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THE CENTER

The mission of the Center for Research ¢n Elementary and Middle Schools
is to produce useful knowledge about how elementary and middle schools can
foster growth in students’ learning and development, to develop and evaluate
practical methods for improving the effectiveness of elementary and middle schools
based on existing and new research findings, and to develop and evaluate specific
strategies to implement effective research-based school and classroom practices.

The Center conducts its research in three program areas: (1) Elementafy
Schools, (2) Middle Schools, and (3) School Improvement.

The Elementary School Program

This program works from a strong existing research base to develop,
evaluate, and disseminate effective elementary schoo! and classroom practices;
synthesizes current knowledge; and analyzes survey and descriptive data to
expand the knowledge base for effective elementary education.

The Middle School Program

This program’s research links currcnt knowledge about early adolescence as a
stage of human development to school organization and classroom policies and
practices for effective middle schools. The program’s research aims to identify specific
problem areas and promising practices in middle schools to contribute to wise policy
decisions and to develop effective school and classroom practices.

School Improvement Program

This program focuses on improving the organizational performance of
schools in adopting and adapting innovations and on developing school capacity for
change.

This report from the School Improvement Program presents and illustrates
some principles for organization development approaches to improving school
climate. It discusses a specific structure for facilitating school improvement, Program
Development Evaluation, and the use of school climate assessments for school
diagnosis and the evaluation of improvement programs.




ABSTRACT

Some principles for ozganization development approaches to improving
school climate are presented and illustrated. A specific structure for facilitating
school improvement, Program Development Evaluation, is discussed; and the use of
school climate assessments for school diagnosis and the cvaluation of improvement
programs is illustrated. Approaches to the special problem of school improvement

in schools that need improvement the nost -- but where intervention is most

difficult -- are suggested.




USING ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT TO IMPROVE SCHOOL CLIMATE

Despite limitations of research and theory, a number of methods have
been devised to help schools implement change or to put practices new to the
organization in place. These methods usually share a core of common elements, but
they differ in detail. For example, the Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL) has produced a structure for school improvement called
"Onward to Excellence" (Blum & Butler, 1985). To use this structure, a school
contracts with NWREL for training and assistance for a one-year period. The
NWREL personnel go through ten steps with a school team. Joyce, Hersh, and
McK ibbin (1983) describe a similar method for improving schools that emphasizes
"homeostasis of improvement,” that is, maki-ig the school improvement process a
part of the regular business of school life. Their process recognizes the social and
political context within which .chool improvement takes place and builds strategies

to cope with forces that may inhibit change.

A variety of school improvement methods have been suggested. For
example, Howard (1978), Fox and associates (1974), and Wayson et al. (1982)
present similar methods for planning for "school climate improvement” that call for
an informal initial needs assessment called an "audit," principal leadership in the
development of school improvement teams, and the development of innovations
to improve the school. Brookover ct al. (1982) present another method, as do Hall

(1979), Klausmeier (1982, 1985), and Schmuck and Runkel (1985) -- still others are




described by Miles and Kaufman (1985).

Perhaps the most comprehensive of all the methods proposed for
structuring programs to increasc school effectiveness is Program Development
Evaluation (PDE), developed. and tested at the Johns Hopkins University (D.
Gottfredson, 1986a, 1986b; G. Gottfredson, 1982, 1984, 1985b; G. Gottfredson, D.
Gottfredson, & Cook, 1983; G. Gottfredson, Rickert, Advani, & D. Gottfredson,

1984).

This method -- often used in conjunction with the Effcctive School Battery
(G. Gottfredson, 1985a) to diagnose organizational problems and provide a basis
for evaluation -- differs from most related methods in two ways. First, it uses
“"theory" as one of the bases for defining programs, selecting interventions, and
evaluating progress; and the method itsclf is based on a theory of organizational
effectiveness. Theory plays a central role in the PDE mcthod because it clarifies
objectives and focuses program development on a variety of alternative
interventions directed at school objectives while excluding irrelevant interventions,
and it provides a basis for day-to-day decision making in circumstances where no

vell developed plans exist.

A second difference between PDE and rclated methods is that PDE calls for
more detailed attention to the problem of implementation. It does this by (a)
focusing on the culturc of the school, (b) developing specific plans for the adoption
of inpovations which contain mechanisms to monitor successes and unanticipated

failures in Stratcgics to put innovation in place, and (c) incorporating specific




mechanisms to monitor the fidelity with which innovations ar¢ implemented in

the school.

Each of these school improvement mecthods for schocls arc, in a way,

attemnts to describe how organization development to improve school climate might

be approached. The PDE mcthod is specific about the theory of organizational
effectiveness underlying its approach, and it provides one basis for cumulating
knowledge about improving school performance. Like other organization
development (OD) approaches, PDE provides a structurc for coping with and
actively manipulating programmatic "regularities” (Sarason, 1571) to achicve the
adoption and implementation of ncw practices, policies, or procedures. The
application of thc PDE method involves cxplicitly considering the organizational

culture surrounding a particular innovation, problem, or school improvement

effort.

In applying the PDE mecthod, r¢searchers collaborate with school personnel

to

> define problems and set measurable organizational goals,

> specify thecorics of action on which to base the scnool improvement program,
> define measurable objectives linked to the theory of action,

> select interventions intended to achicve these specific objectives,

> identify and plan to overcome obstacles to the implementation of the

interventions sclected by using Force-Field Analysis and other methods of
organization diagnosis,

> develop detailed plans including criticul benchmarks to monitor progress in
coping with obstacles to adoption and implementation, and



> specify implementation standards to serve as blueprints for the interventions.
Educational practitioners collaboratc with researchers in the evaluation of their
school improvement cfforts and usc the evaluative information to refinc the
intervention(s). An information and feedback system is used to determine
whether progress is being made towards implementation, whetiier innovations
are being put in place as planned, and whether the innovations are working as
expected to achicve objectives and goals. The process is intended to be helical --
planning and program development become part of the cveryday routine in the

organization, creating a spiral of improvement.<i>

The PDE method recognizes that schools often work as loosely coupled
systems (Weick, 1982). But it assumes that when the school goals and objectives are
made clear and agreed upon, the problems that loose coupling creates for school
improvement can be alleviated. Developing cexplicit standards for performance,
communicating these standards, assessing compliance or noncompliance with the
standards, and adjusting performance in ascordance with feedback will increase school

effectiveness.

<1>For more details of the method and an account of the theory of
organization devclopment underpinning it, sce G. Gottfredson (1984) and G.
Gottfredson et al. (1984).
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Conditions Cenducive to OD Interventions in Schools

Experience implics that schools differ in their amenability to OD
interventions (sce, for example, Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Fullan, 1982;
Fullan, Miles, & Taylor, 1980; Grant & Capell, 1983; Little, 1982). Onc summary
of some school characteristics associated with full participation in OD activitics was
provided by Fullan ct al. (1980): (a) A spirit of collaboration cxists, and open
communication is possible and valued; (b) the administration is supportive of (or
at least not ncgative toward) the intervention; (c) the school does not have a
history of onc failed innovation after another; and (d) the entire staff is

involved in the decision to participate in the project.

Rescarch has also revealed that cooperation between faculty and .
administration and measures of the quality of school administration and of
teacher morale are related to school safety (G. Gottfredson, 1985z; G. Gottfredson
and D. Gottfredson, 1985). Furthcrmore, staff morale or tecacher sense of cfficacy
appears to be an important ingredient in the adoption or implementation of
school improvement programs (Berman & McLaughlin, 1976; Fullan, 1982). This
suggests that in some of our least orderly schools, it is difficult to improve practices

in ways that would bring about greater orderliness through OD interventions.

Although it is precisely in our most disorderly, demoralized schools that we
are most in need of rescarch and OD interventions that will help improve the
quality of cducation, the same conditions that make cducation difficult and

unpleasant arc conditions that rescarchers also appear to avoid when deciding




where to implement their research projects. Onc nceds no speciai powers of
cbscrvation to discern that most educational researchers develop, pilot, and
evaiuate methods and techniques in schoois where it is casiest to conduct their

rescarch.

Conscquently, ovar the years educational rescarchers have developed a
number of uscful technologics that, when properly implemented, increase learning
and bring atout other salutary outcomes. In contrast, we have done little research
on the proolem of gerting helpful technology implemented in schools that need it

the most.

In the rem’  der of this paper, we will placc the task of scheol
improvement in context by describing a school with difficult problemis, and then we
will review some ideas that rescarchers can usc in working with practitioners to
help make troubled schools better and safer places. Last, we describe the results of

onc concrcte OD intervention for which PDE provided the principal structure.

An Illustrative Case

Let us describe an actual junior high school in trouble. It isa 100% black
school located in a working class area. Last ycar one student was shot to death in
this school, and the carrying of weapons in the school is commonplace. Fights occur
often. The principal hopes to retire soon. Far from sceming on top of the school’s
problems, the principal is not sure what the typical daily attendance ic, (It is low.)

The central administration is concerned about this school. A major disturbance

oo




occurrcd a few vears ago, and'ccntral administrators and community members alike
are holding their breath in anticipation of more trouble. Students and young
pcople who are not students roam throughout the school virtually at will; the
major response of the principal to this intruder problem was to put chains on

many of the doors to the building -- a practice dispcnsed with once it came to the
attention of the firc marshal. Staff turnover in the school is high, with many

teachers putting in for transfers to other schools each year.

To help plan # program to improve this school’s climate, we assessed it
using the Effective School Battery (G. Gottfredson, 1985a). The ESB is a tool for
diagnosing school problems and identifying strengths that is based on a survcey of
students and teachers. The ESB profiles for the school are shown in Figures |

through 4.

On the teacher psychosocial climate profile, two of the more global scales --
Safety and Morale -- are very low. In this case, the low tcacher response rate,
taken togcther with the low Morale score, reinforce the interpretation that morale
is a major problem. This interpretation is further reinforced by the high staff
turnover rate mentioned earlicr. The low Moralc scorc suggests that it will
probably be very difficult to work with the staff in school improvement
programs, but the low Safety scale and the gene ally low clevation of the entirc

profilc imply that a school improvement program is desperately needed. None of

the teacher psychosocial climate scales is above average, and three of the more specific

climate measures arc in the low or very low range. Taken together the profiles

for the school imply that it has multiple problems, that staff are demoralized




Figure 1
SCHOOL PSYCHOSOCIAL CLIMATE TEACHER REPORTS
MODERATELY MODERATELY VER,
NEASURE rclltcznm.evl.g:vv Low Low AVERAGE HIGH  HIGH HIGH
SAFETY i Ix
) MORALE 6 b
PLANNING ARO ACTION 7 3 _
) SMOOTH ADMINISTRATION 23 x
RESOURCES 31 X
RACE RELATIONS 42 x
PARENT /COMMUNITY 33 x
INVOLVEMENT
STUDENT INFLUENCE ] b
AVOIDAMCE OF THE OF 2 Ix
CAADED AS A JANCTION
VERY G 00D

IMPROVEMENT NEEDED

Figure 2

SCHOOL PSYCHOSOCIAL CLIMATE STUDENT REPORTS

NEASURE PERCENTILE \Lgv Lowuoot%geu AVERAGE uoo:?‘,‘;eu HIGH XF«“J
SAFETY 9 x
RESPECT FOR STUDENTS 26 x
i PLANNING AND ACTIOM 10 x
] FAIRNESS OF RULES 46 X
CLARITY OF RULES 67
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Figure 3

SCHOOL POPULATION TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS

VERY WODERATELY HOD ERATELY VERY
M EASURE PERCENTILE LOW LOW Low AVERAGE MIGH HIGH NIgM
PRO-INTEGRATION ATTITUDE 50 X
JOB SATISFACTION 2 ix
INTERACTION WITH STUDENTS 4
PERSONAL SECURITY ] X
CLASSROOM ORDERLINESS 9 X
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 14 x
MONAUTHORITARIAN ATTITUDES 30 b
IMPROVEMENT NEEDED VERY 800D
Figure 4
SCHOOL POPULATION STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS
VERY MODERATELY MODERATELY VERY
MEASURE PERCENTILE LOW LOW Low AVERAGE HIGH HIGH bieH
PARENTAL EDUCATION 56
POSITIVE PEER ASSOCIATIONS 52 x
EDUCATIONAL SXPECTATION 60
SOCIAL INTEGRATION 5 X
ATTACHMENTY TO SCHOOL 47 X
BELIEF IN RULES 51 X
INTERPERSONAL COMPETEMCY 26 X
INVOLVEMENT 24 X
POSITIVE SELF -~ CONCEPT 50 X
SCHOOL EFFORT 31 K
AVODANCE OF PUNISHMENT 6 »
SCHOOL REWARDS 22 X
VERY GOOD

IMPROVEMENT NEEDED
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and students alicnated. The task for anyone trying to help this school improve

its climate will be to kindle a fire under the administration and staff; to help

set priorities for beginning school improvements; and to achieve some early
successes, at least in small ways, to create the impression that something can be done

to improve matters.

In such a school multiple obstacles to the adoption of new programs emecrge.
A rescarcher attempting to create and study chanee in such a school does not simply
walk in, recommend an intervention and an experimental design, and expect to

experience any degree of success at all.

A Few Ideas for Improving School Climate

In a healthy schooi or other organization, it is sometimes possible to "plug
in" a new practice or technique. Provided that the innovation is useful for the
organization and "fits" into the structures and processes of the organization, the
i=novation will be adopted and used. In such a school there is an infrastructure
on which technologies can rest. School climate can be discussed, and personnel in the
school can be expected to cooperate to implement nceded changes. But schools like
the onz we have just described are demoralized -- the organization has an ziling

skelcton not substantial enough to support innovation.

Kcy parts of a school’s backbone are a shared view of the organization’s
goals, an cffective and trusted communication system, a mechanism for systematically

noticing and responding to worker ind studcnt behavior, and an organizational

10
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structure suited to getting the school’s work done. The school whose climate
profiles were cxamined earlicr docs not just have discipline problems; it has

problems with its infrastructure.

To improve the climate in demoralized schools, we will nced not only good
ideas about discipline and instruction but also good idecas about solving some more
gencral organizational problems. No one can provide a comprchensive guide to
overhauling schools in trouble, but the following list of general principles might

form a good starting point:

1. Performance in implementing new procedures is enhanced when teachers and
administrators share clearly understood school goals and understand the
rationale underlying the new procedures.

2. The more directly implementers benefit from the new procedures, the more
likely they are to use them and persist in doing so.

3. Schools are more likely to become beiter and safer places if the collection and use
of information about school disorder, instruction, and the extent to which
expected procedures are being implemented -- and about the nature of
impediments to implementation -- is encouraged rather than discouraged.

4. Innovation is more likely when explicit plans for the adoption of new practices
are available. These plans must include strategies to cope with obstacles to
organizational change in the school that are identified by the teachers and
administrators who must implement the new practices.

5. Manuals or guidelines providing concrete guidance in the application of new
procedures increcase the probability of implementation. People who will be
implementing the new practices nced to know what they are expected to do.

6. Pcople who are cxpected to implement the new procedures are likely to do so
only if they have the resources and arrangements needed to do so.

7. Pecople who are cxpected to implement the new procedures are likely to do so
only if their behavior is observed and responded to in cncouraging ways by
others in the organization.

8. The forcgoing conditions are most likely to emerge when a structured process is
used to foster their emergence.




These principles arc derived from several sources: our attempts to specify a
general method for improving the cffcctivencss of organizations (G. Gottfredson,
1984), the rcsearch and experience of others in attempting to improve the
offectiveness of organizations (French & Bell, 1978), a theory of work performance
(Porter & Lawler, 1968), and our practical experience in working with schools and
other organizations (D. Gottfredson, 1986a, 1986b; G. Gottfredson, 1985b).

Although simple to state, the principles arc difficult to apply.

Practical Application

The practical application of thesc principles usually involves an iterative
process. Attempts to introduce new practices in a school with a decayed infrastructure
usually generatc apathctic responses O, if honest communication is achicved, what
we call the "yes but" phcnomenon. Attempts to plan for ncw procedures arc
thwarted by a series of objections that a litany of obstacles will make the new
proccdures impossible to apply. When morale in a school is low, it is difficuit for
faculty to believe that they can count on the school’s administration or other faculty
to follow through with the necessary actions or resources, and it is difficult for the
administration to belicve that faculty will implement their part of the program.

A planning mecthod that breaks the job of developing the new program into
component parts (as does the Program Development Evaluation method) can be

helpful.

12
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In one part of the planning process, it is uscful to reach agreement on what
desirable practices would be regardless of the obstacles cveryone in the school may

see to their implementation. In a separate step, it is useful to examine what the

perceived obstacles to implementation are. Then in a third step, it is useful to

develop specific plans to overcome these obstacles.

Some Common Obstacles

Some common obstacles are seen repeatedly not only in schools but in other

organizations as well. Hcre are some of the obstacles that practitioners, teachers

and administrators commonly perccive:

> Administrative ambiguity -- a lack of guidelines for teacher behavior.
> Miscommunication, lack of communication, incomplete or inscrutable communication,

> A history of unrealistic school system demands for the "appearance” of
programs (and lots of them) but no real system rewards for doing at least
one thing well.<2>

> Poor inter-group relations -- ie., relations between teachers and
administrators, teachers and parents, Or persons of different ethnic groups.

> Quantitative work overload, unproductive use of time, or little time for
planning and staff development.

> Ambiguity about lincs of authority in organizational units.

> Institutional non-responsiveness.

* <2> For example, school systems often require that all schools adopt certain
"programs" without providing the requisite training, resources, and technical
assistance. Some schools have so many programs on paper that they are not really
implementing that personnel are bewildered when a researcher presses them
really to implement a program. Such paper programs imay therefore do more
harm than good.

13
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> Lack of incentives for performance.

To these obstacles often perceived by school personnel can be added

additional obstacles often perceived by rescarchers acting as change agents:

> Incorrect pereeptions that action is limited by "policy" when no such policies exist;

this obstacle is related to problems of flawed communication.

> Inappropriate responses by school system administrators to the open discussion
of school problems which creates a climate more conducive to covering up
problems than to attempting to solve them.

> Mistrust of researchers or a lack of belief that research can really have practical

value in a school.

> A lack of systematic mechanisms for monitoring school problems or progress, and

a lack of mechanisms for menitoring and responding to the behavior of
faculty and administraters; this is related to what faculty regard as a lack of
incentives for performance.

Approaches to Overcoming these Obstacles

Researchers whose aim is to learn how to imp.ove school climate share with
practitioners the nced to overcome these common obstacles. In order to study the
effects of new practices, those practices must first be implemented. Accordingly,
problems relating to the management of the change effort and indeed of the

school itsclf are shared by both researchers and practitioners. To conduct field

research that will contribute to the improvement of school climate, researchers must

therefore acquire the skills necessary to achieve implementation.

Again, a small number of principles appear useful. Included among them

are the following:

14
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Use an assessment of school climate or other forms of "needs asscssment” to

focus attention on arcas of nceded improvement. Without a concrete tool to focus
discussion, faculty and administrators oftcn avoid dirccting attention to problems
they do not scc a way to solve. It is often uscful for the rescarcher or OD
facilitator to insist that attention be focused on the data about a school until
discussion indicates that thc data are mecaningful or that a plausible cxplanation
of their artifactual nature is establishcd.<3> Because of their greater credibility,
school climate assessments that have been developed following rigorous procedures
and with documented cvidence of reliability and construct validity probably serve
this function better than ad hoc assessments (Hollifield, 1986). Examples of such
devices include the ESB and the School Assessment Survey (SAS; Wilson, Firestone,

& Herriott, 1984).

Address onc obstacle at a time. To havc productive discussion it is necessary
to limit the range of discussion to a singlc issue so that the "yes but”
phenomenon does not become overwhelming. Managing this approach takes some

skill so that school personnel do not fcel they are being bulldozed by a change

<3>For example, one suburban school that for the past two years had been
undergoing a substantial demographic shift from an ali whitc school to a school
serving a studentry of mixed ethnicity turned up low scores on the ESB mcasures
of Pro-intcgration Attitudes, Student Social Integration, and Teacher Job
Satisfaction. Although this pattern suggested that racial tension may be
undermining school climate, the faculty and administrators werc inclincd to focus
their attention elsewherc until a facilitator repeatedly focuscd questions on these
data. Aftcr probing, the ncarly all white faculty and administrators admitted
that they were uncasy with the changes in school composition and felt they did
not know how to manage social interaction in an intcgratcd school or with parcnts
of members of minority groups. The group then began to formulate plans to
probe for problems and solutions in the area of ethnic minority relations.




agent, people feel their points of view are respected, and all important obstacles

are given due consideration.

Try to achieve what Weick (1984) has called "small wins." Not only arc there
limits to the complexity of problems that humans can competently address, but in
demoralized organizations even small but concrete and visible accomplishments can

attract attention and a following.

Attempt problem s-.ving in groups involving persons ot diff crent levels,
especially if communication is a problem in the organization. Mecetings compress
communication by doing away with intermediary channels and decreasing the
likelihood that information will be distorted in transmission. Participation of
relevant persons in the school is important not for participation’s sake, but because
of the information about resources and obstacles that those directly involved in the
day-to-day operation of the organization have to of fer. The pcople in the school
system -- faculty, building administrators, rcgional and district administrators --
can often generate the solutions to problems if they arc asked to do so. If the
rclevant actors are involved in problem solving, it is casy to check on the accuracy of

perceptions about "policy" and what will be acceptable to all groups.

Develop, as a result of the problem-solving cffort, a sct of critical
benchmarks that will signal progress in overcoming c¢bstacles (scc G. Gottfred ‘on,
1984). These critical benchmarks resemble what arc called "forecasting controls" in
industry. If thesc benchmarks are met, they signal success in changing clements of

the status quo that thwart the adoption of new practices, and therefore forecast

16
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ultimate success in implementing the entirc plan for implementing change. If not

mect they signal the nced to revise the plan.

Write down and disseminate decisions about policies, plans, and key
dccisions; and decisions about who is to take specific steps, when, to make the
adoption of ncw practices possible. These written plans provide a basis for
monitoring progress on the small steps towards adoption and implementation of
innovations. They serve not oniy to avoid ambiguity about who is to do what
by when, but they scrve also as a tool for providing small social rewards or

recognition that progress is being made -- a worker reinforcement tool.

Can It Be Done?

It is possible to work with troubled schools to build the infrastructure
nccessary to implement new practices and techniques. It takes time; as far as we can
dctermine there is no simple expedient that will quickly install a backbone in a
sagging organization. When, for example, there is a lack of belief on the part of
faculty that they can count on the school’s administration to come through with its
part of an agrcement, it may be nccessary to monitor the administration’s
faithfulness in exchanges, provide constant feedback, and gradually bring about

circumstances where faculty can count on administrators.

An illustration of progress made over a three-year period in one difficult
school is shown in Table 1. This school is located in an inner-city, predominuntly

black community. U.S. Census data show that the school's catchment area is

17




Table 1
Means and Percentiles for One School's ESB Measures, 1983 to 1985
Effect
1983 1984 1985 t size
Teacher Reports of School Climate
Safety 3.12 (9) 3.44 (30) 3.38 (25) 2.50% .61
Norale 134 (7) 1.47 (26) 1.53 (40) 4.36** 1.23
* Planning and action 1.53 (38) 1.59 (56) 1.62 (63) 2.30* .80
Smooth administration 1.41 ¢ 3) 1.50 (12) 1.60 (31) 4.52** 1.27
Resources 2.06 (12) 2.35 (31) 2.39 (Z4) 1.90 .76
. Race relations 1.10 ( 5) 1.39 (38) 1.50 (56) &4.05** 1.99
pParent-community involvement 1.30 (56) 1.38 (78) 1.36 (73) 1.12 .50
Student influence 1.40 (32) 1.52 (61) 1.43 (38) .39 .16
Avoidance of the use of 1.83 (45) 1.78 (28) 1.83 (47) .2% -1
grades as a sanction
Teacher Cheracteristics
Pro-integration attitudes 2.90 (36) 3.08 (60) 3.04 (56) .96 .21
Job satisfaction 2.48 (3) 2.54 ( 7y 2.49 (4 .10 .02
Interaction with students 2.18 (35) 2.31 (56) 2.21 (39 .21 .04
Personal security J6 (5 .75 (3) .81 (18) 1.42 .29
Classroom orderliness 2.18 ( 4) 2.37 (12) 2.55 (29) =2.32* .50
Professional development 1.36 ¢ 8) 1.55 (28) 1.44 (25) 1.46 .33
Nonauthoritarian attitudes 2.28 (15) 2.36 (22) 2.54 (43) 1.58 .32
Student Reports of School Climate
Safety 68 138y T1(28) .71 (28) 1.30 .37
Clarity of rules 79 (89 .79 (1) .83 (97 1.1 .63
Fairness of rules .62 (49) .57 (24) .57 (27) -1.03 -.50
Student influance .39 (50) .38 (46) .38 (47) -.12 -.06
Student-teacher interaction 69 (37) .69 (38) .63 (24) -.55 -.35
Respect for students .96 (20) .94 (18) .99 (26) .41 .18
Student Characteristics
Positive peer associations J76 (L4Y 7S (37T .T7 (48) M .04
Interpersonal competency J74 (25) .76 (35) .75 (33) .95 .05
Social integration .56 (14) .58 (24) .63 (52) 5.42%* .27
Attachment to school .67 (49) .65 (37) .67 (47) -.38 -.02
Belief in rules .66 (39) .70 (68) .72 (82) 5.02%* .25
Parental education 2.05 (43) 2.08 (45) 2.07 (45) .37 .02
Educational expectations 3.46 (68) 3.13 (43) 3.18 (47) -3.50%* -..7
School rewards .23 (27) .26 (42) .30 (60) 4.83** .26
Avoidance of school punishments .66 ( 3) .67 ( 4) .67 (4) .75 .04
School effort .62 (58) .60 (49> .60 (48) -1.17 -.06
Positive self-concept 76 <a> T4 <a> .76 <a> .33 -.02
- Involvement <b> 19 (27 .20 (31)  .60<b>  .03<b>
. Note. Ppercentiles appear in parentheses next to mean scale scores. 1983
means are based on 790 student surveys and 37 teacher surveys. 1984 means are
based on 1160 student surveys and 57 teacher surveys. 1985 means are based on
909 student surveys and 68 teacher surveys.
<a> This scale lacks one item that is included in the ESB scale by the same name.
Normative data are unavailable.
<b> Format of involvement items on 1983 survey differed from that on the 1984 and
1985 surveys. Comparisons are meaningful only between the 1984 and 1985 scores.
t and effect size are for 1984-1985 comparison.
*p < .05 ** p < .01
18
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characterized by a high percentage of femalz-headed houscholds, persons in low
status occupations, and familics below the poverty level (D. Gottfredson, 1986¢).
The ESB percentiles in the Table | column headed *1983" show that when the
program began the tcachers and to a lesser extent the students had negative
opinions about the school. Tecachers and students reported that the school was
unsafe. reachers reported that they were victimized frequently (the Personal
Security scorc was at the fifth percentile). Morale was extremely low -- teachers
scored only at the scventh percentile. And the Respect for Students scale (a genceral
indicator of the extent to which students arc treated with dignity in the school)

was at the 20th percentile.

The low scorec on the Smooth Administration scale suggested tensions
between the staff and administrators, and the low scores on the Classroom
Orderliness and Avoidance of School Punishment scales suggested an unhcalthy

climate of disorder and frequent punishment.

A rescarcher (D. Gottfredson, 1986b) worked with this school following
the principles spelled out carlier in this paper. She and a tcam of tcachers,
administrators, and other school staff sought to identify and overcome obstazles to
the implementation of several innovations aimed at reducing school disorder and
increasing students’ chances for success. Few of the obstacles were overcome on the
first try, but the tcam sought to learn why their plans were not working and

renew the effort to move forward.
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By the end of the three-year project the tcams had implemented major
innovations in the arcas of classroom management and instruction, had revised
school-wide discipline pelicies and practices, and had implemented scveral
innovations aimed at increasing parent involvement and dcercasing student
alicnation. Specific innovations and implcmentation arc deseribed clsewhere (D.

Gottfredson, 1986b; 1986¢).

Table 1 shows that the school improved over the course of the project. The
schou! became safer (p < .05) and the classrooms more orderly (p < .05) according to
the teachers’ reports in the ESB assessment. Other data showed that students’
sclf-reported delinquent behavior also declined significantly (7 < .01; D. Gottfred-
son, 1986b; 1986¢). The improvement in student behi vior was accompanicd by
significant improvements in the student attitudes and cxperiences targeted by the

program -- Social Intcgration and School Rewards (both p < .91).

The most dramatic improvements arc on the ESB measurces of organiza-
tional heaith. Tecacher Moraic rose from the 7th to the 40th pereentile (p < .01),
teacher reports of innovation (Planning and Action) rosc from the 38th to the
63rd percentile (p < .05) and tcachers' perceptions of the administration became much
morc positive (Smooth Administration rosc from the 3rd to the 31st percentile,

p < .0l

This illustration demonstrates that progress can be¢ made toward school
improvement -- even in demoralized schools. The school in our ecxample became

morc orderly, and the incrcascd orderliness was not brought about at the expense
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of student well-being o by removing difficult students from the school. This is
not to say that the school has been dramatically “"turnea around." The faculty is
. still more demoralized than most, and it still has ncgative views of the
administration. But progress is clear and visible to everyone in the school and in
the central administration of the district. There is every rcason to believe that if
the collaboration between the resecarcher and the educational practitioners in this

school continued that the school’s climate would continue to improve.

21

27




References

Berman, P., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1976).
Implementation of cducational innovation. Educational Forum, 40, 345-370.

Berman, P., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1977).
Federal programs supporting educational change, Vol. VIII, Implementing
and sustaining innovations. Santa Monica, CA: Rand.

Blum, R. E., & Butler, J. A. (1985).
Managing improvement by profiling. Educational Leadership, 42 (6), 54-58.

Brookover, W. B,, Beamer, L., Efthim, H., Hathaway, D., Lezotte, L., Miller, S.,
Passalacqua, J., & Tornatzky, L. (1982).
Creating effective schools: An inservice program for enhancing school learning
climate and achievement. Holmes Beach, FL: Learning Publications.

Fox, R. S., and associates. (1974).
School climate improvement: A challenge to the school administrator.
Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa.

French, W. L., & Bell, C. H., Jr. (1978).
Organization development: Behavioral science interventions for organization
improvement (2nd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Fullan, M. (1982).
The meaning of educational change. New York: Teachers College Press.

Fullan, M., Miles, M,, & Taylor, G. (1980).
Organization development in schools: The state of the art. Review of
Educational Research, 50, 121-184.

Gottfredson, D. C. (1986a).
An empirical test of school-based environmental and individual

interventions to reduce the risk of delinquent behavior. Criminology, 24,
705-731.

Gottfredson, D. C. (1986b).
Creating effective urban public schools through rescarcher-practitioner
collaboration (NIE-G-83-0002). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University,
Center for Social Organization of Schools.

Gottfredson, D. C. (1986c¢).
Increasing orderliness in urban public schools through organizational change.
Paper presented at the annual mecting of the American Society of
Criminology, Atlanta, October.

22

RIC °8



Gottfredson, G. D. (Ed.). (1982).
School Action Effectiveness Study: First interim report (Report No. 325).
Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University, Center for Social Organization
of Schools. (ED 222 835)

Gottfredson, G. D. (1984).
A theory-ridden approach to program evaluation: A method for stimulating
rescarcher-implementer collaboration. American Psychologist, 39, 1101-1112.

Gottfredson, G. D. (1985a).
The Effective School Battery: User’s manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological
Assessment Resources.

Gottfredson, G. D. (1985b).
Performance measurement in an experimental correctional program. Paper
presented at the annual mecting of the American Society of Criminology.

Gottfredson, G. D., & Gottfredson, D. C. (1985).
Victimization in schools. New York: Plenum.

Gottfredson, G. D., Gottfredson, D. C., & Cook, M. S. (1983).
School Action Effectiveness Study: Second interim report (Report No. 342).
Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University, Center for Social Organization
of Schools. (ED 237 892)

Gottfredson, G. D., Rickert, D. E., Jr., Advani, N, & Gottfredson, D. C. (1984).
Standards for program devclopment evaluation. Psychological Documents, 14,
32, (Ms. No. 2668)

Grant, J., & Capell, F. (1983).
Reducing school crime: A report on the school team approach. Nicasio, CA:
Social Action Research Center.

Hall, G. (1979).
The concerns-based approach to facilitating change. Educational Horizons, 57,
202-208.

Hollifield, J. H. (1986).
How schools react to assessment data. Paper presented at the annual mecting
. of the American Educational Research Association, San Francisco.

Howard, E. R. (1978).
. School discipline desk book. West Nyack, NY: Parker.

Joyce, B. R., Hersh, R. H., & McKibbin, M. (1983).
The structure of school improvement. Ncw York: Longman.




Klausmeier, H. J. (1982).
A research strategy for educational improvement. FEducational Researcher. 11

(2), 8-13.

Klausmeier, H. J. (1985).
Developing and institutionalizing a self-improvement capability: Structures
and strategies of secondary schools. Madison, WI: Wisconsin Center for
Education Research.

Little, J. W. (1982).
Norms of collegiality and experimentation: Workplace conditions of school
success. American Educational Research Journal, 19, 325-340.

Miles, M., & Kaufman, T. (1985).
A directory of programs. In R. M. J. Kyle (Ed.), Reach:.ig for excellence: An
effective schools sourcebook. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office.

Porter, L. W., & Lawler, E. E. (1968).
Managerial attitudes and performance. Homewood, IL: Irwin-Dorsecy.

Sarason, S. B. (1971).
The culture of the school and the problem of change. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Schmuck, R. A., & Runkel, P. J. (1985).
Handbook of organization development in schools (3rd ed.). Palo Alto, CA:
Mayfield.

Wayson, W. W, DeVoss, G. G, Kaesner, S. C., Lasley, T., & Pinnel, G. S. (1982).
Handbook for developing schools with good discipline. Bloomington, IN:
Phi Delta Kappa.

Weick, K. (1982).
Administering education in looscly coupled schools. Phi Delta Kappan, 63,
673-676.

Weick, K. (1984).
Small wins: Redefining the scale of social problems. American Psychologist,
39, 40-49,

Wilson, B. L., Fircstone, W. A., & Herriott, R. E. (1984).

School Assessment Survey: A technical manual. Philadelphia, PA: Research
for Better Schools, Ficld Studies Component.

24

30




