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-THE FACILITATION OF CHANGE
-IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS -- =

SIMILARITIES, DIFFERENCESi AND INTERACTIONS ABOUT THE PROCESS

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 influences on change -- from what the change

is to whom the change is impacting to how_many changes are going on at once

and the _interactions between these variables.

This paper is overtly titled -- The Facilitation of Change in Elementary

and Secondary Schools. Covertly, however, what we are talking about is what

hapOens to schools in the process of change and what practitioners can do to

better structure and facilitate that process. The purpose of this paper is to

examine the process of change and the role of the change facilitator 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 Improvement Process (RIP)

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

The research described herein was conducted under contract with the National
Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the authors and
do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National Institute of
Education and no endorsemeit by the National Institute of Education should be
inferred.
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variety 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 is the major purpose of this

paper to develop a set of principles which address the issues of the

successful school change process in both the elementary and the high school

cOnt6kt. Several questions are germane to thit tatk:

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 change?

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 cultural aspect.
Change_masters deal in symhols_and visions,_and shared
understandings as well as the-techniques and trappings of their
own specialties. (Kanter, 1984, 0. 305)

In viewing the change process, we are looking in part at the unique techniques

and trappings which change masters in schools employ to influence the system

to accept the desired change. An analysis of the way in which these change

masters, or facilitators, communicate their vision and put their syMbOlt into

action is required for a comparison of a successful change process at the

elementary and high school levels.

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

brief hittoty Of the ideas and research on change conducted by the CBAM/RIP
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research team is presented, Next, based on this background and research

conducted, we present an analysis of some of the major variables involved in a

change effort. Some of these variables, like roles of facilitators and

leaders, types of changes,,and units of change, can interact differently in

each setting. Others, like the actions for change suggested by the game plan

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

generalized framework which can be applied in schools, both elementary and

high schools, which are undertaking change. The examples cited are taken from

schools participating in our research within the last five years. The point

of view taken on change, however, stems from tesearch perspectives that go

back nearly fifteen years. The paper begins with a review of that

perspective.

THE CBAM HODEL:_ Perspective_on Change

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

Great Society programs and increased Federal interest in the improvement 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 of

Texas; Austin. This research is directed at the development of knowledge

about and new understandings of the change process and the provision of tools

and assistance for practitioners involved with the implementation of change in

schools.



The Concerns Based Adoption Model (Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973),

evolved out of extensive research on the implementation of educational

innovations in schools and college settings. Underlying the CBAM model ,.re a

number of basic assumptions (Rutherford, Hall, Huling, 1984):

1) Change is a process, not an event.

2) Change is made by individuals first, i.e., the individual needs t,)

be 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

art identifiable "stages" and "levels" of the change process as

experienced by individuals.

Change is best understood by individuals when it is presented or

described in operation, as it would appear When fully in use.

Change can be best facilitated when actions are based on the

diagnosed needs of individuals; a client-centered

diagnostic/prescriptive model has benefits for both client

and facilitator.

A charge facilitator needs to work in an "adaptive/systematic v-ay,"

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 perspective and as a result of ten years of research in

Schools, the CBAM/RIP progr.n has developed and refined a set of conceptual

frameworks for planning, facilitating, monitoring, and evaluating change in

schools. The dimensions of the CBAM include:

1) Stages of Concern (S0C), which is used to assess user concerns or



feelings about a change ,wlove & Hall, 1976; Hall, George &

Rutherford, 177);

Levels of Use (LoU), whict is used to determine the actual extent

of use based on behavioral indicators (Loucks, Newlove & Hall,

1976). Both these measures stem from theories of adult development

(Fuller, 1969; FuAer, 19)3) and extensive testing in the field;

Innovation Configurations (IC), Which i: used to describe the

innovation or change (Heck, 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).

All Of these dimensions are field based and continue to be tested throu-gh

ongoing research by CBAM/RIP staff, various implementatiOn effortt in tthools,

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, Ot facilitated,

by one or more change facilitators, or CFs. These change fatilitatort work

with a target group to WhOm the that* 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(t) and the tat-ot

group.

The diagnostic dimensions of CBAM SoC, LoU, IC -- and the Intervention

Taxonomy all represent ways that this interaction can be structured to promote

a positive response to the change by the target groUp. Eatti dithension

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. Facilitators also have their own resource system that can provide

them with ideas and options for facilitation.

The model itself is dynamic in that as the target group changes in

response to the innovation and facilitator interventions, the information

presented through probing and the diagnostic dimensions also changes,

resulting in new actions and interactions. Use of this model is innovation

specific, in that the CBAM model represents an interaction for change focused

on only one innovation at a time. The interventions suggested by the

diagnostic dimensions often exist in the realm of common sense. The value of

the model, however, lies in structuring 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 their actions and monitor progress.

A Model of Interactions for Change

The CBAM model as presented in Figure I has been developed to describe

kinds of interactions to facilitate change from the point of view of the

facilitator and the potential users of the innovation. In a sense, the

effectiveness of change efforts might be measured in terms of the quality of

the interaction between the users and the facilitators. The change effot is

only as "good" as the interaction is "good."

In order to learn more about the characteristics of this interaction, the

roles involved in it, and influences on it, the CBAM/RIP program developed two

studies focusing on different aspects of the overall model. The first, the

Principal-Teacher Interaction Study, investigated the characteristics of

facilitators, in particular the principal, working within a single elemerrn3ry

11
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school unit. The second, .he High School Study, took a broader look at the

whole tyttem at it responds to change =, including the District Office,

teachers and others at fatilitatOrt and sources of change', as well as other

contextual factors influencing change; The examples used to illustrate points

ih discussion are taken from these two studies.

OUt Of thit reSearch came another view of the change process, reflecting

the diagnostic-OreScriptiVe mOdel ShOWn in Figure 1, but encompassing the

range of variables uncovered in research on diverse settingt. This model,

ShOWn ih Figure 2, presents the issue of interaction for change as one bf a

selection of options depending On:

1) the characteristics of the thatige.

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 et any individual site.

Some combinations, however, are more common than others. All 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 impact they Will have on new users and its "raison d'etre" -- reason

for being -- the goals involved With introducing it to the system. Any

introduction of something new to a system results in some kind of system

response. Without a structured plan for introducing and integrating the

change into the system, the response factor can delay, modify intended use, or

reject the change altogether. This phenomenon can be observed in many kinds

12
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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 mediating 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 h; the principal as gatekeeper, or a formal

structuring of roles and responsibilities for a full-fledged effort. The role

of the facilitator can be assumed or delegated by the principal depending on

the needs of the change, what the cnange is, its complexity and requirements,

and the nature of the target group, i.e.i its size, and to some extent, its

characteristic responses. In designing actions, the facilitator needs to

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 "if" this

characteristic, "then" these structures or actions. The if-then statement

becomes incorporated 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 interactions of each

set of variables -- facilitators, changes, and different change units.

BACKGROUND ON THE PTI AND HS STUDIES

The Principal=Teacher Interaction (PTO Study conducted over the 1980-81

school year, focused on the role of principals as the major facilitator o.f

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

14



and actions taken by principals as facilitators 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 a combination of data collection methodsi incl !ing

interviews, daily logs, and bi-weekly phone contacts, the daily interventiwr

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

(Hall, Hord, Ruling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983). The 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 its effectiveness (Hall,

Rutherford & Griffin, 1982). SoC, LoU, IC and Intervention data were

collected from teachers at three points during the year to monitor

implementation efforts (Ruling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). Interviews

and observations at regular intervals rounded out the picture of the schools'

response to the change (Stiegelbauer, Goldstein & Ruling, 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; Ruling, Hall, Hord & Rutherford, 1983). 2) The actions of

the principal and others could 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



the light of implementation success, suggested the kinds of actions that

needed to bc taken for effective facilitation. These croupngs of actions,

called Game Plan Components (GPC's), provided more explicit information Ibbdt

the r ture of interventions (Hord, Killing & Stiegelbaueri 1983). 4) Finallyi

the study showed that in each school, the principal was not the only

facilitator; Each school had a second change facilitator (2nd CF) who came to

light in the course of more indepth work in the schOol. This facilitatot't

role was different from, but complementary to, the mile of the principal

(Hord, Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984);

The Principal-Teacher Interaction study provided information about the

roles of faCilitatOrSo in particular the principal, the nature of their

attions contributing to charige and the effect of those actions on teachers.

Each of the innovations viewed in the study represented a school wide change,

requiring the principal to structure efforts 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 data on

interveAtions and their effects, as well as the impressiont of research Staff

c011ected over the school year (Hall, et al., 1983).

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

a broader and more descriptive view of the change process. During Phase I,

the 1982=83 school year, one or more staff meMbers visited 12 high schools in

Texas, Oregon, Maryland, Indiana, New York and Florida. These exploratory

visits were made to become more familiar with the organizational structure of

the high schools and the change efforts taking place, and to examine possible

sources of information and explore strategies for future data collection

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

16



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 change in high schools. Phase 11 of the high school

study, which occurred duri9g the 1983=84 school year, was a descriptive study

designed on the basis of the findings from the previous year. (Hall, et al.,

1984) Four major research questions provided the focus for this study:

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

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

. 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

change dynamics, that is, schools with much change and those that were more

typtcal for each district. Community types were rural, urban, uburban and

mid-size cities; the high school 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 elementary schools. (Rutherford, et al., 1985) The purposes of

this phase were:

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

2. To compare the change process in elementary and secondary schools.

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

4. To study how leadership affects the change process.



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

participated in the PTI study to see how their implementatir efforts had

progressed after two years; Special attsqltion was devoted u understanding

the role and function of different constituent groups inclUding department

chairpersons, ,;istrict personnel, and teachers in school improvement efforts

(H-ef-d & 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 leadership influence change? What

suggestions can we make from all this data that would have value to

practitioners?

The High SthoOl Study viewed change in terms of the whole system. Taken

in all, Phases I, II, and III 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 (ROtherford and

Huling-Austin, 1984), the nature of leadership for change in high schools

(Hall ard Guzman, 1984; Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer and Muscella, 1985; Hord

and Murphy, 1985), situational factors influencing change in high SchoOlt

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

reactions of teachers (Rutherford and Murphy, 1985), and the role and

influence of the district office on change in both the high school and

elementary school (Halli PutMan and HOrdi 1985).

When considered together, the PT/ and the High School Study data present

a clearer picture of some of the variables associated with change --
_ .

nature of change cacilitators, change units, changes themselves, and of the

the

actions taken to fadlitate change efforts (see Figure 2). Further, when the

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



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

explores the hypothesis that a better understtnding of the nature of each of

the variables contributes, to a theory 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

operationalized in four annotated case study descriptions of schools in

change.

THE_VARIABLES INVOLVED IN CHANGE:
CFs, UNITS, AND CHANGE ITSELF

Who ArP INIngt_Facilitators?

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

The research COndUoted in elementary and high school settings showed thtt

there were many different "change facilitators" ih the Soh-661S ih many

different roles. These roles included principals, assistant principals,

departmtnt heads, grade level leaders, in-school resource and curriculum

specialists, district level curriculum coordinators and resource teatherS,

even peer teachers. Each of these had a role in facilitttiOh that was related

to the kinds of ihtttattioht demanded by the change and the setting.

ReSearth also showed that whatever their official title ot tole, the tole

played by individuals as change facilitators could be betttr tharaoteriied by'

the actions and interactions they engaged in Withih the change process than by

their fOrMal detignation .;11 the school; For example, the principal is

COnSidered to be the "leader" of the school; his or htr rOle it -the of

leadership. In the case of a change in procets, the prihcipal ifity provide

19
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leaderthip for the change and become the primary, or first. CF (-change

fitilitator). Alternately, the principal may not hal-re An attiVe role in the

facilitation of change and allow anOther person, perhaps a department head or

individual teacher, tO assume the role of 1st CF. Alternately again, the

principal may delegate the role of 1st CF.-or create tee of Change

faCilitators with shared responsibility. In many wys the principal

represents a special case as a change facilitator Lecause 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 &

Muscella, 1985);

Figure 3 shows some of the roles and role groups involved in the change

facilitator. The discussi)n folloging illustrates how these different toles

Are Configured. First, what is the nature of change facilitation rolet and

how do they differ from one ?nother?

The primary. Or 1st, CF, The 1st CF is the individual who has major

respohSibility for facilitating the change. This includes the introduction of

the change, managing the change, communicating abOdt the Change, and

monitoring resulti and responses of individUals. The 1st CF may be the link

the change Unit has with oth(e.rs outside the school about the change or the

-change effort. Depending on the size and complexity of the tharige, thit

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

change. If so, . otk WOUld include the kinds of activities described for

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

hoWever, Attivities 1 be shared between facilitatort. It it important,

20
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ROLE

FIGURE 3
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however, that one person take the leadership role and maintain that leadership

consistently throughout the change process. The role of the 1st CF/change

leader may best be assumed by the principal who can provide the sanction 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 6 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 involved in the change providing training, consultation and

problem solving on an individual basis. They monitored the process for the

purpose of corrective feedback and planning rather than for summative

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

to the responses of individuals about the change and in order to plan

revisions based on those responses. They also communicated to users about

plam that involved them or clarified expectations about the change

(Stiegelbauer, 1984; Hord, Stiegelbauer & Hall, 1984a, 1984b).

Other CFs. In some schools the role of the change facilitator included

persons in closer communication and contact with the teachers involved in the

change. In one eiementary school where the principal was the primary CF and a

district resource person was the second CF, a grade level leader was selected

for ead grade to work with their own grade level teachers and to be a liaison

person with the second CF. A the second CF was external to the school, these
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grade level leaders worked with staff to solve problems about the innovation,

in this case a cur:icelum change.

In another district; teacher commttees were identified by the principal

to work with the second CF (an assistant principa7) to plan and act

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 whole school change

offorts. A major function of involving other CFs beyond a second CF would

appear to be one of communication and the development of teacher ownership of

the change (Huling-Austin. Stiegelbauer & MUscella, 1985).

In still another district, the District Curriculum Coordinator for a new

elementary mathematics text served as an external facilitator to the school

implementing that innovation. In the school itself, the principal was the

primary CF and an in-school curriculum specialist was the Second CF. The

District Coordinator provided information to both facilitators about the

requirements of the math program and Worked With theM tO develop el

implementation plan for the school. She worked with teachers only as

requested by the facilitators. The major interventions in the school were

done by either the principal or the second CF in coordination with one

another.

LeaderstlivEactamiofffective_Change

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, enthusicitic support of the innovation

or change, high expectations and a clear communication of those to teachers;

active involvement in planning9 coordinating, and evaluating the

implementation effort, tctive support and assistance to teachert, provition of
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necessary resources, including time, needed by teachers to make the change,

modeling cf what is expected of teachers, care for the personal welfare of

teachers, and rewards 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 facilitators, these responsibilities or

characterictics might be spread across the facilitators involved. As

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

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

solving and 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 and leadership if those facilitators are to be effective in

implementing and maintaining the change. Facilitative teams do present many

'advantages during initial stages of implementation -- they tend to minimize

'overload on the rest of the organizational system; tasks for a.team can be

more easily modified than modifying the whole system; and a team can more

rapidly communicate to others expectations, goals, and plans for a change than

can one or two individuals. All facilitators must, however, be credible to

users and administrators alike. 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 regular and frequent basis about the implementation 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 delegates

major tasks to other facilitators; The choices principals make about

structuring change and utilizing (or not) other facilitators may be indicative

of their facilitation "style' (Hord, Hall & Stiegelbauer, 1983). "Style"
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proved to be an important indicator in the PTI study of how second CFs

operated in the school and Where they were located; that is; whether they were

internal 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 institution and to cz-oss departmental

and administrative lines. There, second and third CFs were a useful tool in

communicating to user groups and increasing their commitment and knowledge

about a change (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer & Muscella, 1985).

No one suggestion about facilitation, however, is necessarily the "right"

one. The implications from the PTI and HS studies are that there is no cne

effective strategy for successfully implementing change and no single pattern

for providing leadership. Change can occur without the principal but not

withoUt some principal sanction; in other words, facilitation does not have to

come from administration but usually involves administration in some way;

Administrative ..authority is usually needed to structure, delegate, and

organize persons in roles of responsibility. Thus, leadership from a line

adtinistrator becomes an imperative both in form and symbol. Further, t-chOOlt

need to decide the best strategy for the change process, based on the

personnel available and the size of the effort. This decision is likely to

t'yo/ve the principal in some way, even if the major responsibility for

facilitation ts elsewhere; The involvement of the principal with teachers

about change is likely to have positive benefit for the change overall, if

only as an indication of official support (Huling-Austin, Stiegelbauer, &

Muscella, 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



dictates of the change itself and also to the actions of CFs. Their responses

can be measured through the CBAM dimensions of Stages of Concern, Levels of

Use, and Innovation Configurations and can provide useful information to a

facilitator about how the change might be managed.

The PTI and High School Studies looked at changes that affected different

groups or numbers of potential users. If a change involved all or most of the

faculty of a school, the unit of change was school-wide. If a change involved

one faculty 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 innovations in the schools that involved only groups. The High

School study had the intention of looking at a variety of types of changes and

their target groups, including district-wide, school-wide, and those affecting

individuals (Rutherford & Huling-Austin, 1984).

Considering the unit of change and its characteristics has value in

planning and structuring change efforts from two perspectives -- 1) the size

of the unit, its formal leadership, and the unit's previous experience with

similar change which could be important to planning; and 2) the

characteristics of teachers as inoividuals, since their concerns and

background can condition their involvement and commitment to the process.

Yet, as the unit of change is largely determined by the change itself, it

is difficult to talk about one without the other. The findings in the High

School Study revealed that over half of the changes that were reported

involved the whole school (54.4 %). Sub-units, such as departments, were

involved in 28.6% of the changes listed and individuals as units in 17% of the

changes listed (Rutherford & Huling-Austin, 1984). This finding was
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surprising to researchers, as popular conceptions of high schools suggest that

departments would be the primary unit of change.

As the size of the unit of change increases, the need for formalizing

communication, problem-solving, assistance; and monitoring in the change

process also increases. Many of the facilitation "teams" and second change

fatilitators in the High School StUdy were attempts by the principal or

primary facilitator to make the unit of change mana pablp -- to subdivide it,

or to provide small group leadership by using other CFs (Huling-Austin,

Stiegelbauer, and Muscella, 1985). This was especially true of whole school

change efforts. The facilitative "teams" developed fOr one change, however,

did not necessarily renvin the same for another change. Many schools that

utilized facilitation teams varied membership on those teams with the changes

they were trying to implement. This had the function of involving more

teachers in leadership roles and responsibilities.

One example of this is an elementary school, originally in the PTI Study

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 groups and leaders in that effort, the principal now utilizes a Second

CF from within the school and, working with her, divides the school into

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

"team" with the principal and Second CF as the planning and monitoring "head."

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 highly self-motivated an.d

ambitious; involvement in roles of responsibility; leadership, and

communication enhanced their feelings of ownership in the school.
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_What_Do__We Know About Chan es_Themselves?

In the PTI Study, researchers worked with the schools or district staff

to develop a "configuration checklist," an operationalized description of the

innoVation in order to view the behaviors of teachers throughout the year in

relation to the program description (Hall et al., 1982, Heck, Stiegelbauer,

Hall & Loucks, 1981). This process allowed the research staff, program

developers and facilitators to see how well the program had been understood by

teachers in the nine study schools as well as how teacher behaviors changed as

they became more practiced with the innovation.

The High School Jtudy examined the types of changes 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 as by content; Almost all of the changes were in some way directed to

the improvement of student achievement, or in response to contemporary demands

on schools for knowledge of computers, new business machines, drug awareness,

better parenting, etc. The areas of curriculum and administrative planning

and organization were the types 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-Austi , 1984, Rutherford and Murphy, 1985).

Another consideration in viewing the change in high schools was the

source or iriaeli_ssofthe 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 included mainly local school

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 by

collaborative teacher efforts, local school administrators and individual

teachers (Rutherford & Murphy, 1985).

Not unexpectedly, teachers were found to respond more positively to

bottom up changes (87% by self-report and interview). However, when the

changes were top down, teacher reactions were still positive 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 -- also 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 higher percentage of negative responses

than any other targets. (All data from Rutherford & Murphy, 1985).

Of the five factors considered in teacher response -- source, required or

optional, degree, requirements for use, and the target of the change -- the

one that drew the greatest reaction from teachers was the source of the

el-vim:le. When the change was initiated by teachers, their reaction was

positive 86% 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 tl'is range of

response, it does support the implication that teacher involvement and

ownership is an important element in a positive response to change.

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

in their concerns and levels of use over a year's time. As the PTI Study was



focused on response to one innovation Which was being implemented school=wide,

teachers' response might be as indicative of the information provided and

actions taken by facilitators as it was a response to the characteristics of

the innovation itself.

Another Significant consideration in viewing the changes, is the clarity

of the innovation to teachers. Research done on Innovation Configurations

divided innovation descriptions into implementation requirement, those things

necessary to begin working with the change -- getting materials ready,

providing training == and the operationalized behaviors involved in becoming a

user of the innovation (Heck, Stiegelbauer, Hall & Loucks, 1981).

Implementation requires actions directed to both aspects. Often facilitators

provide the necessary setup but not the coaching or problem-solving necessary

to clarify behaviors needed to make the program work. PTI study data

indicated that facilitator interventions in the area of providing

organizational supports were consistent across all schools. In schools that

were more successful in implementaticn, these setup activities were balanced

by interventions directed to consultation, reinforcement, and problem-solving

(Hord, Huling, and Stiegelbauer, 1983). Further, in schools that had greater

implementation success, the 1st or 2nd CF worked to enrich or refine teacher

understanding of the innovation as use was established over the year. In some

schools, this was done by sequentially introducing, clarifying, and practicing

with separated components of the change; in others, it was done through

problem-solving and consulting with individuals in need of help.

Implementing_ChangeLVariables: Important Considerations

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

viewing a change process and developing a plan for facilitating that process.

In summary, these variables include:

31

32



I) 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?

If the unit is large, what Is t e best strategy to ma e it a

manageable unit?

Who Would be test suited for the role of Second CF, given the

-innovation and the unit of change? In some ;:ituations, a curriculum

expert for the innovation, if receptive to teachers, might help

_ _
clarify and work through the innovation; in other situations, a

department head or in-school leader, accustomed to working with

staff, might better marshall teacher support.

Would a facilitation team, involving teachers, be a good idea? If

so, who should it include, and how should it be organized and

monitored?

, 6 What is the innovation? What is its source? What do teachers

knOW abOut it? What kind of concerns do they have about it?

How complex is it? How many other changes are going on?

What is the best way to provide clarity and reinforcement fOr the

thati-go WhO thoUld define it? How is it best explained to

teachers?

All of these considerations are site=specific. Leadership for change

; includes knowiAg not only the requirements of the innovation but the

characteristitt Of teathing staff, who might be available and responsible CFs,

and strategies for making the change manageable.

The research findihgs from the PTI and HS Studies point to the principal

as having a major rdle in leadership, especially in changes that involve the

whOle school. The delegation of responsibilities to other staff, providing
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resources, including time for teathert tb practice and adapt to it, support

and push for the -change, involved the principal. In schools where

implementation was more successful as determined by data Or it nominated by

district adminstrators, the principal had an attiVe role in structuring,

supporting, and monitoring the procett. Even in schools that were engaging in

many changes at ManY levels, the principal monitored the pulse of each of

those efforts;

The next section describet tOme Of the attions taken by facilitators in

implementing changes. Thete actions, or interventions, were foUnd tO haVe

consistent pattern in successful PTI schools, regardlett Of the innovation or

the facilitators. Descriptive data frOM the high schools supports the

hypothesis that thit pattern it an important one. Facilitators in high

schools also engaged in these same classifications of activities directed to

Making their changes work.

A CONSTANT IN THE CHANGE PROCESS: INTERVENTIONS

Attions for Change

The purpose of thit SettiOn it to discuss the actions which change

facilitators take in eleMentary and high schools in the implementation

process. In considering actions for chatige, tWO Major components are

discussed: game plan components and tytt&ti feedbaCk. A general description

of the intervention componentt Which change facilitators typically use

provides the batkdrop for vignettes from both the elementary and the high

school; Four brief case studies from Oementaese thd high schools that were

part of the PTI and HS researth are then pretented, illustrating the role and

interventions Of faCilitatorS who were effective in implementing change.
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A Game Plan

Change masteNi stys Kantsr (1984); understand the crucial paradox of the

change effort: "there needs to be a plan, and the plan has to acknowledge

that it will be departed from." The plan, depart:ire from it; and the

restructuring of the plan are the rubric which direct the actions of the

-change fatilitator during the implementation process; The PTI researchers

: discovered a cyclical pattern in the actions of principals who were "-change

masters." First; they had a vision of their school Whith betaMe the plan.

The plan was then carried out through the actions they took. Finally; they

Obnitored the cffects of these actions to allow for effective restru:turing of

their plan;

The plan, or game plan; utilized by principals in the PTI study was an

OVerall design for the interventions required to implement the change in their

schools; In developino this game plan, these principals considered all

aspects of the implementation effort and all persons btith direttly and

indit-ectly involved with the change effort (Hall, et al;i 1983; Rutherford;

Hord & Thurber; 1984). In addition, these plans were found to have four major

game plan components which directed the principal in providihg /eaderShip ih

activities which supported the teachers in instructional 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 end reinforcement, and

4) monitoring and evaluating (Hall t Hord, 1984).
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When the change facilitator put a l four of these game plan components into

operation, the likelihood of successful implementation is increased, according

to the PTI data (Hall et al., 1983). Figure 4 depicts the game plan

components, definitions, descriptors, ano examples. The folloAng illustrates

these game plan components through vignettes from tilt: PTI and Ph3se II High

School Study:

DeVeltiping Supportive oroanizational arrar ements are the Mitt and bolts

of the thange process ir which the change facilitatOr keept -Th,e organizational

mechanism well=oiled so that the chat* tan woek in the system; This game

plan component repretents the logistical requirements which assure that the

organizational mechanism can accommodate the ititibiaitibh A high school

principal wanted to provide the tim:1 fOr the assistant principals and

department headt tO attume instructional leadership roles; their timei

howv6e, WAS tonsumed b paperwork, leaving little tiMe for dirett contact

With teachers in a facilitative capaCity. The printipal in this particular

high school allocated MOrt inttrUttiOnal support time to this leadership team

_through streamlining the "administrivia" of the scnool. She acquired a

personal computer system necessary for c72ating a record manage*ent system for

routine paperwork. This action by the principal was an organizational

arrangement which gave the requisite time to the other mmbers of the

leadership team to directly support a new instructional program.

In contrast, an elementary school principal attacked a specific problem

by arranging organizational support. In her implementation efforts

surrounding a district-sponsored 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 sequence of the math program.

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



DEFINITION

FIGURE 4

DESCRPTURS EXAMPLES

OAMEJtAN_COMPOI9T GPC's areithe six major'

functional clusters

of innovation-related

interventions.

GPC 1:

Developing

Supportive

Organizational

Arrangements

Actions taken to

develop policies;

plan, manage staff,

funds, restructure

roles add_provide

space4 materials,

andlesources toi

establishAnd main-

tain use of the

innovation;

Clusters all interven-

tions into functional

groupings.

Covers the entire time

period of the change

process.

IncludeE all actors

and events.

In_c0m)1nationi covers

all interventions of

the game plan;

Covers logistical and

scheduling_activities.

Includes planning_and

dOsion-making about

the change processi

schedUles and people.

Hiring new staff;

Seeking/receiving funds.

Providi_ng innovation-

related equipment.

GPC 2:

Training

Actions taken-to develop

positive attitudesi

knowledge and skillt

in_relation toinnova-.

tion use, through

formal, structured

and/or pre-planned

activities.

Covers formal organized

training activities;

May be provided for

users, administrators

or others.

Is_normally scheduled

and announced in advance.

Holding workshops;

Modeling/demonstrating

Observing and providing

feedback related to a

pre-specified task.
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DEFINITION DESCRIPTORS EXAMPLES

FT--ETTpns (often idicisyn_ Islocused on consulting --TErgBrief conversa=
Iding criatiti problem-specif1e4 and coaChing users/ tipns about how it is
iltation targetted at:an indivi- non-users; going.
(einforcement dual or small group)

taken:to encourage and Is typified by Otle4Oh=06 Fatilitating 6 problem-
to assist individuals problem:solving and Solving group;
in:SOlVing problems informal sharing of tips;

related to innöVatiOn Providing "comfort and
impltmentation; wing" tettions.

.oring &

ation

Actions taken to gatheri

analyze:or:report data

&OA the implementation

and outcomes of a change

Intludes fdrMal and

informal assessments.

Includes assessment,

analysis interpretation

and feedback.

Analyzing_ve-post learner

assessments.

AdMinittéring end-Of-

WörkShop questionnaire;

Conferencing with

teachers to survey how

the new program is going.

Hall and HOrdi 084, 285-286.



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 elementary schools provide examples of ways in

which effective change facilitators used workshops ind 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, personally

provided the training to the faculty for one hour each week. He gave further

support for this weekly training session by observing in the classrooms and

modeling the behavioral management techniques 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 re:allt of teacher positive response to this workshop, he juggled school

resources to bring the workshop leader to the school, which piqued the

interest of other members of the faculty during the initial stages of the

implementation process. Both of these principals provided support for the

innovation by sponsoring workshop and training sessions to meet the specific

needs of their schools.

Providing consultation and reinforcement are idiosyncratic actions which

the principal or facilitator targets at individual or small groups of users.



These often Occur in brief conversations or problem-solving sessions betWeen

the change facilitators and individual or small groups of users. It also

includes spontaneous actions like conversatient in the hallway, a visit to a

classroom, or an inforMal meeting in the teachers' lounge providing

consultation and support for teachers' use of the instructional ihriNatioh;

One effective high sch3ol principal descritet her ongoing support and

consultation with teachers as "high toudi." She translates this concept into

actions such as circUlatitig in the hallways and teachers' lounge to talk with

teachers about instruction. She also drafts handwritten notet to teathers to

thank them for a job well done. She feels this ongoing personal touch allows

her tL, have instructional Witatt With teachers on an ongoing, informal basis

which commUnitateS the importance of the instructional program.

A "change master" elementary school principal took ittions which

supported the districtmandated writing program; He modeled the process of

writing by generating his own stories, which he typed in his office. He then

Vitited Classrooms co 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

printipals were encouragers: they acted in ways which reinforced the Ute of

the innovation, and each in their own way was a consultant to the uSers.

Monitoring and Evaluating. When a CF conducts formal and informal

assessmentsi Such as observing or conferring with teachers, assessing learner

outcomes, and administering end-of-workshop questionnaires, he/she is

monitoring the effects of his/het actions on the change effort; Often the

actions sUrroUnding the monitoring and evaluation of a system are formal

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

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

the assistant principal had a conference with the teacher in which they

provided feedback about the instructional program. This was a formal

monitoring procedure. However, in another high school setting, during the

initial implementation efforts, the principal consulted with the early

adopters of the innovation on a frequent 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 needs 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 instances

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, problem-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 implementing 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 link 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 is a

period of reflection in which they evaluate the ori7inal .plan and reformulate

if required.

According to intervention theory, facilitatcrs organize and provide for

the process, train, reinforce and problem solve, and monitor results. This

monitoring may result in retracing steps to retrain or provide other

problemsolving aCtiVities and monitoring again.

It it the use of this cyclical process which MOtt OLA,iously separates the

effective from the ineffective change facilitators; An elementary school

principal was implementing a dittrict-mandated school math program. Her

initial goal Was to implement the entire math curriculUt change during the

first year; however, on obtaining ftedbatk feem obtervations in classrooms and

conversations with the teachers, she found that to have teachers develbp

objectiveS for the scope and sequence of the program was a Moee realistic goal

fOr.the first year of implementation efforts. She reVited her 'plan so that

adapting the materials to fit the curriculum became a second goal.

An example from a high school is a summer project begun by the principal

in Order to beautify a decaying inner city teheol. 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, helped the

prograM ti) grow into a whole school beautification peogeam.

Each of these principals understOOd the eUbeit of the change process --

planning, acting, and reStrUcturing. In 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 following are brief case studies of change in four schools, two

elementary and tWo secondary. All 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 of

change, and game plan components.

th_ange in Action: Four Annotated_Case_Studies

_Willow School

Willow is a large, expanding elementary school Which KEY
serves approximately 800 students in K-6 with a staff of
43 teachers, one principal, and one assistant principal.
The community in which the school is located is basically
middle class _and Anglo. Hispanics comprise 2% of the
student population, and Blacks about 15%, most of these
students being bussed from inner city. The school is
fourteen years old and has been served by the same
principal during these years; Tenure of the faculty
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
administrative positions in the school, the principal and
the assistant principal. The principal is the visible
leader recogntzed by the faculty. He deltes both
responsibility and authority to the assistant principal.
Once this basic responsibility is delegated, he does not
interfere, but he does monitor and consult relative to
task expectations.

For each grade level, there is an informally
designated leader t.id the two principals use these
teachers as communication links with other teachers at the
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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gykirlie. Two major changes are being implemented at
Will6W-Sabol, and both of these changes are mandated by
the district. The first of these is 8 behavior management
program and the second innovation is the new math program.
The principal is the primary facilitator for both
programs.

Change c Math and

Behavior
Zuenarriient

_Interventions. The 'principal has a good wotking Unit of Change:
knowlTEgiof his faculty. Through classroom obSeeVationsi Whole Sthool
discussions with individual teachers, and _froth _Other
facilitators in the building (assistant printipal and GPC 3: Consultation &
informal grade leaders) ht khOWS hoW teachers teach in Reinforcement
their classrooms. The principal does more than collect
information_ about the classroom performance of his
teachers. He acts on it, usually in a supportive way.

_Arrangements_ for the in=school_Math COfitAtarit and GPC 1:
encouragement for teacher attendante it the
district=sponsored math woekshOOt tee two ways fm which
the principal_encourages adoption of the math innovition.
In another_ instance, he_ and the assistant prindpal _

investigated 6 CoMplaint by the teachers regarding ti_le new GPC 4:
math program, discovered they were correct, and :contacted
the district personnel _responsible ft:it eettdying the
problem. In_ additt06, the Otincipai it Providing the
in=house weekly staff training foe the behavior management GPC 2: Training
program.

Supportive
Organizational
Arrangements

Monitoring
Program

Suumuir_

Willow School has an identifiable 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_(GWCHS) Is_ an
inner city comprehensive high school with a student
populatioo of_2,500 and_a faculty of 135. Although the
faculty_is racially balanceC_ the student population is
99% black with almost 50% being pbot. There is a high
mobility rate among the ttUdenttt however, the staff and
the_ principal have remained relatively stable over the
laSt decade. The school has experienced frequent
deMographic_changes_during_thelast ten_yearso and it iS
this phenomenon_of community change_which undeestOret the
continuing commitment of GWCHS to school impritiVeMent.

Facilitator Pattern._ The organitation flow chart at
GWCHS shows the chain of command and the delegation of
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responsibilities, Administrative staff and teachers
report that there are procedures which all staff follow In
both the routine functions and the resolution of problems.

The assistant principals share in the instructional
leadership with the principal, while department heads have
responsibility for the curriculum planning, budget
allocations, and teacher supervision in their respective
departments. The leadership team which includes the
assistant principals and the department heads meets in
regularly scheduled cabinet meetings. However, the school
leader is the pPlncipal and the assistant principals are
second in command.

Change. Changes at the building level at GWCHS are
in response to meeting the needs of the changing student
population. The primary goal of the principal at GWCHS is
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.

A 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 outside 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 vision for the
school.

Interventions. There is an underlying structure to
the way in which this principal goes about the business of
effectively leading the school. Several components ire
readily apparent in his game plan to accomplish 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 is 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 improvement becomes a series of utilitarian
strategies With defined objectives which can be
communicated to staff and students.

What are some of the components 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 ignores the organizational plan in the
implementation process;

In the typical day,to=day occurrence in the school,
formal procedures are known and _IT, lowed by both
administrators and teachers. Overall, the principal
adheres to_ both district and school policy for managing
the school; hoWever, he handles the change process
differently. When the principal intends to implement a
change, he selectively enlists the support of others. He
chooses a small cadre of staff and consults With this

. group during the change process. It is is 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 is tne 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 policy. The salient
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
all 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 are the
focal point of the school and the principal is their
primary advocate in that the changes he implements and
initiates are for the benefit of students. It is this
belief in the role and function of schools which appears
to define the principal.

Mimosa

Mimosa Elementary School is 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 ytar
old building which touses self-contained classrooms ind a
special education resource room is staffed by 28 faculty
members %to 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 a few are Asian. None of the students are eligible
for Title I funding; however, a small percentase of
students participate in the federally subsidized lunch
program. The student population it Mimosa is relatively
stable. Students' achievement scores on standardized
tests are above the national norm.

Facilitator_Pattern. The principal describes herself Primary CF =
as a tas-orrniunanager who delegates responsibilities
to the other leadership team members. She monitors the
progress of the team on a frequent basis. The teAM Which Second CFs = + math
is comprised of the principal, assistant principaI, and Coord
math coordinator, is highly interactive, so it is
difficult to assess the origin of ideas. However, it is TEAM Ts
apparent that the principal is the team leader and that
the other team members look to her for advice, guidance,
and approval.

The delegation of tasks is 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.

Ctlhge. Change in the Mimosa EleMentary School has Change = Math
been mi6dited by the district office. The unified math T5Fgram,
curriculum is an example of a mandated change which the
school has adopted. The procedures to implement this Unit of Change:
curriculum, however, have been adapted to meet the needs Whole School
of the school. It is the process which the Mimosa school
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 GPC 4: Monitoring
degree of program implementation 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 GPC : Providing
principal found that the supplemental materials were not Resources
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 leaders
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 in Mimosa; She is viewed by staff
administrators and teachers -- as knowing what happenS in
the school. She sees herself as the instructional leader
who relies on a leadership team to work With her in
facilitating the school program. The principal expressed
no grand schemes for school reform. Rather, she attempted
to implement district-mandated programs, but adapted the
process of implementation to meet the unique needs of her
school; In addition, she saw the facilitation of change
as a process which required sensitivity to the needs of
the instructional staff for successful and long-term
implementation. Her efforts in the change process at
Mimosa_ became a sequence of utilitarian strategies to
accomplish the goal of eventually institutionalizing a
curriculum innovation.

GPC 1:
GPC 3:

GPC 4:
GPC 2:

Staffing
Problem Solving_&
Consultation with
Teachers
Monitoring Process
Retraining

Principal Role

Northside High School

Northside High School is _a thirty-year-old school
designed originally for a rural population which is now
growing at the rate of 200 students a 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 INorthside serves is a middle-class suburban
community of transplanted professional families Who are
relatively uninvolved in the school;

Facilitator Pattern. The principal has adopted the Primary CF =
participatory management program espoused by the school
district. The three assistant principals SerVe as the Second CFs AP-=AP--AP
second change facilitators, and there iS a rotating group
of students and teacher representatives who serve on
advisory_ committees. _ However, it is clear that the
principal is the school leader who assumes the role of the APs
primary change facilitator. He is supported by a steering
committee of teachers and an advisory council of both
teachers and students.

Steering

1

Group
(S + 7 + DHs)

Ts Ts
Change. The change at Northside is the rapid change

in the student population. Projected enrollment figures
for the district indicate that this school will gain as Change: Rapid_Increase
many as 200 students yearly for the next five years. The in Student
district has set as a school priority the development of a Numbers
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 group and establishing Teachers, Departments,
school-home communication. The purpose of this change is Parents
to ensure that the academic achievement of the students
remains constant despite the continual change in the
student body.

Interventions. The principal has used both the
participatory management and school-community relations as
a springboard to effect school change and to maintain GPC

r 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 facilitation team -- the assistant principals in
planning.

In conferring with teachers, he writes anievalUatiOn GPC
of_their_performance andithen_asks_the teacher Ur Write_an
evaluation of his principal behaviors. 'Beth evaluations
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
he supports teachers' concernF about the_ change by
allowing _them access to, himself or others_ ihi reiles Of
responsibility to express problems. HO Will dittUtt And
develop a plan for these problems:with:the steering group
and, communicate :the itetUlt td the school_cr individual GPC
rapidly.1 Thit_ hal been a Significant help in gaining
teacher trust in the process;

ItiTrally. Change at Northside requires_almoSt daily
replannlng and problem solving. This printipal involves
some of the indi_viejals the change it:affecting most:-,
teachers and students =- in planning the school's
response.

CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS:
CONCLUDING COMMENTS

: Plnning

4: Monitoring

Listening to
Concerns;_
Consultation with
Teachers

I: Renewal of_Plani
Communicates New
Plan

This document providet an oveeview of many of the key retearch findings

WhiCh the RIP team has developed from their studies of change in schools

during the last decade of researLh. Schools suctessfol in iMpleMenting change

(whether elementary or high schools), had a set of identifiable strategies
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targetting the improvement process. A primary change facilitator assumed the

major role and responsibility for implementing the innovation. A major part

of this person's responsibility was developing a plan of action and

marshalling the school's' resources to carry out the plan. Through the

formation of a change facilitation team, the plan was put into action. This

leadership team was comprised of a second change facilitator and unit leaders

who carried out the game plan for implementing the innovation. The primary

change facilitator acted as the overseer and monitored the system so that the

necessary restructuring of the plan could occur. In both elementary and high

schools, the successful implementation of an innoVation included a cyclical

process wherein the primary change facilitator devised a plan, developed

strategies to implement the plan, monitored the system's response to the

actions surrounding the change effort, and revised the game plan when

necessary.

The case study examples illustrate some of these findings. While the

case studies include a number of different kinds of innoVations, in each case

there was a primary facilitator and other facilitators acting to structure and

manage the change. These facilitators had slightly different roles depending

on whether it was an elementary or secondary school and whrt the innovation or

:hange was. In Willow Schools an elementary school, the second CF was the

assistant principal who took on the role of working more closely with teachers

to implement 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 population.

Implementing that strategy was the role of department heads and assistant



principals who woeked Othin thcAr own groups, or areas of respons.:bility, to

help teachers adjust and accommodate that change. It iS diffiCult to say

within this system whether each of theSe aee tedond CFs for their areas or

whether it is the teat et 6 Whole that is the second CF. Each, noweveri

worked to fulfill thit role in terms of the actions they took with teachers.

Each school cited in the case studies prOVides examples of the

interventions taken by facilitatots in iMplementing the changes they were

working with. Regardless of level, elementary or high school, change, or the

fatilitatorS inVolVed, comparaHe kinds of actions were enpaged in. FUt-thef-i

these actions fit the game plan components deScelbed earlier. While in each

school, interventions ditected to Supportive organizational arrangements,

training, And Monitoring were present, the consultation and reinforcement

interventions proved to be especially important tO the SUCCets Of change in

each case. These GPC 3 interVentiOnt Were tYpically engaged in by all

facilitators, though second CFs in particular had an important role in this

area. In George Washington Carver High School, tht cadte of staff selected by

the principal as an ad hoc change team wotked indiidUally and in small groups.

with teachers to enlist theie aid for the school beautification program. In

Mimosa Elementary School, the principal consulted with the staff about the

usefulness of their materials in order to imptove the Situation. Both Of

these actions contributed to gaining Staff tUppdft foi= the change;

As these case stOdiet and our research illustrate, the actual process of

change and the role and function of the various "actots" ih change is more

similar than dissimilar in elementary and high schOOlt Qhen it is accomplished

in an effective manner. Thee* atei Of tpuee, tome differences. The size

differential between these two schools alters the structure of the change

facilitation teams; The departmentalization in the high tthobl typically ha5



a unit leadet in the department head tole; This unit leader function often

must be created or appointed in the elementary school. The larger tiZe Of the

high schools often requires more active thahge fatilititOtS and the

construction of more discettei manageable units in which change may occur.

Fihallyi this size differential may influence the role of the Sthool

principal; At both levels, effective principals must SanctiOn and support the

change effort, and they will typically be actiVe and visible facilitators. In

larger schools (end many elementary schools are larger than high schools) the

Otincipal will likely have more people involved in the leaderthip team and

delegate more responsibilities. Becacse depattMents in high schools have a

certain degree of autonomy not accorded to units within an elementary school,

chanes may be initiated and facilitated at that level WithoUt ditect

ptintipal involvement; In elementary schools* the effettiVe principal is more

likely to be involved in any and all thahgeS.

Effective chahge at either the elementary or the high school is guided by

seVeral principles;

I. It requires a leader who sahttiOht and t-upports the change;

2. It requires the use of a team of change facilitators.

3. It requires a series of sequential strategies plahhed aroUnd the

improvement process.

4. It requires monitoring of the system's responses to the

itpleMentation strategies;

5. It requires corrective action if ahd whei the iMplementation

plan strays off target.

Accomplishing change, especially 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

likely to have effective results.
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