implementing change
(whether elementary or high schools), had a set of identifiable strategies
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major rolé ana responsibility for 1mplemen*ing the 1nnovatlon A méjbr part
of this person's responsibinity was developing a blan of action and
marshalling the school's’ resources to carry out tné ﬁlan; Through the
formation of & change facilltatio’n team; the plan was put into actfon. This
lea ership team was comprised of a second change facil1tator and unit leaders
who carried out the game plan for 1mplement1ng the 1nnovat1on The primary
change facilitator acted as the overseer and monitored the system so that the
necessary re’s*era'ctu’r'ing of the plan could occur. In both elementary and h%’gh
schools, the successful implementation of an innovation included a cyclical
process wherein the primary change facilitator devised a plan, developed
strategies to implement the Slén—, monitored the system's response to the
actions surrounding the change effort, and revised the game plan when
necessary.

+ The case study examples lllﬁétraté some of these ?ln&ing§ While the
case stud1es xncluae a number of different kirds of 1nnovat1ons. in each case
manage the change. These facilitators had sl1ghtly different roles depending
on whether it was an elementary or secondary school and what the 1nnovat1on or
change was. In Willow School, an elementary scheel the second CF was the
assistant pr1nc1pal who took on the role of uorking more closely with teachers
to impléméht the math program: Another important facilitator in that school;
however; was the grade level leader, who worked intimately with the second CF
to solve problems and consult with other teachers about the innovation. At
Northside High’ School, the school management team worked together to develop a
strategy for dealing with the change an ongoing growth in student populat1on

Implementing that strategy was the role of department heads and assistant
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pr1nc1pals who worked 1thin their own groups, or areas of responsibility, to
help teachers adjust and accommodate that change. It s d1ff1cu1t to say
within this system whether each of thése are second EFs for their areas or
whether it is the team as a who1e that is the second CF. tach, nowever,
worked to fulfill this role in terms of the actions they took with teachers.

Each school cited in the case studies provides examples of the

" interventions taken by facilitators in 1mp1ement1ng the changes they were

workxng with. Regardless of 1eve1* e]ementary or high school, change, or the
fac111tators 1nvo1ved comparable kinds of actions were encaged in. Further,
these actions fit the game p]an companents described earlier. Hh11e in each
school, interventions directed t» supportive organizational arrangements,
traihihg; and nbhttorfhg were present, the consultation and reinforcement
interventions proved to be espec1a11y important to the success of change in
each case. These GPC 3 1ntervent1ens were typica11y engaged in by all
fac111tators. though second CFs in particular had an impcrtant role in this
area. In George Hash1ngton Carver High School, the cadre of staff selected by

the principal as an ad hoc change team worked 1nd1v1dua11y and in sma11 groups

w1th teachers to en.1st their aid for the school beautification program In

these actions contributed to gaining staff support for the change.

As these case studies and our research illustrate, the actual process of
change and the role and function of the various "actors" in change is more
similar than dissimilar in elementary and high schools when 1t 1s acconp11shed
in an effective manner. There are, of cdurse, some differences. The size

facilitation teams: The departmentalization in the high schonl typically has
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2 unit leader {n the department head role. THiS unit leader function often
must be created or appointed in the elementary school. The larger size of the
high schools often requires more active change facilitators and the
construction of more d1screte manageable units in which change may occur.

Finally, this size d\fferent1a1 may influence the role of the schoo]
prinC1pal; At both levels, effective princ1pals mist sanction and support the
change effort, and they will typically be active and v1s1b1e facilitators. 1In
larger schools (and many elementary schoo]s are larger than high schools) the
nr1nc1pa1 wil] likely have more people involved in the 1eadersh1p team and
delegate more responsibilities. Because departments 1n h1gh schools have 2
certain degree of autonomy not accarded to units within an e1ementany school,
changes may be fnitiated and facilitated at thet level w1ehout dmrect
_ pr1nciaa1 involvement: In elementary schools, thé effective br1nc1pa1 1S more
likely to be involved in any and all eharges

. Effect1ve change at either the elementary or the high school is quided by

several pr1nc1p1es:

1. It requires a leader who sanctions and supports the change:

2. It requires the use of a team of change facilitators.
3. it requires a series of sequential strategies planned areund thé

iﬁEFbvemeni process.
4. It requ1res monitoring of the system's responses to the

imbléﬁéﬁtétibﬁ sfFéfe§ies;
5. It requires corrective action if and when the implementation

plan stravs off target.

Accomplishing change; e§beéiéiiy complex change in schools, is no easy task:



Research in schools where change has been accomplished successfully suggests
that if the above principles are considered, the process of change is more

Tikely to have effective results.
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