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PREFACE

October 1987,

This report on the nation-wide Effective Schools movement pro-
vides the written views of some of the Nation’s leading «ducators
who have made significant research contributions in the area of
public school improvement—using Effective Schools research as a
base for such improvement. The authors’ studies in the Effective
Schools field and their comments, are varied and broad-ranged.
They provide an objective assessment of the Effective Schools re-
search, and its application in school systems utilizing Effective
Schools concepts.

Some of the studies in this report have been previously pub-
lished. The new studies not Lreviously published, particularly ex-
amine the relevance of the Effective Schocls research for educa-
tional policymaking, especially ac education policy is determined at
the Federal level.

It is important that Members of the Education and Labor Com-
mittee have access to this report in light of the national dialogue
on education reform and school improvement. I believe that such
information can help Members in assessing avenues for Federal as-
sistance in iraproving the Nation’s schools, as part of the Commit-
tee’s oversight and legislative purpose,

Our society’s economic sectors and technological requirements
are constantly and rapidly changing, impacting heavily on *he Na-
tion’s workforce. Any key to these changes must significantly in-
clude the Nation’s ability to educate its workforce, in order that
the workforce keep up with the demands of change. Policymakers
and lawmakers will be well served by this report’s commentary on
the Nation’s educational system, and the role that the Effective
Schools effort can take in improving this system.

AuGusTus F. HAWKINS,
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor.
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INTRODUCTION

As the Nation grapples with major economic and social problems
in areas such as economic productivity and welfare reform, there is
a growing recogniion of the critical role education must play in de-
veloping long-term solutions to these problems. The Effective
Schools research, the subject of this Committee print, has immedi-
ate and significant implications for the Congress and the Nation as
fforts to improve our schools are undertaken.

When the National Commission on Excellence in Education re-
leased its report, A Nation At Risk, on April 26, 1983, the courtry
was struck by the report’s dire tone and gloomy outlook.

The Nation was at risk, according to the Commission, because,
‘Our society and its educational institutions seem to have lost
sight of the basic purposes of schooling, and of the high expecta-
tions and disciplined effort needed to attain them.”

Many educators disagreed with certain aspects of the report, ob-
serving that numerous public school systems had conducted re-
views similar to the Commission’s efforts. These school systems had
already begun reforms to address their educational limitations.

In fact, the Cominission, probably sensing the existence of educa-
tional reform efforts pre-dating its own inquiry, had commissioned
a series of papers discussing a growing school improvement endeav-
or known as the Effective Schools movement. One of these papers,
A Review of the Effestive Schools Research: Implications for Prac-
tice and Research, concluded that “it is fair to say that effective
schools programs are widespread, are being fairly well implement.-
ed, have promise for secondary improvement as well as elementa-
ry, and will expand in use over the next few years.”

Interest in Effective Schools research by the U.S. Congress also
pre-dated the Commission’s report. In March 1980, Congressman
Augustus F. Hawkins and then Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm
co-sponsored a two-day conference on “Schools that Work—A Re-
comr:iitment to Public Education.” The conference discussed how to
identify and promote models of school effectiveness, One of the key
presenters at this conference, and one of the founders of the Effec-
tive Schools movement, was Ronald Edmonds, who at that time
was the Director of the Center for Urban Studies at Harvard Uni-
versity.

For many years, Dr. Edmonds had challenged the view that
family background was a more important teacher than a child’s
school experience, and therefore “schools don’t make a differencs.”
At Harvard University, at Michigan State University, and as a
New York City school administrator, Edmonds put his Effective
Schools research to practical application and concluded that
schools can make a difference when they improve the quality of
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their leadership, their expectations for student performance, and
school climate. Edmonds noted that in his research on pupil pe:-
formance, in the 20 elementary schools in Detroit’s Model Citics
neighborhooc, that “pupil family background neither causes nor
precludes elementary school instructicnal effectiveness.”

The efforts by Edmonds and others launched .ne Effective
Schools movement which is based on research and models of school
effectiveness showing that instructionally effective schools have
five charactzristics that distinguish themn from ineffective schools:
First, strong leadership at the scheol level; second, high expecta-
tions that no child will fall below minimum levels of achievement;
third, an or'erly school atmosphere conducive to leerning and
teaching; fourth, students’ acquisition of basic and higher order
skilis taking precedence over all other school activity; and fifth,
frequent and consistent evaluation of student progress.

Effective Schools research primarily began in the inner cities of
this Nation, among the children of the poor. An early pioneer in
tais endeavor was George Weber, who, in a 1971 study, examined
four inner cit, schools in which achievement in reading was clearly
high for poor children. Weber found that all four schools evidenced
strong leadership by the school principal; high expectations for all
students; an crderly school climate; strong emphasis on pupil ac-
quisiticn of reading skills; and frequent evaluation of student
progress.

Effective Schools research posits that teachers, principals, and
schools control many educational elements that can improve stu
dent achievement, student behavior, and teaching and learning
practices. The underlying assumptions in Effective Schools pro-
grams are: all children are educable; and, their educational out-
vomes derive primarily from the nature of the schools to which
they are sent, not from the nature of the family or neighborhood
from which they come.

It is not known currently the exact number of school districts
with Effective Schools programs. Testimony before the Subcommit-
tee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education indicated
that, according to a 1985 National Institute of Education report,
7,500 schools in 1,760 school districts had Effective Schools pro-
grams. The actual total may be higher because mary schools have
i.formally adopted Effective Schools policies and because many
mure programs have apparently been started in the past year. The
Committee is also aware that some 15 to 25 States have implement-
ed Effective Schools programs. Approximatel;y two-thirds of the
programs are found in elementary schools. The programs tend t.
be well-represented in large and moderate-sized cities and in rural
areas; but, they are less likely to be found in suburban areas.

To date, an impressive number of statewide Effective Schools
programs, and local school district Effective Schools programs are
experiencing reasonable to outstanding progress in improving aca-
demic performance.

For example, the Connecticut State Department of Education
and the Szn Diego (California) County Office of Education have de-
veloped very productive technical assistance programs for schools
and school districts that voluntarily commit themselves to partici-
pate in an Effective Schools effort. In this Committee print, the
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study by Maureen McCormack-Larkin delineates the degree of im-
provement being experienced in one school district (Milwaukee) as
a result of implementing an Effective Schools program.

There is > dount that more study and research is needed to de-
termine the dynamics of program implementation and impact
within the school and in the classroom. However, several points are
clear:

(1) The Effective Schools research findings are more than theory;
a number of States, school districts, and schools have found the
principles delinecated by the research worthy of replication and
have implemented them in actual school settings.

(2) Where these programs are being implemented, they are gen-
erally improving student academic achievement and providing
other positive outcomes.

(3) The programs do not necesarily involve large amounts of
funding.

(4) The Effective Schools techniques hold great promise for im-
proving education in many other areas where they have not becn
tried. This is true for secondary schoc! improvement as well as for
elementary schools.

For those States and schools districts that have not yet explored
these programs, Effective Schools efforts could expand appreciably
over the next few years. Frequently, the Effective Schools concepts
have remained untried because school officials are unfamiliar with
the programs or the research evidence, because the leadership
needed to initiate programs is lacking, or because school districts
do not have the technical expertise or necessary start-up funding.

Recognizing the need for a responsive Federal role in encourag-
ing the Nation’s public school systems to explore ways to improve,
Congressman Augustus F. Hawkins, on February 2, 1984, intro-
duced the first Effective Schools bill in the 98th Congress (H.R.
4371, the “Effective Schools Development in Education Act of
1984”). During the 99th Congress, the House passed H.R. 4463, ths
“Effective Schools and Even Start Act” (June 17, 1986). H.R. 4463
was authored and introduced by Chairman Hawkins and Congress-
man Goodling and several other co-sponsors for the purpose of es-
tablishing programs to promote effective schuols and to encourage
joint parent-child educational approaches.

Work toward a Federal program supporting Effective Schools has
continued in the 100th Congress. On May 21, 1987, the House
passed H.R. 5, “The School Improvement Act,” which would add
Effective Schools language to the Federal compensatory education
pro%ram (Chapter 1) and the Federal education block grant (Chap-
ter 2).

The purpose of this Committee print on Effective Schools is to
place in perspective the importance and the historical significance
of the Effective Schools movement in the Nation’s struggle to im-
prove public school education. In providing this perspective, the
Committee print presents the written views of some leading educa-
tors who have played prominent roles in the school improvement/
Effective Schools dialogue. The authors of these studies present a
varied, broad-ranged, and objective assessment of the Effective
Schools research, particularly as an applied methodology.
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These studie: will add a significant knowledge-base te Congres-
sional deliberation on legislation to address school improvement as
a priority on the national educational agenda.

OVERVIEW OF THE PRINT

This Committee print on Effective Schools combines new work by
some of the leading analysts in the field with a numher of previ-
ously published studies that have contributed significantly to the
research. The new studies, by Michael Cohen, Thomas Corcoran,
Eugene Eubanks, and Daniel Levine, show the relevance of the Ef-
fective Schools research for educational policymaking at all levels,
including the Federal level. They address the adequacy cf the re-
search base; the impact of the research on current school reform
activities; the roles played by students, teachers, principals, dis-
trict-level aaministrators, and State and Federal policymakers in
reforming education. These new studies are reviewed below. A con-
cluding section discusses the findings presented in the previously
published reports.

NEW RESEARCH

Given the significance of the new studies prepared specifically
for this Committee print, i! is important to discuss what they fo:ind
and what they suggest for Federal educational policymaking.

Effective Schools and State Education Reform

Michael Cohen, in “Effective Schools and State Education
Reform: Implications for the Congress,” provides an overview of
the development and findings of the Effective Schools research
base, an sﬁows how this research base has sarved to undergird the
school reform movement sweeping the country. Significantly, he
delineates what the lessons of this research are for policymakers
and describes some steps that might be taken at the Federal level
to further educational reform. i

From the research base, Cohen identifies four broad areas impor-
tant for the developrent of Effective Schools: academic learning
time; school-level 1nstructional management and coordination;
school climate and culture; and instructional leadership. Practition-
ers and researchers have over the course of the preceding decade
learned a great deal about how teachers can improve the amount
of time students spend engaged in learning a particular subject. Al-
though less is known about how to realize a tight linkage among a
scnool’s curricular goals, instructional objectives, in-school activi-
ties, measures of performance, and personnel, he asserts that such
a linkage is important for achieving effectiveness. The development
of a strong sense of community among teachers, administrators,
and students and an agreed-upon set of expectations about behav-
ior help support currict)lar and instructional objectives. There is
consensus, according to Cohen, about the importance of instruction-
al leadership from the principal; how to achieve that is a matter of
continuing research ang debate.

Cohen states that policymakers, at all levels, have learned from
this research that: (1) schools are .'ble to make a difference in stu-
dent performance; (2) schools arc the basic building blocks for
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achieving educational reform; (8) teachers’ professional isolation
must be reduced; and (4) outside support is necessary for school-
level reform.

Cohen shows how the Effective Schools research base and the les-
sons that it teaches gave impetus to the nature and direction of
recent State efforts to reform education. The influence of the re-
search is seen in the establishment of higher standards and expec-
tations for students and teachers, efforts to provide additional re-
sources at the school level to teachers and principals, and activities
to improve school climate and management. A second wave of
reform, focused on restructured schools, draws even more upon the
Effective Schools research. This second wave, according to Cohen,
calls for restructuring that will break down barriess between
teachers, empower teachers and principals, permit schools to ad-
dress higher order skills more effectivel , and provide schools with
greater flexibility coupled with increas accountability.

In congressional deliberation on educational improvement, Cohen
posits that what is needed are the following: (1) the application of
the Effective Schools findings in schools with the greatest concen-
trations of educationally disadvantaged students; (2) continued sup-
pori w replenish the knowledge base since current definitions of ef-
fectiveness are necessarily time-bound; (3) steps to sustain the cur-
rent reform movement through, for example, programs to support
models of restructured schools,

Role of the District in School Effectiveness.

Thomas B. Corcoran, in “The Role of the District in School Effec-
tiveness,” moves the focus of the discussion to an area of critical
importance for successful implementation of ~“fective school
reform, but one for which the educational research base is extreme-
ly limited. Cohen states in his analysis that school-based improve-
ment activities need support from outside the school; Corcoran de-
lineates how important that support is, particularly that which
flows to the school from the school district and district-level admin-
istrators. Corcoran’s findings are significant for Federal education
policy since the school district, not individual schools, is a primary
actor in current Federal education programs.

District-level policymakers, Corcoran asserts, provide the context
within which local schools and their faculty and principals can un-
dertake reform activities. He states that school istricts influence
many aspects of schools’ environments, such as attendance policies,
curricular and other standards, the level of resources available,
and how those resources are distributed. School improvement ini-
tiatives often originate or are mediated at the district level, giving
districts control over such things as which schools participate, how
the initiative should be viewed (e.g., a major restructuring or
merely a source of additional resources), and the level of resources
to be devoted to the initiative.

A significant part of the environment within which schools func-
tion is shaped by collective bargaining, an activity carried out at
the district level. The barriers that separate school staff are clearly
influenced by collective bargaining, according to Corcoran.

Corcoran 1dentifies two models of district-level activity that have
been derived from the Effective Schools research. One is seen in

Q
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practice through the proliferation of district-level Effective Schools
projects that focus on defining instructional objectives, setting
graduation reguirements, increasing instructional time, ensuring
that tests measure what is taught, and establishing district-level
assessment of student performance. Corcoran views this as an
effort by districts to take greater control over their schools. He is
critical of this trend of top-down reform, positing that in he long
run it may be counterproductive, exacerbating tension between
school-level and district-level staff, lowering teacher morale, and
narrowing the curriculum.

The second model for the district that has emerged from the re-
search is that of a facilitating and protecting agent—encouraging
school-level reform activities increasing school-level responsibility,
and providing incentives for participation. Nevertheless, in this
model, the district continues to set the broad context within which
veform is carried out.

Corcoran concludes by describing the steps that districts can per-
form to improve the chances-that Effective Schools efforts will suc-
ceed. Among these steps are: (1) determining which aspects of the
operation of school systems belong with school-level personnel and
which belong with district-level policymakers; (2} setting clear ob-
jectives for the school system; (g) defining the neasures used to
gauge schools’ perfermance; (4) establishing ways of encouraging
school-level personnel to identify their problems and to take steps
to address them; and (5) treating scheol reform as a long-term ac-
tiv'sy.

By focusing on the school district, Corcoran shows that Federal
activity to further educational reform might well be influenced by
district-level practices and personnel. He suggests that efforts to
foster positive relationships be.ween schools and district manage-
ment may be critical for achieving reform.

Administrative and Organizational Arrangements in Effective
Schools

Eugene Eubanks and Daniel Levine, in their study, assess the or-
ganizational and administrative co..diticns necessary for implemen-
tation of Effective Schools programs in schools serving economical-
ly and educationally disagvantaged students, particularly the_e
urban schools with concentrations of poverty children. Their analy-
sis complements that of Cohen by arguing that current schuol
reform activity, even that inspired by the Effective Schools re-
search, cannot succeed in poverty schools unless certain funiamen-
tal shortcomings of those schools are cddressed. They also stress, as
does Corcoran, the importance of the organizational settings within
which schools are found. Their key message is that Effective
Schools reform may require a greater investment of resources for
some kinds of schools than the research has heretofore suggested.
These resources, according to Eubanks and levine, are necessary
preconditions for successfui implementation of Effective Schools ac-
tivities.

Eubanks and Levine focus on six broad areas of what must be
addressed for implementatior. of Effeciive Schools programs in
schools serving economically and educationally disadvantaged stu-
dents. resources, organization, testing, secondary schools, adminis-
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trators, and planning. Drawing from the literature and their own
experiences, they counsel that resources be devoted to reducing
class size, particularly in classes with high percentages of educa-
tionally disadvantaged children, to increasing the number of super-
visory and technical assistance staff, to acquiring additional in-
strt;fgtional materials and supplies, and to hiring more specialized
staff.

The organization of schools and classrooms, according to Eu-
banks and Levine, is a key to creating effective schools. Among
these organizational issues is the grouping of students for which,
they posit, there is no single best approach. Nevertheless, concerns
about segregating studer:ts bfy xace or socioeconomic class suggest,
to them, the importance o attempting heterogeneous grouping
when possible. Another imiportant organization issue, with impl-
cations for Federal policy, 1s the coordination between regular in-
struction and compensatory education, such as that supported by
Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of
1981. Eubanks and Levine are critical of “pull out” arrangements
through which educationally disadvantaged students are removed
from their regular classes in order to receive compensatory educa-
tion.

The authors find that testing can be both harmful and beneficial
for school effectiveness. Testing that stresses basic skills has
prompted instructional strategies that have successfully improved
student performance at this level. This improvement, they suggest,
has come at a cost of narrowing the curriculum to lower order
skills, leaving students without higher order skills, such as problem
solving. Eubanks and Levine assert that administrators must use
testing to increase the acquisition of higher order skills.

Urban secondary schoo(}s, according to the authors, pose particu-
larly difficult problems for school reform, requiring creation of al-
ternative structures, (e.g., schools within schools), strengthened fac-
ulty, and increased numbers of support staff.

Eubanks and Levine posit, as does Cohen, that leadership is criti-
cal for the development of effective schools, They advocate better
pre-service and in-service training of administrators through paid
Internships and other arrangements for providing management ex-
perience. They link leadership skills to the creation of productive
school climate.

They state that systematic reform of schools serving economical-
ly and educationally disadvantaged students succeeds or fails de-
Fending upon the kind of planning performed. Among their guide-
ines for ﬁlanning are limiting the number of objectives schools
seek to achieve; targeting plans to central instructional issues; and
incorporating the Effective Schools research findings into plans in
ways that show what steps need to be taken.

ubanks and Levine conclude that there are certain prerequi-
sites for the reform of schools serving the educationaily and eco-
nomically disadvantaged. The first task is to secure requisite re-
sources; the second is to develop new ways of utilizing those re-
sources. In essence, Eubanks and Levine assert that the financial
and other capabilities of individual schools and school systems pro-
vide a context influencing whether Effective Schools activities will
or will not succeed.

Q v
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PRIOR RESEARCH

The previously published studies included in thiz Committee
print serve two functions: (1, they provide some of the naterial
that comprises the research base; and (2) they cover key aspects of
the research base only Lriefly addressed by the new studies.

Ronald R. Edmonds, one of the kev participants in the develop-
ment of the Effective Schools research base, is represented with an
article reviewing Effective Schools projects conducted in the early
and mid 1970's, and delineating how research and practice can
interact.

Stewart C. Purkey and Marshall Smith discuss the shortcominss
of the primary research tL~ ‘orms the Effective Schools research
base. Although these limitations, in Purkey and Smith’s view, are
significant, they nevertheless conclude that the school cuiture is a
critical component of effectiveness, and that research on schools
that ?ppear effective does reveal important characteristics of such
schools.

Jere Brophy's article, through its focus on effective teaching
methods for educating disadvantaged children, demonstrates that
the research base offers, not only characteristics associated with ef-
fectiveness, but ways of achieving improvement within the class-
room. It farther signals that the research base identified with Ef-
fective Schools has expanded.

Finally, Maureen McCormack-Larkin moves beyond .he research
to provide a detailed look at how one applies the Effective Schools
research in a specific project. She delineates the positive results
being achieved by that project.
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Effective Schools and State Education Reform: Implications for
the Congress

(By Michael Cohen, Director of Policy Development and Planning, the National
Association of State Boards of Education)

INTRODUCTION ¢

Recent years have witnessed a rare circumstance in which the
pressure for educational reform and improvement have coincided
with the availability of a well developed knowledge base to guide
and inform the development of reform initiatives. Both state and
local governing bodies have increasingly turned to educational re-
search, and to research on effective schooling practices in particu-
lar, to inform their deliberations over education improvement ini-
tiatives,

Consequently, the Eifective Schools research now enjoys fairly
widespread currency, from the state house to the school room.
Thousands of schools have been involved in effective school pro-
grams, sponsored variously by local school districts, regional educa-
tional laboratories, state education departments, and colleges and
universities. Countless numbers of teachers and administrators
have been trained, or at Jeast exposed to, some portions of the re-
search findings, in workshops and conferences sponsored by state
and national educational organizaticns. As far back as 1979 and
1980, newspapers throughout the nation began carrying stories on
the characteristics of Effective Schools, highlighting both the re-
search findings and local success stories at the same time. In the
early 1980’s and continuing to the present, state policymakers and
the blue ribbon task forces they appointed incorporated the Effec-
tive Schools research into a spate_of reform proposals, ranging
from increasing performance standards, lengthening the school
year, developing discipline policies, improving teacher and adminis-
trator training, and the like. By now, many governors can summa-
rize the Effective Schools research as well as can researchers, and
the research forms a good deal of the inteilectual foundation for
the National Governors’ Association call for continuing educational
reforms, “A Time For Results.”

The purpose of this paper is to provide the Congress with a per-
spective on the Effective Schools research that can inform its own
efforts in this area. The paper is organized into three sections. The
first provides an overview of the Effective Schools research, briefly
tracing its origins, summarizing key findings, and highlighting its
major implications for school improvement. The second section
overviews recent and likely state educational reform efforts, and

M't!s’regaration of this paper was supported in part by funds from the Ford Foundation and the
atsus

ita Foundation.
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2

indicates the way in which they have drawn on the Effective
Schools research findings. The third and final section will include
suggestions for Congressional initiatives which grow out of the first
two sections.

ErFeECTIVE ScHooLS RESEARCH: AN OVERVIEW 2

Since the mid 1970’s, our understanding of schooling practices
that produce higher-then-expected student achievement, arnd are
largely subject to the influence of teachers, principals and local
and state policymakers _ias grown substantially. Significantly con-
tributing to the development of this knowledge base are a smali
number of studies which have compared more and less effective el-
ementary or secondary schools serving predominately urban, poor
and minority students. Typically, these studies identified schools
serving similar urban populations, some of which showed relatively
high levels of student performance on standardized tests of basic
skills, while others had more predictably low levels. Once more and
less Effective Schools had been identified, reseatchers systematical-
ly observed and compared the differences in the educational prac-
tices employed in the two sets of schools, and were able to identify
those that contributed to increased school effectiveness.

Generally speaking, these studies found that a school in which
the principal and instructional staff agree on their goals, believe
they can achieve them, provide an environment conducive to ac-
complishing their daily tasks, and monitor their effectiveness and
adjust their efforts and practices based on such feedback, is likely
to be an effective one.

Importantly, the findings from these most visible Effective
Schools studies have been supported, extended, and specified by lit-
erally hundreds of studies on specific schooling practices. Research
has been conducted on such issues as effective instructional prac-
tices, the effects of teacher expectations, classroom management
gractices, school and classroom climates, principal leadership, staff

evelopment, and many other aspects of schooling. When consid-
ered together, the findings from these studies provide a firm
grounding for identifying the most important educational practices,
and for w.aderstan..ag how they can be incorporated into the daily
routine of the school.

SYNTHESIS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS RESEARCH

A number of scholars have synthesized the Effective Schools re-
search, every author takes a slightly different approach, and has
generated a slightly different list of Effective Schools characteris-
tics. Thus it is important to remember that while you might see

2In order to make this paper more readable, I've ignored the convention of citing references
for each finding discussed . the pgger‘ Fur further reading and additional references, interested
readers should consult. \1; Cohen, Michael. “Instructional, Management an ial Conditions in
Effective Schools.” In Allan Odden and L. Dean Webb (Eds.) “School Finance and School Im
rovement. Linkages for the 1980's.” pp. 17-50. Cambric ;e. Ballinger Publishing Co. 1983 (2)
anaary 1985. Special Issues of The Elementary School Journal. Special Issue o.. Policy Implica
tions of Effective Schools Research. March 1983. Spec.al Issue on Research on Teach.ng Implica
tions for Practice. \3) Reaching For Excellence. An Effective Schools Sourcebook The National
Institute of Education. Washington, DC.. US. Government Printing Office, 1985. (4} Pipho,
Chris. “States Move Reform Closer to Reality.” Phi Delta Kappan. December 1986.
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different versions of the “factors contributing to school effective-
ness”, the differences are only superficial while the underlying re-
search is quite consistent. I've chosen to categorize the research
findings into four broad categories:

Classroom Teaching Practices;

School-level Instructional Management and Coordination;

School Climate and Culture;

Instructional Leadership.

Classroom Teaching Practices

Perhaps the most imporiant classroom variable determining stu-
dent achievement is what researchers have come to call “Acade.
Learning Time” (ALT). This refers to the amount of time a studen.
spends engaged in a valued academic task he or she can perform at
a high rate of success. An index of ALT has been found to be sig-
nificantly correlated with student achievement. This suggests that
a primary objective of classroom teachers needs to be to ensure
that each student spends an adequate amount of time working
with materials and activities that enable him or her to master par-
ticular learning goals, and then have sufficient practice so that the
student develops a firm grasp of the new content.

A number of teaching practices and strategies have been found
to enhance academic learning time, and therefore student achieve-
ment. For example, specifically for young students or slow learners,
active, direct instruction in which teachers clearly structure and
explain what is to be learned, present new materials in small
amounts, provide ample opportunity for student prectice, provide
feedback and, if necessary, additional instruction and practice op-
portunities to students, works well. Teachers’ classroom manage-
ment and planning skills are also important, because they enable
teachers to minimize learning time lost to disruptions, transitions
and other procedural tasks, and because they enable teachers to
select learning activities well suited to student’s performance
levels. Teachers’ expectations and sense of their own efficacy are im-
portant as well. Teachers who have high expectations, and who be-
lieve they can affect their own students’ learning, also believe that
instructing students in curriculum content is important and accept
responsibility for teaching, and reteaching if necessary, until stu-
dents master content. They create a business-like task oriented en-
vironment. Through clear instructions to students, their choice of
materials and activities, and ce~efui monitoring of students, they
create classrooms in which students are held accountable for their
work. This sense of efficacy and concomitant positive expectations
are especially important to classrooms with large concentrations of
low-achieving students, for it is apparently easy for teachers to let
the previous low academic perfurmance of students translate into
low expectations about subsequent performance.

Though the specifics of these teaching practices are crucial for
educators to know, they are relatively unimportant to Congress.
However, there are several things about research into effective
teaching practices which are important for Congress to be aware of.

First, we do know a fair amount about what good teaching is,
and much of what we know with con{idence derives from a decade
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worth of educational research Congress has supported through the
National Institute of Edvcation (NIE) and the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement (OERI). Over time, modest investments
in research are beginning to pay off handsomely.

Second, we know how to train teachers in the effective teaching
practices. There are a number of programs for training current
teachers which are based upon or otherwise incorporate these re-
search findings. As 2 result of these programs, many teachers im-
prove their own teaching practices and the academic performarce
of their students.

Third, these same findings are .seful for training school princi-
pals as well. Knowledge of these findings, for example, can help
principals better observe and evaluate their teachers. They also
provide principals with a framework that can improve their man-
agement practices, by enabling them to focus such disparate tasks
as scheduling, discipline, and staff development around the theme
of increasing instructional time for students.

F...ally, it is important to recognize that there are healthy de-
bates underway in the profession—among researchers and practi-
tioners alike—about the limitations of this research, as well as its
benefits. For example, most of the research findings cited abcve are
derived from studies of teaching :lementary school students basic
readinag and math skills. There is disagreement about how readily
these findings can be applied to teaching high school students, to
teaching science, social studies, or other subject matter, and to
teaching higher level skills such as problem solving.

These debates are important, and are serving to stimulate fur-
ther research. Consequently, over time our knowledge base will
continue to evolve and develop further.

School-Level Instructional Management and Coordination

In general, research on school-level practices is less well-devel-
oped than research on classroom-level practices. Studies are fewer,
findings across studies are less frequently replicated, and descrip-
tions of specific practices are fewer. Nonetheless, with respect to
t- management and coordination of instruction, several themes
emerge.

There is general agreement that the curriculum and the instruc-
tional program in Effe.tive Schools, especially in elementary
schools, is tightly couplec. Essentially, this means that school goals,
grade level and classroom instructional objectives, instructional
content and activities, and measures of pupil performance are all
carefully aligned. Students are exposed to a well-ordered and fo-
cusel cusriculumn and the instructional efforts of teachers and
other instructional staff are consistent and cumulative.

This close relation among elements of the instructional program
has several implications. First, schools should have instructional
goals that are clear, public, and agreed upon, that form the basis of
the selection of objectives, content, and materials, and that are de-
veloped through some type of planning process implemented at the
building level. Second, differences among classrooms in time allo-
cated to the same content should not be extreme. Extreme differ-
enres nrobablv reflect the substitution of teacher preferences for
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formal school goals and expose children in different clasces to func-
tionally different curricula that are not adequately matched to
school goals or performance measures. Consequently, tight coupling
implies that norms granting autonomy to teachers behind the
closed door of the classroom carry less weight than the shared
goals of the professional staff. Third, expectations and instructional
activities of nonclassroom specialists (e.g., resource teachers, read-
ing specialists) should support the efforts of classroom teachers.
Fourth, a well-coordinated instructional program seems to require
the use of achievement tests or other student performance meas-
ures, to focus instructional efforts and to detect programmatic
weaknesses. Fifth, tight coupling implies an overlap between the
content of instruction and the content of material used to measure
pupil performance.

School Climate and Culture

A number of studies and analyses suggest that Effective Schools
generate a strong sense of community, with commonly shared goals
and high expectations for student and staff performance and mech-
anisms for sustaining motivation, commitment, and identification
with school goals.

€ norms and values that unite individual members of a school
into a cohesive community are academic as well as practical and
social. Positive expectations for student performance communicate
the primacy of the instructional mission of the school, and the obli-
gation of both teachers and students to participate in it. Communi-
ty in schools also requires the creation of a moral order, which en-
tails respect for authority, genuine and pervasive caring about indi-
viduals, respect for their feelings and attitudes, mutual trust, and
the consistent enforcement of norms that define acceptable behav-
ior. Such a strong social order creates an identity for the school,
provides meaning to membership in it, and reduces alienation. This
type of school climate not only increases achievement but also im-
proves student behavior and attendance, and reduces the incidence
of delinquency.

The importance of a shared moral order should not be underest;-
mated. Schools are fragile social institutions, easily disrupted by
conflict in or around them. Compared to other types of organiza-
tions. formal controls over the selection and activities of staff are
weak, and especially in public scheols, control over the selection of
students is limited or nonexistent. Students, in turn, are the invol-
untary clientele of the schools; their willing engagement in the for-
mally prescribed activities of the school must Le treated as prob-
lematic, rather than taken for granted. The situation is further
complicated because teaching and learning requires not only com-
pliance but also commitment and engagement. Under such ¢,reum-
stances, schools cannot rely simply on coercive power to bring
about order. Rather, schools are normative organizations that must
rely on the internalization of goals, the legitimate use of authority,
and the manipulation of symbols to ~ontrol and direct the behavior
of participants. Therefore, a shared moral order is an important
precondition for effective instruction.
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There is useful research regarding more specific aspects of school
cultures that infiuence achievement. In particular, work norms
among faculty appear to be especially important deterniinants of
school effectiveness. One set of studies highlights two norms that
contribute to successful schools. One norm is collegiality—the
notion that the work of .cachers is shared work, not work to be
done exclusively in the isolation of the classroom. Successful
schools, then, are characterized by a large number of interactions,
involving a large proportion of the staff, about numerous aspects of
teaching. Extensive interactions and the expectations that hey
will and should occur are powerful mechanisms for integrating the
work of the school and generating commitment and shared values
among teachers.

A second norm, that of continuous improvement, reflects the ex-
pectation that all teachers continue to improve instructional prac-
tice, not just beginning teachers. Such a norm is enacted in schools
through continuous analysis, evaluation, and experimentation with
instructional practices. When both of these norms are present and
salient in a school, there will be: frequent talk among teachers
about the practice of teaching (as distinct from talk about the back-
grounds o? students, the influence of external environments on
schools, etc.); frequent observation of teaching by teachers; and
teachers working together to plan, design, research, and prepare
materials for teaching. These practices, in turn, are likely to result
in the development of shared values and a commitment to improve
instructional effectiveness.

Other research also highlights the importance of teacher colle-
giality. One study compared teachers in a traditionally organized
Junior high school with teachers in a multi-graded, team-oriented
middle school, each school of comparable size and serving compara-
ble student bodies. Among other things, they found that the team
organization, which required collective decisionmaking about in-
structional matters, and the multi-graded organization, which en-
sured that teachers on the same team instructed the same stu-
dents, enhanced teacher efficacy. Teaching became shared work,
and sustained interaction focused on solving thke problems of stu-
dents and improving the practices of teachers. Professionel isola-
tion among teachers was reduced. Furthermore, enhanced efficacy
was frequently reflected in more positive classroom teaching.

There is also considerable evidence to suggest that student norms
and interactions are powerful determinants of school effectiveness.
Peer groups provide important role models and informal rewards
for students. They often powerfully shape students’ perceptions of
the importance of schoolwork and influence the axtent to which a
student commits time and energy to academic work. Peers are also
potentially important instructional resources since under certain
circumstances they can provide tutorir.g and other forms of help to
their classmates. .

Evidence is growing that peer group norms and .eer interaction
in schools are not determined solely by the characteristicz of stu-
dents or their family backgrounds. Rather, to a considerable
degree, they are responses to the structure and climate of the
school and classroom, as these are shaped by teachers and adminis-
trators. For example, reseaich findings indicate that the placement
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of students in curricular tracks, classrooms and instructional
groups influences students’ choice of friends, patterns of interac-
tion, and academically relevant group norms.

In short, the evidence suggests that schools are more effective
when informal norms governing faculty and student behavior are
consistent with formal academic goals. It further suggests that or-
ganizational aspects of the instructional program, as well as the
leadership by the principal, can create a1 environment that sup-
ports instructional improvement and furthers student learning.

Instructional Leadership

There is near universs] agreement among researcheis and educa-
tors alike regarding the importance of instructional leader~hip for
school effectiveness. Further, there is also nearly universa, consen-
sus that the building principal needs to play a major (though not
always exclusive) role in providing instructional leadership. There
is considerably less agreement, however, on the particular strate-
gies, tactics and behaviors which constitute effective leadership on
a day-to-day basis. This is partly a function of the relative infancy
of research on the work of principals; there has been far less study
of the role, behaviors, and effectiveness of principals than there
has been of teachers. It is also partly a function of the nature of
leadership itself, because leadership is often symbolic, indirect, and
highly varied from situation to situation. Nonetheless, there are
some aspects of the instructional leadzrship role of the principal
which are increasingly coming into focus as research in the area
progresses.

First, leadership is situational in nature. In order to be effective,
a principal’s leadership style has to be matched to the particular
conditions in the school. For example, principals working with ex-
perienced and highly professionalized staffs might employ rather
indirect leadership styles, simply suggesting ideas of raising ques-
tions with individua! staff members, and ctherwise providing the
necessary resources and latitude for good teachers to carry out
good ideas. In contrast, in schools with inexperienced stag, the
principals may need to employ much more direct supervisory strat-
egies.

Second, leadership is visible. Regardless of their particular lzad-
ership styles, effective Principals have a visible presence in their
schools. They accomplish this by spending a good deal of each day
in the halls, classrooms, lunchroom, library and all other locations
in the building. Because of their visibility, effective principals cre
aware of developments within the building and have a constant
flow of information available to them.

Third, leadership requires a vision of instructional imprcvement.
Effective principals articulate this vision to the staff and others in
the school, and use this vision to guide their many daily interac-
tions. In instructionally effective schools, this visien takes the
form of an emphasis on achievement. Effective principals tend to
emnhasize achievement by setting instructional goals, developing
performance standards for students, and expressing optimism
about the ability of students to meet instructional goals.

Q
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Put somewhat differently, effective principals are keenly aware
of the classroom factors which promote achievement, and have a
conception of the variety of strategies and tactics they can use to
strengthen those practices. .

What is being suggested here is that the specific leadership be-
haviors and strategies of principals, of necessity, will vary from
school to school depending upon both the context of the school and
the personality of the principal. Having said that, however, a con-
stant characteristic of effective instructional leaders is that they
have a clear sense of the particular “levers” in their school which
can be used to influence instruction, and they deliberately go about
working those levers to create and sustain conditions which pro-
mote effective instruction.

Fourth, leadership focuszs on school culture as well as to tec’ini-
cal instructional practiccss. As suggested above, the social aspects of
schooling, he ethos <{ the school, are critical preconditions for ihe
enactment of technically sound instructional practices. Effective
principals recognize this, and employ strategies to strengthen the
school zulture. These often involve the use of rituals, such as pep
rallies, assemblies, reward programs, and the like, which provide
meaning to school niembership, identify and celebrate achievement
and success in school life, and define valued behaviors. These tools
can be used to highlight and reward academic success for students.

Principals can shape the work norms among faculty. They can
announce that they expect staff to be knowledgeable about effec-
‘{ive practices and to participate in efforts to improve instruction.
They can model desired behaviors by participating in instructional
improvement activities themselves. They can reward teachers who
are effective and who are trying to improve. Finally, they can pro-
tect teachers who are implementing new practices from a variety
of competing demands on their time and energies, in order to im-
prove the likelihood of success for those teachers.

LessoNs FroM EFFECTIVE ScHooLs RESEARCH: IMPLICATIONS FOR
ScHooL IMPROVEMENT

The findings reviewed above contain important lessons for policy-
makers outside the school, such as local school hoards, state legisla-
tures and state boards of education, or the Congress, interested in
improving education. Among the more impcrtant of these lessons
are the following:

(1) Schools can make a difference.—As Congress immerses itself
in the details of how schools can be more effective, it should not
lose sight of a more fundamental point; namely, that schovls can be
more effective. This stands in stark contrast to the prevailing
wisdom of the late 1960’s and early 1970’s. As part of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act, Congress commissioned a study on “Equality of Educa-
tional Opportunity” (also known as the Coleman Report) which ex-
amined the relationship between school resources and student
achievement. This and other studies conducted at the time found
that various school characteristics had relatively little impact on
student achievement, when compared to the influence of family
background. The finding was wigely misinterpreted that “schools
don’t make a difference” —that there is nothing that schools can do
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to overcome the diradvanteges produced by minority group status
and povertr.

By virtue of s number of cenceptual and methodological ad-
vances—advance., sponsored in patt by the creation of the Nationa]
Institute of Education in 1973—researchers have been abje to iden-
tify and describe school character tics which do make a difference,
especially for students from pocr .ad minority backgrourds.

Thus, while no one seriously debhates the importance of family
background, we no longer believe that schoois are unable to effec-
tively teach students from: all backgrounds. And th:s shift in beliefs
has had important symbolic value, both for raising the perform-
ance expectations teachers and administrators have of their stu-
dents, and for mobilizing public and political and support for .zhool
improvement.

(2) The school is the fundamental unit of reform.—The Effective
Schools findings are generally understood to imply that sducational
reform efforts have to be targeted primarily to tf‘;e schvol building
as an institution, rather than to individual teachers or entire
school districts. This is in part uccidental and tautological: when
you look for effective schools, you are likely to conclude that
schools (rather than teachers or districts) are where the aation is,
More importantly, however, it reflents appropriate recognition of
the effect that the school context, especially the behaviors of the
principal and the teaching staff, has on the teaching strategies and
practices of individual teachers. Consequently, not only is the
school seen as the primary unit of reform, but there is a growing
consensus that schools require considerable autonomy and discre-
tion in determining their own policies and standards.

(3) School improvement should reduce the professional isolation o}{
teachers.—Related closely to the point made above, the .osearc
strongly suggests the importance of increasing the opportunities for
teachers to work together with their peers. Historically, teaching
has been a profession in which work is typically performed in isola-
tion from one’s colleagues. This has had several undesirable conse-
quences, including the limited codification of successful practices
and the virtual absence of systems to provide ongoing technical
support to teachers when needed. In Effective Schools, however,
teachers frevuently work and interact with each other. They are
involved in stu® development programs together, offer and receive
assistance from one another, and share ideas and experiences
about teaching. Conssquently, their morale is often higher, their
enthusiasm greater, And, under these circumstances, teachers are
often more willing to experiment with new approaches, and are
more effective in meeting their students’ needs. Significantly,
recent proposals for the reform of the teaching profession recognize
the need to create structures which increase the likelihood that
teachers will interact collegially with one another,

(4) School staff cannot engage in school improvement efforts on
their own.—Meaningful and sustained change. in schooling prac-
tices require support and assistance from outside the school, in the
form of technical assistance and training, leadership and §uidance,
and resources. While the individual scheol buildings should be the
unit of reform, the role of the local superintendent in providing
leadership, in the form of both pressure to improve and assistance
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and resources to support improvement, is critical. Further, particu-
larly with respect to the implementat;on of complex improvements
based on the Effective Schools research, it needs to be clearly un-
derstood that implementation and improvement are long-term
processes which unfold over a period of years.

STATE EDUCATION REFORM INITIATIVES: LINKAGES T0 EFFECTIVE
ScHooLs RESEARCH

When the National Commission on Excellexce in Education
issued “A Nation At Risk” in 1983, most statss were already at
work developing their own education reform initiatives. Between
1983 and 1984, virtually every state had at least one blue ribbon
task force or commission developing reform proposals and building
support for their enactrenti. Nationwide, there were over 200 such
task forces at work, und their efforts unleashed a flurry of new
policies, programs and initiatives, and, in many states, new educa-
tion dollars from state legislatures as well.

One of the hallmarks of this reform movement has been the ex-
tensive involvement of political and business leaders from outside
the traditional education community. Responding to both increas .d
public concern over educational quality and a clear recognitir . of
the *mportance of education to state and national economic heclth,
governocrz and legislatures, often with strong support from the busi-
ness comm unsty, provided more money for schools. New dollars,
however, vere not simply to fund “more of the same” educational
practices. Rather, they were linked to pclicies demanding both dif-
ferent and presumably better ways of providing schooling.

The education reform packages across the states defy any simple
description Each state has crafted its own package, through some
combination of legislation, state board regulation, and state educa-
tion agency initiative. Consequently, state reform packages vary
considerably in terms of their specific content and focus; in whetk.-
er reforms were packaged into a comprehensive bill or enacted
piecemesl by the legislature and state board; in the number of spe-
cific initiatives; in the policy instruments employed (e.g. mandates
vs incentives); in their implementation schedules, and in their cost
and the level of new resources supporting them. Fu.rther, states ap-
proached reform against very different starting poiats. States vary
considerably in terms of their initial levels of education funding
and the proportion of education ccsts paid by state government.
They differ with respect to traditions of local control and the role
of the stale. And they vary considerably with respect to the per-
formance of their education system.

Despite these differences, it is possible to discern some major
trends and similarities across the s.ates. In the remainder of this
section, we will examine the major types of reform initiatives, and,
where lp;ossible, consider their connection to the Effective Schools
research.,

INCREASED STANDARDS

Virtually every state has taken some steps to raise performance
standards in education. These standards affect three broad classes
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of actors: students, teachers and other education personnel, and
schools and school districts.

With respect to students, some 45 states increased their high
school graduation requirements. These efforts typically involved an
increase in the number of credits required for graduation. In other
instances, states more tightly specified the distribution or required
courses, without increasing the total number of credits required for
graduation. These «fforts generally required students to take addi-
tional math, science, language arts, or social studies courses in
order to graduate.

In some states satisfactory test scores are required before students
are passed on to the next grade, and in more states students are
reguii'ed tu pass a competency test before graduating from high
school.

Finally, standards have frequently been increased for student
participation in extracurricular activities and interscholastic ath-
letics. Best known as “no pass no play”, these rules require stu-
dents to maintain minimum grade point averages or receive a min-
imum number of passing grades before they are eligible to partici-
pate in extracurricular activities,

(Generally, increasing performance standards, for students was
intended to communicate higher expectations for student perform-
ance. And, requirements for students to take particular courses or

amount of time allocated to teaching particular content, Thus,

while not driven directly by the Effective Schools research, these

initiatives demonstrate some diffuse connection to the findings.
States have also moved to raise performance standards for educa-

tion personnel as well, particularly for teachers. Such efforts in-

initial teacher certification is now widespread, with teaching candi-
dates now required to pass basic skills, subject matter, or pedagogi-
cal knowledge tests in many states. At least two states, Arkansas
and Texas, also required existing teachers to pass basic skills tests
in order to retain their certificates,

Another mechanism for raising performance standards for teach-
ers in many states has been new requirements for teach evalua-
tion. In some cases, these requirements provided for uniform state-
wide evaluation procedures, while in other cases jocal districts
Were required to develop their own procedures. In moving to imple-
ment these requirements, most state boards of education and state
education agencies relied heavily on the research findings on effec-
tive teaching practices te develop the content and observation pro-
cedures tor the teacher evaluation struments.

Less prevalent than increased standards for teachers are new
standards for administrators and local school board members. A
small number of states have moved to raise certification standards
nr institute evaluation requirements for principals and other ad-
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ministrators. A few states also now require local school board mem-
bers to undergo training as well.

School districts, and in some cases individual schools, were the
focus of state efforts to raise standards as well. Relying on their au-
thority to define educational programs and accredit local school
districts, states took a number of steps. Often linked to increased
testing or high school graduation requirements, states enacted a
number of curricular reforms. These typically 1nvolved strengthen-
ing state curriculum guides or mandates, developing curriculum
guidelines or mar.Jates for more grade levels or additional subject
areas, or adding specificity to existing curriculum guidelines. In ad-
dition, states often required local districts to provide more course
offerings, cften foreign languages or advanced level courses in high
school. There were often new requirements for local districts to
lower class size and provide additional guidance counselors and
other services for students.

The new standards perhap most directly tied to the Effective
Schools research are those efforts underway in such states as Mis-
sissippi, South Carolina, Arkansas, Vermont and Indiana, in which
the Effective Schools findings were built directly into school dis-
trict accreditation standards. Traditionally, accreditation standards
have focused on assuring that local districts provided minimum
levels of resource (e.g., certified teachers, libraries) or program of-
ferings for students. In these states, however, there is an effort to
also ensure that local districts engage in the educational practices
which are linked to effectiveness. In these states, accreditation
standards now reflect such factors as school climate, instructional
%gl?dership, staff development, clear instructional goals, and the
ike.

STRENGTHENING EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES

Most of the efforts to raise standards show only a weak connec-
tion to the Effective Schools research. In general, they reflect an
attempt to mandate uniform practices throughout the state, and
are aimed at raising the performance levels for the lowest perform-
ing students, teachers and districts. In contrast to these approaches
are another set of state strategies which are more directly aimed at
strengthening and improving core teaching and schooling practices
such as teaching and instruction, school management and principal
leadership, and scuool climate. Generally speaking, instead of pro-
moting greater uniformity throughout the state, these strategies
more nearly reflect, and are responsive to the diversity of need at
the local level. And, perhaps more than the provision of large
amounts of new doll..s, they require increases in the provision of
support and services . teachers, principals and schools, for their
implementation is more complex. Finally, they show rather coreful
attention to the Effective Scho.is research and focus directly ou "n-
<orporating the research findin,s ito school practice.

Efforts to directly strengthen edu:ational practices are evident in
state efforts to provide training fur teachers and administrators,
ongoing technical assistance to schools, and new structures which
facilitate local implementation of Effective Schools practices.
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A number of states have instituted efforts to provide training to
existing teachers, or have employed other means to strengthen
teaching practices. For example, since the late 1970’s Arkansas has
had a voluntary, statewide inservice training program for teachers,
based on research on classroom manage. . and effective teaching
practices. By 1984, something on the orde ' two-thirds of all class-
room teachers had participated in the training program. Another
approach is illustrated by Maryland, which approached instruction-

improvement by creating demonstration sites, based on four re-
search-based models of classroom teaching, in every school district
in the state. The state provided extensive training in the demon-
stration sites, and resources to provide technical assistance for
other interested schools as well. Xnd a growing number of states,
such as Virginia, have instituted new programs for beginning
teachers, in which major teachers rovide support and assistance
to new teachers in their first year of practice.

Additional training and support for principals has been a
common factor of many reform efforts. Nearl 30 states ha- . estab-
lished statewide academies for principals and other administrators,
which provide intensive training in school management and in-
structional leadership. The LEAD program recently enacted by
Coniress should serve to incre e the number and expand the
reach of these and related efforts.

A growing number of states have acted to provide direct techni-
cal assistance to individual school buildings to implement the Ef-
fective Schools research, in the form of Effective Schools or school
improvement programs. In states such as Connecticut, Minnesota,
and South Carolina, state education department staff work directly
with personnel in individual school guildin s to review the re-
search, assess current practice in light of the research, identify
areas needing improvement and develop and implement rnegoing
improvement efforts,

Finally, states are also beginning to change the organizational
structures of schooling to increase the like ihood that effective
schocling practices can and will be employed. These efforcs have
taken a number of forms. South Carolina and Florida are piloting
school incentive programs, in which performance goals are estab-
lished for schools, in such areas as_student performance and at-
tendance, or parental satisfaction. Schools which meet or exceed
the goals are provided with small amounts of discretionary dollars,
to be used for school improvement purposes. Efforts such as these
are likely to increase goal orientation and goal consensus within
the school, provide an incentive for collaborative school improve-
ment efforts, and provige discreticnary resources with which
schools can develop programs tailored to their own specific needs.

A number of states, including Tennessee, South Carolina, Virgin-
ia, and Utah, are experimenting with various forms of carrer
ladder programs. The common features of these programs (whjzh
otkerwise vary considerably from one another) create and pay for
nonclassroom instructional roles for teachers, such as developing
new curriculum materials, engaging in staff development, leading
instructional improvement teams, or providing assistance to begin-
ning teachers. ¥rom the perspective of the %ffective Schools re-
search, these efforts can be seen as attempts to alter the structure
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of the school and the teaching profession in ways that promote
norms of collegiality and continuous improvement, and break down
the isolation of classroom teachers, from their peers.

A Seconp WAVE OF REFORM

Even as the reform efforts discussed above are being implement-
ed, recent reports fro:n the National Governors’ Association, the
Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, and the Holmes
Group, call for far reaching and dramatic restructuring of schools
in ways which go well beyond anything yet attempted by states. To
a considerable extent, the recommendations from these groups re-
flect a recognition that dramatic changes are needed to enhance
the professionalization of teaching and its attractiveness to talent-
ed individuals. They also reflect a growing recognition that the tra-
ditional structure and organization of schools place several limits
on possible increases in educational effectiveness, even in light of
what we know about effective schooling practices.

As schools are presently organized, staffing arrangements and
the use of time in schools combine to leave relatively little time for
teachers to prepare for instruction or review student work. There
is even less time or opportunity for the development of collegial
working relations among faculty. Further, though the Effective
Schools research suggests that schools need to develop the capacity
to identify programmatic needs based on student performance, and
implement new programs and practices in response to those needs,
few schools are capable of sustaired effort of this sort. This is be-
cause schools are not organized in ways which adequately build re-
sponsibility for these efforts into clearly defined roles for staff
members. Rather, they tend to get addressed on an ad-hoc basis, if
at all, and are rarely sustained over a period of years.

Similarly, typical instructional arrangements in schools appear
to be better suited to teaching studew.ts lower level cognitive skills
than they are at helping students master the more ccmplex and
d}ilfﬁﬁtlx{lt skills of problem solving, original thinking, analysis, and
the like.

These problems and others arise directly out cf the structure of
the school. They are a function of the use of time in schools, the
organization of staff roles, the structure of the curriculum, and the
distribution of authority within schools and among levels of educa-
tional governance. And, because these problems are rooted in the
structure and organization of schools, their resolution lies ultimate-
ly in reorganizing school structure.

While no one yet has a very clear picture of what restructured
schools ultimately will look like, the Carnegie Report advanced
perhaps the most well developed vision of what needs to be ad-
dressed in the process. Among the steps suggested in the Carnegie
report include:

(1) More authority for teachers, individually and collectively, to
make educational decisions for their school regarding how best to
meet learning goals for students. The report calls for teachers to
have considerable control over such matters as the curriculum and
curricular materials to be used, the nature of the instructional
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practices to be employed, the use of time, and the formation and
size of classes and other instructional groups.

(2) Additional staff support for teachers, so that teachers have
access to aides, instructors, clerks, secretaries and the usual array
of support staff that other professionals routinely rely on. In addi-
tion, the report called for more extensive use of peer tutoring
among students as an instructional strategy.

(3) More differentiation in the roles and responsibiiities of teach-
ers, in ways which build upon and extend early experiments with
career ladders. This includes the creation of a national certification
board for teaching, and the creation of lead teachers who would
assume considerable authority for instructional leadership and sup-
port within the school.

(4) Considerably more gay for teachers, to make the rewards for
teaching competitive with those in cther professions.

(5) More varied school leadership structures, in which leadership
teams or partnerships of teachers, rather the school principal,
v‘}/:).uld be responsible for providing school-wide instructional leader-
ship.

(6) More discretionary dollars for schools, so that the primaty re-
source allocation decisions are meade at the school building level,
rather than by the central office of the school district. This would
give school staff considerably greater lecway in purchasing materi-
als, training, outside assistance, and in determining the number
and configuration of instructural staff in the school.

(1) More accountability for teachers and schools. In exchange for
the considerably greater discretion with respect to the means of
education, educators would be held more strictly accountable for
the outcomes of their efforts. This implies a greater role for the
states in establishing educational goals and performance standards,
and requires a more sophisticated approach to student testing and
assessment. It further recuires that states dramatically alter the
regulatory environment for education, considerably reducing their
efforts to regulate educational programs and practices.

States are just beginning to turn their attention to the policy
agenda implied by these recommendations. And while there ap-
pears to be considerable interest in them, it is likely to take most
states a long time to act on these. This is partly due to the dramat-
ic and complex nature of these recommendations. It is also due to
the fact that most states are still digesting the last round of re-
forms, and can’t easily turn their attention to a new agenda yet.

IMPLICATIONS FOR CONGRESS

The preceding sections of this aper demonstrate that much has
been accomplished thus far. We have developed a substantial
knowledge base which can, and has, informed and guided a broad
array of school improvement efforts. And state leaders have made
substantial fiscal, policy and political investments in strengthening
public education, and seem prepared to make additional invest-
ments in the future. These accomplishments notwithstanding,
there is more to be done, and important roles for Congress to play.
More specifically, Congress should consider steps which will: en-
courage the application of the Effective Schools research in those

4.
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schools with the greatest need and where it can have the greatest
impact; ensure the continued supply of research and information
on effective schooling practices; and provide support and leadership
for continuing the education reform movement.

APPLICATION OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS RESEARCH

The schools that could most clearly benefit from the application
of the Effective Schools research are those serving predominately
poor and minority students. These are the schools which typically
have the lowest achievement levels and whose students are most
frequently at-risk. These are also the schools where the effective
schooling practices have most consistently been associated with in-
creases in student achievement.

Through Chapter 1, Congress already targets resources to such
schools with disadvantaged populations. Through the reauthoriza-
tion of Chapter 1, Congress should consider ways of enhancing the
effectiveness of Chapter 1 services through the application of the Ef-
‘ective Schools research. The goal here is to enhance the effective-
ness of Chapter 1 programs by increasing the likelihood they will
operate in schools with clear goals, well articulat:d curricula,
sound leadership, supportive environments, and other factors asso-
ciated with success.

One way to accomplish this would be through the schoolwide
projects authorized under current law. Effective Schools practices
might be listed as among the kinds of activities a school could un-
dertake as part of its schoolwide project. Also, schools implement-
ing schoolwide Chapter 1 projects might be mandated to utilize the
Effective Schools research as a basis for improving the educational
program they offer. (HH.R. 950, introduced in the 100th Congress,
proposes that a school may be designated for a schoolwide project if
its required plan describes how the school “will move to implement
an Effective School program.”) In implementing a program based
on the Effective Schools research a school typically forms a team of
teachers, administrators, and, in some instances parents and stu-
dents (especially at the secondary level). The team then compares
current school practices with those identified in the research, iden-
tifies areas needing improvement, and develops, implements and
evaluates an improvement plan. To produce meaningful and last-
ing change in school operations and effectiveness, such projects
need.to be supported for three to five years. Schools need to be able
to obtain technical assistance on a periodic but regular Lasis. The
cost of such a program would generally be in the range of $10,000
per school year per school.

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW KNOWLEDGE ABOUT EFFECTIVE PRACTICES

Over the next few years, schools will confront niew problems that
current research findings will not address in very satisfying ways.
Over time, state policies initiatives together with demographic and
economic forces are likely to produce significant changes in the
nature of the teacher workforce, the structure of schools and of the
teaching profession, the regulatory environment in which schools
operate, tie nature of the students they serve, and the skill and
knowledge demands society will place on their students.
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In the face of these changes, the value of what we currently
know is likely to decline considerably. For example, knowledge
about effective classroom management practices derived from stud-
ies of traditional classrooms with 30 children will not be very help-
rul to teachers in “restructured” schools, where the definition of
classrooms may be quite different from the contemporary model. It
is even less valuable in schools where class size has been reduced
to 15-20, because even at that point the nature of management
tasks and problems begin to change

Similarly, our knowledge about the instructional leadership prac-
tices employed by principals will not be adequate for schools with
several “lead” or “master” teachers working under a principal
with an MBA, and no previous teaching experience. Rather, we
will need much better information about how new leadership con-
figurations—of administrators and teachers together—can best or-
ganize themselves to provide necessary school leadership.

These are not simple academic problems. They reflect the fact
that schools are changing, and that the definition of the most effec-
tive practices is necessarily time-bound. As schools change, new
practices and organizational arrangements will be invented and
tried out, some with more success than others. One role of research
is to bring evidence and analysis to bear on the tack of sorting out
which of the new approaches works best.

Congress has an important role to play in ensuring that there is
a steady supply of new information and knowledge to meet the
growing needs of educators and policymakers. It can carry out its
role in several ways.

First, Congress can substantially increase funding for educational
research. Funding for research has never been high, and has de-
clined since 1980. Yet despite limited investments, the payoffs are
beginning to be substantial. And one by-product of the recent
reform era has been heighiened attention to research by educators
and policymakers alike. One of the most important ways Congress
can contribute to the momentum of education reform is to provide
sufficient resources for a broad range of research, development and
dissemination activities. This will ensure that continuing attempts
to improve education can rely on up-to-date knowledge regarding
best practices and the means to implement them.

The need for regularly updating research on effective schooling
practices has another important implication for Congress. Because
research findings are time-bound, Congess should be careful not to
inflexibly codify existing research findings into legislation. Rather,
Congress should seek alternative ways of defining what is meant
by Effective Schools research. Such means could include relying on
existing shared understandings in the education community re-
garding the meaning of the term; relying on the Education Depart-
ment and/or on an independent group of educators and scholars to
periodically prepare a current definition and summary of the re-
search; or requiring recipients of funds for Effective Schools
projects to define the research for themselves and show how pro-
posed projects activities draw upon the research base. Any one of
these alternatives can serve to balance the need for a clear defini-
tion of Congressional intent with the simultaneous need to keep re-
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iearch—based programs responsive to advances in the knowledge
ase.

Second, Congress can improve the information base for education-
al policymakers at the local, state and national levels tkrough the
proposed redesign of elementary and secondary statistics collected by
OERI and the prcposed expansion of the Nationa! Assessment of
Educational Progress. Taken together, those two improvements in
national education statistics contain proposals to monitor the
extent to which schools employ the Effective Schools practices on a
natiorwide and state-by-state basis, and relate these practices to
studeat achievement. This data will enable policymakers to target
programs, resources and new policy initiatives on those school
practices which most need to be strengthened. In addition, these
same data provide a valuable tool for giving visibility to, and con-
centrating public and educator’s attention on, important school
practices.

SUSTAINING THE MOMENTUM OF REFORM THROUGH THE APPLICATION
OF RESEARCH

Congress can play an important leadership role in sustaining the
current reform movement and in speediag the development and
implementation of a second wave of reforms as well. This can be
accomplished through two initiatives.

First, Congress should challenge the states to develop and
strengthen initiatives which incorporate the Effective Schools re-
search. Congress should provide resources for use by state boards of
education and state education agencies to strengthen effective
schooling practices at the school building level, in ways that are
tailored to the particular reform initiatives in each stute. As indi-
cated in the previous section, there is already a good deal of related
activity at the state level, ranging from state sponsored school lead-
_ ership academies, Effective Schools technical assistance programs,
staff development efforts for teachers, career ladder programs,
school accreditation standards, and the like. One way for Congress
to effectively build on these efforts would be to provide resources
for state designed efforts which show clear links to the Effective
Schools research, and which are directly targeted on enhancirg
educational practices at the school building level.

State proposals should describe the particular activity or initia-
tive, indicate the level of state resources committed tc the effort,
and show how Federal resources will expand or strengthen the pro-
gram. Congress should permit a wide range of activities, including
the development and start-up of new programs, expanding existing
programs to additional sites of participants, or the evaluativn cf ex-
isting efforts.

Second, Congress should provide funds to support local experi-
mentation and demonstration sites atmed at providing models of re-
structured schools. These efforts should result in models of dramati-
cally new organizational arrangements for creating Effective
Schools by strengthening opportunities and capacity for school site
management and decision-making. They should involve the recom-
mendations proposed by the Carnegie Forum and the National
Governors’ Association, and should include such elements as in-
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creased responsibility and decisionmaking for teachers, increased
staff support for teachers, greater differentiation in roies z2nd re-
sponsibilities for teachers, more varied school leadership struc-
tures, greater autonomy at the school site level for budgeting and
resource alloca‘ion, and greater accountability for teachers and
schools in terms of student performance.

Of necessity, such efforts will involve changes in the regulatory
and support efforts for demonstration schools 2% boih the state and
local school district level. Therefore, such efforts must involve part-
nerships between individual school Euildings, isce:i school boards
and the district central office, and the state board of education and
state education agency. Federal support for such efforts should
therefore be contingent upon the contribution of both local and
state resources, and upon the demonstrated willingness of state
and . =l governing bodies to provide waivers to regulations as
needea, and to develop and impl:ment new accountability mecha-
nisms based upen outcomes and goals reached by the school, in-
cluding student performance.

To be effective, such demonstration sites will require concentrat-
ed resources over a minimum of five years. Resources should be
available to support increased operating costs in the short term
(with the provision that state and local revenues will support them
in the long run), to underwrite development and technical assist-
ance efforts, to document and describe the change process and ef-
forts, to evaluate the results of the effort, an " .o disseminate new
models and the lessons learned from them nationally.

Further, to ensure the effectiveness of this effort, funds should be
distributed to a small number of sites (e.g., 5-10) on a compe.itive
basis. This will ensure an adequate concentration of resources tar-
geted on those sites with the greatest promise for success.
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The Role of the District in School Effectiveness
(By Thomas B. Corcoran, Education Consultant, Tennington, N.J.)

INTRODUCTION

The Effective Schools research has directed the attention of pol-
icymakers to the policies, practices, and conditions that seem to
contribute most to educational success in individual public schools.
Unfortunately, the “theory” or model of school effectiveness that
has emerged from this research gives little consideration to the
roles that the school district and district policymakers play in cre-
ating Effective Schools. This omissicn is largely an artifact of the
research designs used in studies of Effective Scheols. As a result,
much of the recent literature on school improvement treats schools
as the signi‘icant units of change and school improvement is dis-
cussed in terms of “school by school” strategies. Yet, public schools
operate within the context of school districts whose boards set their
policy and direction and whose central office staffs implement and
monitor those policies. While there is little research describing the
impact that school boards and ¢strict administrators have on
school effectiveness, experience and common sense suggest that
these actors play important roles in shaping the character, and the
effectiveness, of the public schools within their jurisdictions. The
purpose of this paper is to review what is known, and what can be
Inferred, about the influence of school district policies and practices
on school effectiveness and to suggest some general guidelines for
the assessment of district policy and practice.

The ErFecTive ScHooLs RESEARCH

Research has demonstrated that some public schools provide
more effective instruction to their students than other schools serv-
ing similar populations. This research, based largely on studies of
urban elementary schools, has stimulated both the development of
new theory in education and a reform movement seeking greater
social equity in educational attainment through aﬁplication of the
research findings. The most popular summary of this research, the
so-called Five Factcr Theory, identifies strong building leadership,
clear instructional goals, an orderly school climate, high staff ex-
pectations and standards for student performance, and frequent
monitoring and assessment of student progress as the essential
characteristics of Effective Schools (Edmonds, 1979; The Effective
School Report, November, 1986). More comprehensive reviews of
the litera‘ ire suggest more complex models. For example, Purkey
and Smicti (1983) identified thirw.~n distinct factors related to
school efiectiveness,

Effective Schools are described as being different from schools in
general. They are more tightly managed. Their curriculums, in-
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structional practices, and tests are more closely aligned and the
work of their staffs is directed toward agreed-upon goals. Such
schools, researchers contend, are able to reduce the effects of socio-
economic background on academic achievement. They are “strong”
schools that have policies and practices that reduce the influence of
social environment and peer culture on student behavior and aca-
demic performance. Consequently, they are able to make greater
academic and behavioral demands on their students. Staff in these
schools set higher expectations for their students and place greater
emphasis on the recognition of high performace. They make better
use of their resources, especially time, and they reach out to attain
parent and community support. Internally, such schools are char
acterized by 2 strong sense of community, consensus on goals, and
a professional culture that supports success. Comparisons of such
schools with more typical schools suggest that the factors identified
by researchers account for a significant portion of the variation in
achievement among schools. Comprekensive reviews of this litera-
ture have been conducted by Purkey and Smith (1983), MacKenzie
(1983), Rutter (1983), and Corcoran and Hansen (1983).

The research on Effective Schools frequently has been criticized
for methodological and conceptual weaknesses (MacKenzie, 1983,
Rowan, Bossert, and Dwyer, 1983). It is important to note that most
of the studies have focused on urban elementary schools serving
low-income children, and that the “findings” are merely correla-
tions ketween school characteristics and student performance on
basic skills tests. It also is significant that the criteria of effective-
ness generally have been limited to student performance on stand-
ardized fests of basic skills. Other educational outcomes have
seldom been examined although it is generally assumed that the
Effective School factors also would contribute positively to their at-
tainment. In spite of these and other limitations, however, those
who have reviewed the studies have concluded that the findings
are important and are robust envugh to provide the basis for the
deﬁigtll of school improvment programs and the evaluation of
schools.

There are some good reasons for the g .neral optimism about this
body of research. First, dozens of independent studies have pro-
duced similar findings. Second, these findings are consistent with
the results from studies of effective teaching. There are a;so strik-
ing garallels between these findings and analyzes of conditivns in
highly successful businesses (Clark, Lotto, and Astuto, 1984). More-
over, much of the research on implementation of school improve-
ment and workplace reform has reached conclusions similar to
those drawn from the Effective Schools otudies (Corcoran and
Hansen, 1983; Purkey and Smith, 1983). Finally, and perhaps most
importantly, the findings make common sense to practitios:ers who
accept their validity (Corcoran, 1985). In sum, there are powerful
and persuasive arguments for using the research on effective
schools as the basis for public policy in education.

IMPLICATIONS FOR DISTRICT PoL1cY AND PRACTICE

. Research on the characteristics of effective classrooms and effec-
tive schools is considerably more ex.ensive than studies of school
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board performance and school district operations. Yet, leadership
and support from local educational leaders and central office per-
sonnel are crucial to stimulating and sustaining school and class-
room improvement. This conclusion comes from stucies of school
improvement (Berman, 1984; Crandall, Loucks, and Eisenman,
1983; Louis, Rosenblum, and Molitor, 1981) and from experience in
working with schools. It is also supported by a recent review of pro-
grams based on the Effective Schools research which found that
most of the programs had been initiated by school district staff
(Miles and Kaufman, 1985).

Yet school effectiveness “theory” gives little consideration to the
role of district i.~ lers in the change process and geaerally is asso-
ciated with a “grass-roots” school-by-school approach to improve-
ment. This view is a logical derivative of the hypothesis that school
culture, which varies from school to school, is the dominant factor
in determining effectiveness. In most cases, researchers have fo-
cused on school variables and ignored the interaction with the
school district. School autoncmy has been assumad in the research
designs and then often charnpioned in the conclusions. Districts are
expected to play supportive roles but the real action (and initiative)
is perceived to rest at the school level (Marsh and Berman, 1984).

This perspective is simply out of touch with the realities of
school governance and operations. The school may be the proper
unit of analysis for research, but schools are not operationally inde-
pendent of school systems and building leaders seldom initiate sig-
nificant changes without district approval and support. Schools
function within a nested hierarchy of federal, state, and local
policy. The policies and operations of local districts, in particular,
have a profound influence on school effectiveness and the possibili-
ties for improvement. Furthermore, during the past three decades
there has been 2 steady drift of authority away from the school
building to the district office as a result of collective bargaining
and federal and state regulations (Eberts and Stone, 1984; Johnson,
1984; Talbert, 1981). It is probably more accurate to think of
schools as being co-managedp by district and building administra-
tors, although that the balance of power and authority in this part-
nership varies enormously from district to district (Cuban, 1984;
Yin, Blank, and White, 1984). The question of the proper balance
between school autonomy and district control or initiative cannot
be prescribed in the abstract. It depends upon the local political
context, the influence and agendas of various actors and interest
groups, and, ultimately, on the decisions of local policymakers
about the desired mix of central control and delegation.

Even in situations in which some form of school-site manage-
ment prevails, districts typically exercise enormous influence on
school and classroom effectiveness:

~—Dby determining the composition of the student body;

—by defining the criteria for student success or failure with pro-
motion standards, attendance requirements, ard local gradua-
tion requirements;

—by determining the quantity, quality, and fit of instructional
materials;

—through patterns of resource and time allocatioas;
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—by the degree of decentralization of decisionmaking (districts
vary in the amount of authority they give to principals and the
degree of latitude given teachers with curriculum);

—through staff selection and assignments;

—Dby setting the tone for the organization and shaping the expec-
tations and work norms of their staff; and

—through collective bargaining and contract enforcement (Corco-
ran, 1985).

District policies and procedures also have been shown to have
significant effects on the development and success of school im-
provement programs. For example:

—districts are typically the initiators of broad-based improve-

ment effcsts;

—-districts often determine which schools participate—for exam-
ple, David and Peterson (1984) found that while the policy of
the California School Improvement Program called for schools
to volunteer, in practice, districts selected the volunteers;

—districts may determine the implementation strategy—whether
it be top-down, bottom-up, or a combination of the two
(Berman and McLaughlin, 1979; Smith and Purkey, 1985);

—the attitude of district leadership may influence school staffs’
view of an improvement effort as a fundamental change, a

roject, a source of funds, or more paperwork (Marsh and

erman, 1984; David and Peterson, 1984)—commitment on the
part of leadership is critical to successful change (Fulian, 1982;
Cuban, 1984);

—the ability of the board and superintendent to work together
may determine whether any improvement programs are initi-
ated, whether they are supported adequately, how they are
evalrated, and whether they are continued (Buttram, Corco-
i'grslé)and Hansen, 1986; Institute for Educational Leadershiy,

—districts provide resources—almost all improvement programs
involve costs, especially staff time, that require district approv-
al (Cuban, 1984; Rewan, 1983);

—districts are in the best position to provide schools with assist-
ance because district staff are familiar with individual schools
and are able to spend time working there (Crandall, Loucks,
and Eisenman, 1983)—the districts are more likely than other
agencies to have a pool of people to play this role (David and
Peterson, 1984);

—districts can often provide important incentives and for staff
efforts and recognition for their accomplishments (Smith and
Purkey, 1985); and

—districts may be able to provide relief from policies, routines,
or contractual provisos that limit or obstruct improvement ef-
forts (Smith ang Purkey, 1985).

Even this brief review makes it blatantly clear thut district .ead-
ers—the board of education, the superintendent, and the central
office staff—play critical roles in shaping the outcomes of school
improvement initiatives. They are in the best position to initiate
action (or to obstruct it); they have the opportunity to plan and co-
ordinate; they control critical resources; and, ultimately, they
decide whether the effort was a success or failure and if it should
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be expanded, continued, or put on the shelf with other well intend-
ed plans.

ScrooL DisTRICTS AND COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

One of the most important ways in which district leaders influ-
ence school effectiveness is through the content and the tone of col-
lective bargaining. Bargaining takes place at the district level and
the management position is represented by district leaders rather
than by building administrators. The agreements that emerge set
critical parameters for policy and practice in individual schools.
For example, teachers covered by collective bargaining agreements
tend to receive higher salaries, teach smaller classes, spend less
time instructing students, and more time in preparation than
teacht s working in non-union situations (Eberts and Stone, 1984).
Bargaining also has significant effects on the management of
schools by increasing the formal authority of teachers, reducing the
discretionary authority of principals, centralizing policymaking re-
sponsibilities, and placing restrictions on the work demands that
can be made of teaching staff. Some contracts also include provi-
sions that limit class size, restrict staff transfers, provide proce-
dures for planning staff development programs, and create mecha-
nisms for teacher involvement in school and district planning and
decision-making. All of these factors car. influence school effective-
ness. Whether the net impact of collective bargaining on school ef-
fectiveness is positive or negative can only be determined on a case
by case basis.

Although the limited evidence tiat is available suggests that col-
lective bargaining has a small positive effect in general on student
achievement (Eberts and Stone, 1984), the actual situation could
vary considerably from district to district. If labor relations in a
district are characterized by conflict and confrontation, it may be
diffi~ult to sustain the high levels of cooperation essential to school
effectiveness. If the district or the union leadership enforces the
contract in a manner that causes either principals or union repre-
sentatives to adopt a “work to rule” attitude and become bureau-
cratic, it may be difficult to create or sustain the kind of school
“ethos” associated with school effectiveness. Flexibility is reduced,
teachers define their responsibilities and commitments more nar-
rowly, ¢ nmunications are hampered, and the quality of education
is likely to suffer. These problems are mc._* likely to arise when the
district leadership refuses tu accept the legitimacy of the union or
persistently acts in an autocratic, top-down manner. There is an
old adage that management gets the unions that it deserves which
seems to apply to school districts as well as it does to other types of
organizations.

Conversely, cooperation between management and labor in a
school district may make it easier to implement school improve-
ment programs. Finn (1985) has argued that collaboration between
management and labor is essential to successful schoo!l reform. He
contends that there is a revolution underway in labor-management
relations in the private sector based on the premises that an orga-
nization functions best when everyone in it has an investment in
its goals, subscribes to its central values, takes part in decisions af-
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fecting their v vk, shares responsibility for success or failure, and
can assume that the organization has an authentic interest in their
welfare. Other commentators have noted the high degree of con-
gruence between the descriptions of management practices in suc-
cessful private firms and the findings of the Effective Schools re-
search (Clark, Lotto, and Astuto, 1984).

In sum, collective bargaining has a significant impact on local
educational policy and it may have considerable effect on school ef-
fectiveness. g‘he impact of collective bargaining is likely to vary
.greatly across districts because of differences in the content of con-
tracts, the degree of contract compliance, and the climate of labor-
managemext velations.

DISTRICT APPLICATIONS OF THE SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS RESEARCH

Districts all over the country have dezigned or adopted “effective
schools” programs, Typicsliy, these programs are intended to raise
test scores and "nclud':e elements ﬁuclg as:

—definition of instructional goals;

—new promotivn and/or graduation requirements;

—changes in time allocations for instruction;

—mandated planning for each school;

—alignment of the curriculum taught and texts and materials

with the test being administered; .

—revilsion of supervisory practices to align them with district

goals;

—creation of a district assessment program to monitor student

progress; and

—staff development focusing on effective schools and teaching,

supervision, assessment, and planning (Cuban, 1984).

The general intent of these programs is increased control over in-
struction and tighter coupling between the classroom and the dis-
trict. The underlying assumption often appears to be that the
teaching staff are not doing the job and that tilghter rescriptions
and closer supervision are needed to raise their level of effort, keep
them on track, and improve coordination. This search for tighter
coupling often results in improvement programs being designed in
the district office with little, if any, teacher input, and being imple-
mented in a top-down fashion. As one observer has noted:

From images popular in the academic journals of schools as loosely linked, amor-
phous enterprises with plenty of slack, a counterimage now emerges from such dis-
tricts of organizations tightly coupled in both guals and formal structure, targeted
sharply on academic rroductivity District officials pursuing policies that fasten in-

dividual schools snugly to the cer.tral office believe they have found just the right
hammer to pound in a nail (Cuban, 1984).

Considering the pressure on district leaders to raise test scores,
such policies are understandable, particularly if local policymakers
believe that such approaches will produce quick gains in achieve-
ment and hold off public criticism. Such such gains may be short-
lived and the unanticipated consequences costly. The top-down,
tighter-coupling approach to Effective Schools may sim ly produce
increased bureaucratization and a higher level of mediocrity. In-
creased uniformity combined with stricter controls over teacher
work may lower morale, level of effort, and professionalism among
the teaching staff. Dependency on hasic skills tests may narrow the
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curriculum and reduce the time devoted to other important cur-
riculum content. Stronger accountability measures without com-
pensating steps to enhance teacher discretion and participation
may raise the levels of conflict among teachers and administrators
and lead to ~ “work to rule” attitude. The press toward efficiency
is not necessarily bad, it may even be essential in some districts,
but it is unlikely to create the conditions essential for long-term
improvements in school effectiveness unless accompanied by other
mﬁaStllres that build and protect strong, professionaf)cultures in the
schools.

Most analysts interpret the Effective Schools literature different-
ly from the version described above. The central message, they
would contend, is that good schools have a culture that promotes
and supports goal consensus, cooperation, achievement orientation,
problem-olving, and high discretionary effort. In this view, people
and the resources that people bring to their jobs are a good school's
major assets. Good school managers it is argued are those who
create conditions under which people perform at their best.

From this perspective, the role of the district shifts from control
to the encouragement, nurturing, and development of the desired
work cultures in schools and to the recruitment and development
of the talent to take full advantage of the opportunites for improve-
ment that are created. This suggests an inversion of the conven-
tional approach to implementation of improvements. Emphasis is
placed on maximizing school level responsibility rather than on
gaining greater control and ensuring uniformity of practice. School
staff are asked to identify and clarify school problems, develop and
imglement plans, make decisions about assignment of resources,
and plan staff development activities.

The district’s role in this approach is to provide direction and re-
sources, including moral support, incentives for participation, time,
funds, and technical assistance. The district, of course, continues to
set the parameters within which school-based improvement occurs
b]y setting overall goals, defining indicators of quality, reviewing
plans, and monitoring implementation. District leaders retain the
responsibility for school outcomes and cannot abdicate that respon-
sibility. They ar2 the ones who have both the authorit and the re-
sponsibility to create the school conditions under whic optimal ef-
fectiveness can be attained. The issue facing district leaders is how
to best create those conditions.

WHAT SHOrLD DisTRICT PoLICYMAKERS Do?

Faced with conflicting advice about how to improve their schools,
what should district leaders do? In the face of public demands for
better student perfarmance, choosing not to act is not an option.
The answer to the dilemna facing district leaders about how to
design an_appropriate strategy for improvement depends on the
local political context, the quality of school personnel, the charac-
ter of management-labor relations, and the expectations of the dis-
trict and community. Beyond that, research does provide some
guidelines for action. A review of the research suggests that there
are eight key functions districts must perform if school improve-
ment 15 to have any real chance of success at the building level.

.
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that they must be tightly monitored and controlled and which
can be delegated or left to discretion at the building level.

—District leaders must set and communicate clear goals, They
must ask what the system is ahout and what it should be
about. Goals should be stated in a manner that permits verifi-
cation of their attainment.

—District leaders must address the question of what should be
taught and set up a process for making such decisions, Wheth.
er curriculum is defined centrally, in each school, or, in some
cases, in the classroom, there must be a process to validate
those decisions and ensure that they are actually put into prac-
tice.

—District leaders should define the indicators used to assess
school quality and change. Developing and managing this in-
formation system is probably a central office function. Infor-
mation sho_u!d include outcome data and Jindicators of those

identify and solve problems, work cooperatively, and make the
maximum effort to achieve goals. The district must foster a cli-
mate in which people can be productive, cooperative, and will-
ing to face up to problems. Trust is essential if people are to
accept responsibility for improvement,

—District leaders should foster policies that provide incentives
for initiative and improvement. They should empharize that
improvement is a collectjve responsibility and hold thinselves
gx}d central offices accountable for car1ying out their responsi-

ilities,

—District leaders should ensure that the allocation of money,
people, and time reflects district goals and priorities, The djs-
trict must provide funds, technical assistance, and staff devel-
opment to support improvements. The district leaders should
also insure that their policies in selecsting, assigning, and pro-
moting staff are consistent with their goals,

—Finally, the district leaders must take a long-term view of im-
provement by setting reasonable timelines and providing for
continuity of development. They also must provide stable Jead-
ership to guide the improvement effort and buffer it from
hasty evaluations or external interference. This can be difficult
given the rapid turnover rate of board members and superin-
tendents.

These are the major inferences to be drawn from the research on

school effectiveness and sthool improvement for school districts. Al-
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Administrative and Organization Arrangements and
Considerations in the Effective Schools Mevement

(By Eugene E. Eubanks, Daniel U. Levine, University of Missouri-Kansas City)

There are hundreds of points that can and should be .aade re-
garding administrative and organizational arrangements and con-
siderations to strengthen the Effective Schools movement for im-
proving the education of economically disadvantaged students. (We
will limit our analysis to the economically disadvantaged segment
of students, particularly those attending predominantly proverty
schools in big cities.) However, due to severe space limitations, we
can summarize only a few of the most important of these points.
We will do this under the following headings: resources; organiza-
tional arrangements ~nd grouping; testing; secondary schools prepa-
ration of administrators; and planning for improvement.

RESOURCES

Experience, common sense, and some research support the con-
clusion that significant additional resources generally are required
to substantially improve the achievement of students attending
poverty schools in big cities. Among the major categories in which
expenditure increases generally are required are the following:
class size, supervisory and technical assistance personnel; instruc-
tional materials and supplies; and specialized personnel such as li-
brarians and counselors.

CLASS SIZE

Whether class size reduction results in improved achievement
has been a long and tortuous controversy among educational re-
searchers. Without recapitulating the history of this controversy,
we can report that there is now some consensus for the conclusion
that substantial changes which reduce class size below the fifteen-
totwenty range can improve achievement provided that such re-
ductions are taken advantage of to modify and improve instruction-
al practice. Beyond this common sense conclusion, several recent
studies support the emerging and interrelated conclusions that the
number of low-achieving students may be more impt “tant than the
number of students per se, and that classes with a . latively high
proportion of low achievers must be small if the average teacher is
to function effectively in this difficult environment (see Levine,
Levine, and Eubanks, 1985).

SUPERVISORY AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PERSONNEL

Substantially improving the achievement of vast numbers of dis-
adva. “aged students obviously will require major changes in in-
structional methods and materials. This in turn means that teach-

(30)
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ers " ~uverty schools must learn to function much more effectively
than .e average teacher has in the past, or has been prepared to
do tkreugh his or her pre-service and in-service education.

Foriunately, the good news today is that improved instructional
approaches have been developed that can result in large achieve-
ment gains among previously low-achievers, particularly as regards
their performance on higher-crder skills such as comprehension in
reading or other subjects and problem-solving in math. Professor

avid Pesrson of the University of Illinois Center on Reading has
characterized these recent advances in knowledge and technique as
a “comprehension revolution” which has occurred during the past
ten years.

Unfortunately, the “down§ide” of this development is that teach-

today is basically that “There is essentially nothing in instruction-

al materials or in teacher training [of the past] that helps the

geggher learn what to do when the child does not understand” (p.
58).

Bruce Joyce, Beverly Showers, and others have shown that acqui-
sition of new teaching skills and approaches requires many hours
of demonstx:ation, coaching, and practice, facilitated by highly

fectively implement contemporary approaches such as mastery
earr)l‘ng or other versions of outcomes-based instruction (Levine,
5

INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES

For a variety of reasons, significant additional expenditures for
instructional materials and supplies usually are needed in working
to improve achievement of low achievers. One reason is because
many students must learn at 5 faster rate than they have in the
Past, and this in turn requires a wider-than-normal range of mate-
rials selected in accordance with students’ changing levels of per-
forn.l'c}nce and their inglivi.dual interests and learnjng problems. In

SPECIALIZED PERSONNEL

The need for additional Specialized personnel is clearly evident at
most poverty schools in big cities. For example, elementary librar-
ians are needed to help ensure that regular classrc sm lessons are
extended to and coordinated with independent learning and appro-
priate reinforcement in the library, sufficient counselors are re-
quired to help students cope with the special problems they en-
counter in an inner city environment, home-school coordinators
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often are required to ensure positive coordination of home and
school influences, and other specialized personnel may be needed to
help plan and conduct fie'? trips, learning incentive programs, or
other activities designed to motivate students and enrich their
learning. In general, relatively large numbers of specialized person-
nel such as administrators, librarians, and counselors are needed at
poverty schools, compared with middle-class or economically-di-
verse schools, because faculty (including teachers) at schools with a
high proportion of disadvantaged students are overloaded with a
much higher-than-normal incidence of problems they encounter in
working to discharge their responsibilities.

It is true that substantially increasing expenditures at poverty
schools does not and will not automatically result in improvements
in instruction or student performance. Resonrces can be increased
far beyond the average level in a school district, but little or no im-
provement will take place unless they are used to bring about fun-
damental changes in instructional methods, organizational ar-
rangements, and other aspects of education mentioned elsewhere in
this paper. Indeed, this is just what happened at many poverty
schools in the 1960’s and 1970’s, where large expenditures were
used to reduce class size, provide more specialists, or introduce ex-
pensive instructional systems that did not result in basic improve-
ments in instructional and organizational arrangements. Misuse of
increased resources in the past, however, does not cbviate the im-
portance of additional resources required to implement change
more effectively in the future.

Tt is also true that there are some poverty schools which already

__have an adequate level of resources and are much more dependent

on changes in their utilization rather than additional increases-if
improvement is to occur in achievement. Some New York City
schools, for example, have relatively large resources available
through various local, state, and Federal sources, and mav not re-
quire additional money to bring about substantial improve “ent In
our experience, however, such schools are much more the exception
than the rule nationally. Most poverty schools we have visited or
know about require significant additional resources for expendi-
tures suck: as those identified elsewhere in this paper.

We are embarrassed about and perkaps should apologize for de-
voting so much of our limited space to advancing the (to us) obvi-
ous conclusion that most poverty schools need additional resources
to improve achievement. However, claims that povety schools re-
quire little or rothing in additional resources are suificiently wide-
spread—sometimes from people who should know better—that we
felt obligated to emphasize this fundamental point.

ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS AND GROUPING

During the past fifteen years we have devoted a consideral-le
amount of time to studying, visiting, and otherwise learning about
effective poverty schools at which average 12ading or math achieve-
ment is much higher than other similar schovls. One of the most
important characteristics which distinguishes those successful pov-
erty schools » that taey Lave unusually effective arrangements for
teaching low-achieving students.
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In some cases, such arrangements emphasize provisions of addi-
tional assistance to improve reading performance through tutoring
before school, during lunch, or after school, utilization of teachers
aides, reductions of non-essential time in art, music, or other sub-
jects, formation of smaller-in-class groups for low achievers than
for other students, and other means (Sizemore, 1985). This type of
approach requires that most or all teachers be unusually flexible,
skilled, and hard-working in instructing low achievers.

In other cases, arrangements at unusually effective poverty
schools emphasize placement of the lowest achievers in relatively
homogeneous classes organized and taught so as to accelerate their
learning. In essence, this involves placing the lowest achieving stu-
dents in the smallest classes with outstanding teachers and support
staff who emphasize characteristics, such as relatively rapid pacing
of instruction and stress on improving students’ self-concept as a
lenrner, that have been ijentified as important in working success-
fully with groups of 1 w-achievers (Leinhardt and Pallay, 1982).
One potential advantage of nomogeneous grouping of the lowest
achieving students is that it can make the job of most teachers
throughout the school much more manageable.

In still other cases, improved performance by the lowest
achievers has been attained through their placerzent in heteroge-
neous classes which emphasize individualized azd small-group in-
struction. This approach can be successful as loag as average class
size in a school is relatively low, teachers have sufficient materials,
skill, time, ai.d help to provide meaningfu; ir.dividualization, and
instructional procedures incorporate additional assistance for low
achievers through team learning or other means. Overall, this ap-
proach. probably has_the .most potential-for helpag-all students-in-
crease substantially in achievement, but it is relatively expensive
and it often fails because inadequate resources arz provided to
make it workable (Lindelow, 1983). Elizabeth Cohen (1986) has sum-
marized some of the problems educators have encountered trying
to deliver instruction emphasizing individualization 1n heterogene-
ous classrooms as follows:

This change. .. meant that teachers were going to need support in solving prob-
lems with the uncertain technolo » support .1 learning how to work with aides.

Because no one gave the teachers the help they needed, these innovations often de-
generated. . . . (p. 158).

Our discussion in this section raises the old question of whether
homogeneous or heterogeneous grouping is superi¢ . We have seen
both arrangements as well as several intermediate mixtures suc-
ceed in poverty schools, which leads us to conclude that, from some
points of view, how well grouping is carried out may well be more
imlportant than whether it is homogeneous or heterogeneous.

n general, we believe that it is best to avoid or minimize homo-
geneous grouping to the extent possible, particularly in racially
and socioeconomically mixed settings where such grouping may
generate segregation within or across classrooms. However, in
many poverty schools strictly heterogeneous organization may not
be feasible, and some an.ount of homogeneous grouping may be
more workable, provided that appropriate special assistance is
available to the lowest achievers. In the latter situation, we agree
with a recent review of research in which Robert Slavin identified
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the following “general principles for making ability grouping an ef-
fective practice at the elementary level. Students should remain in
heterogeneous classes at most times, and be regrouped by ability
only in subjects in which reducing heterogeneity is particularly im-
portant (for example, math and reading) * * * Grouping plans must
-reassess student placements frequently and allow for easy reassign-
ments based on student progress” (Slavin, 1986:4). Unfortunately
the general principles advocated by Slavin are rarely followed sys-
tematically in practice.

Beyond these principles, we believe that some new terminology is
desirable for partially circumventing the frequently emotional con-
troversy between those who support and those who oppose homoge-
neous grouping. The best language we have heard for this purpose
involves the concept of “levelling,” which advocates making a
broad distinction between readers and non-readers, or, sometimes,
between good readers, poor readers, and non-readers. Once this dis-
tinction is made, special assistance must be nrovided for poor read-
ers and non-readers. A similar distinction pr obably should be made
between students who are above and below .ome level of minimally
adequate functioning in mathematics.

One particularly critical aspect of organizational arrangements
for improving achievement at poverty schools in big cities involves
coordination of the regular instructional program with compensato-
ry resources such as Chapter 1. The model approach for providing
compensatory education 1s to ‘“pull” students from regular classes
for special assistance, but many or most pullout arrangements un-
tortunately are not working effectively because they are poorly co-
ordinated with regular instruction, reduce accountability of regular
-teachers, -create-.confusion- and disruptive movement throughout
the school day, and otherwise detract from effective delivery of in-
struction. New York, Kansas City, and some other urban districts
have made large improvements by reducing or eliminating pullout,
and many other districts must either emulate their example or
find ways to implement pullout more effectively, if academic
achievemer! is to be substantially improved at urban schools.

TESTING

Administrators also are responsible for initiating and implement-
ing testing and ev.luation policies and practices that will guide the
effective schools movement in productive directions. Improvements
in testing and evaluation are particularly required in order to
counteract destructive tendencies towa.d overemphasis on low-
level, rote learning at poverty schools in big cities.

Achievement patterns in many big cities indicate that much em-
Phasis is being placed on improving students’ performance in
‘basic” rudimentary skills that are easiest to teach and test. In ad-
dition, such skills are easiest for students tv icarn and not only
help keep them “occupied” with workshects ard workbooks but
also tend to bolster their sense that they are accomplishing some-
thing in school. 1t is difficult for teachers and students to resist this
tendency, particularly since emphasis on higher-crder skills calls
for more active learning methods that are particularly hard to im-
plemen. in sizable classes with a high proportion of low achievers.
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Data on achievemert trends in big cities support the conclusion
that much progress is being made in teaching low-level skills, bug
deficiencies in higher-order skills are still severe (Levine and Eu-
banks, 1987). In Milwaukee, for example, the average fifth-grade
capitalization and math computation scores are at the 55th per-
centile nationally, the average spelling score is at the 57th percent-
ile, and the average punctuation score is at the 59th percentile.
However, the average math problem-solving score is at the 47th
percentile, and the average reading comprehension score js at the
40th percentile.

In Kansas City, Missouri, similarly, average sixth-grade achieve-
ment at predominantly-black elementary schools in the inner city
is at the national average of 6.8 (grade-equivalent) in the mechan-
ics of language (spelling, punctuation, capitalization), but is at 6.1—
far below the national average—in reading comprehension. Stu-
dents who have been drilled for years in lower-order reading and
math skills now perform fairly well on standardized tests through
the sixth or seventh grade, but many can only “call-out” the words
without understanding what they read, or do simple arithmetic op-
erations without being able to understand math concepts or prob-
lem-solving methods required for success later in school or in a
modern economy.

Worse, testing practices frequently reinforce destructive enden-
cies to overemphas ze lower-order skills. State or district tests in
some locations specify a large number of sub-skills that are sup-

osed to constitute “reading”, but instruction in these sub-skills

requant’y only helps students select the correct multiple-choice re-
sponse on a test but not actually read with understanding (MacGin-
itie and MacGinitie, 1986; Harris and Cooper, 1985). When such
‘tests are imposed-as the standard for performance acioss a diverse
set of schools, students in middle-class schools generally perform
well and move quickly to instruction in more important higher-
level skills, while students at poverty schools in the inner city get
mired in a repetitive cycle marked by learning, forgetting, and re-
learning of narrow sub-gkills.

Testing can be an engine for improvement rather { nera-
tor and reinforcer of destructive emphasis on lower- kills in
the inner city. Among the viable opticus available . ‘nistra-

“ors, policymakers, and other school officials are to em,y...olZ€ Com-
ponents of standardized tests that deal with the relatively most im-

ortant higher-order skills, or to use tests, suck as the Degrees of
ﬁeading Power, that are designed explicitly to assess performance
on dimensions other than rote mastery of narrow sub-skills. It will
be unnecessarily difficult to wean teachers and students from em-
phasis oa rote learning so long as performance is assessed on the
wrong criteria.

SECONDARY SCHOOLS

At the senior high and intermediate (i.e., junior high cr middle
school) levels, the conclusions set forth above regarding resources
and organizatioral arrangements also apply, but problems in re-
forming secondary schools are more severe than those encountered
at the elementary level, and therefore workable solutions require
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even greater change in traditional practice. Some of the conclu-
sions we have reached regarding successful reform of secondary
schools with a high proportion of low-achieving, disadvantaged stu-
dents are enumerated below.

(1) Urban secondary schools enrolling many low achievers re-
quire fundameutal structural change. Productive structural change
can include such possibilities as creation of “school-within-a-school”’
units, establishment of “Institutes” or “Centers” that allow stu-
dents to concentrate on studies in which they are particularly in-
terested, and arrangements for teaching across subject areas to em-
phasize common themes in English, social studies, math, science,
and other subjects.

(2) In nearly all urban secondary schools with which we are fa-
miliar, some change is required in the composition of the faculty,
in order to introduce more teachers who are both able and willing
to work with low-achieving urban students.

3) To carry out major improvements in structure, staffing, and
instructional approach, secondary schools generally require at least
one support person for every nine or ten teachers. (This generaliza-
tion hoids for socioeconomically-mixed as well as poverty schools.)
Support staff can include a variety of psitions such as administra-
tor, supervisor, counselor, sub-unit director, program director or co-
ordinator, specialist in curriculum and/or instruction, staff devel-
opment specialist, and technology specialist. Successful organiza-
tions in business and industry, health care, military services, and
other fields typically have one suppoit person/supervisor/technical
consultant for every eight-to-ten employees. It is hard to under-
stand why people believe that schools, which have increasingly
complex and difficult objectives to carry out, can function effective-
ly with a much smaller amount of leadership and supervision.

We admit that our comments and recommendations regarding
reform of secondary education are at variance with the initiatives
now being implemented for this purpose in many locations. Recent-
ly summarized by Sedlak, et al. as involving mostly a variety of ef-
forts to “tighten administrative and inst-uctional controls” without
providing for fundamental improvement in the organization and
operation of high schools, these socalled reforms essentially in-
volve “relatively inexpensive” changes in supervision, testing, and
management. We agree with the asscssement of Sedlak and his col-
leagues when they conclude that these initiatives usually “give the
appearance of solviug the problems without disturbing the schools”
significantly (pp. 180-181).

PREPARATION OF ADMINISTRATORS

Recognition of the importance of principals and other adminis-
trators in creating more effective schools is almost universal. In ad-
dition, there seems to be growing recognition that the task of
bringing about real improvement in elementary and secondary
schools is enormously difficult. Interesting debates can be carried
on concerning the extent to which otler faculty can or most pro-
vide leadership in addition to or in place of the principal, differen-
tials in the possibilities for providing leadership between the ele-
mentary and the secondary levels, the appropriate administrative
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sequence for emphasizing school climate, instruction, and evalua-
tion, and other related matters. Nevertheless, nearly everyone
agrees that o_‘standing adminictrators are required if instruction
is to become significantly more effective, and that the general level
of leadership must be much improved in the future.

Given these truisms, pre-service and in-service preparation of ad-
ministrators must be substantially strengthened or the Effective
Schools movement probably will thrash around without having a
systematic national impact. Serious efforts to improve adininistra-
tive leadership necessarily will include the following interrelated
components:

—paid internships at both the pre-service and in-service stages.
n addition, the supervisor of interns should not have more
than nine or ten interns assigned to him or her at any one
time.

—opportunities to gain first-hand familiarity with instructional
arrangements, operational procedures, climate improvement
efforts, and othr aspects of education at unusually effective
schools. Such familiarity with effective practices can be ob-
tained through a combination of internships, mentor programs
for new or potential administrators, collegial study arrange-
ments through which administrators visit aad analyze each
other’s schools, and other means.

Administrator preparation activities such as tnose described
above are relatively expensive in comparison with the usual in-
service and preservice activities now provided. Thus one may
doubt whether serious efforts on a widespread basis will be
launched to adequately improve the capabilities of public scheol ad-
ministrators, even though training programs of the magnitude indi-
cated are standard in many businesses and professional positions
ouatside-education; )

Emphasis on administrator preparation is particularly critical at
tois stage of the Effective School movement due to growing recog-
nif:on of and stress on the importance of organizational culture in
improving achievemer* at concentrated poverty schools. Research
increasingly indicates that the norms ang attitudes shared by fac-
ulty are 2 kev consideration in determining whether meani. Sful
change %! cccur and become institutionalized. Innovations in in-
struction.i technology and curriculum without concomitant and
supportive change in organizational culture w ‘11 not produce signif-
icant and lasting iswprovi atent. Suceesyful ¢nange 1pvolves much
more than simply devcloping or obtaining capsole staf,

At the same time, reic-.vely liitle “acaemic knowledge is avail-
able cericerning hcw ano . hat one doss to chunge organiational
culture in practice, and st:‘~tly academic knowledge of this kind
does not in any case necessari y affert the beb.vior or those who
learn it. We do know, howeve~, th-t improver ..t iz arganizational
culture is one of the key contributions made by aduinistrators in
unusually Effective Schools, ar.* hat successful administiators are
able to do thir because they ha. . developed siccessfr] “theories-in-
use” that “fit” the particular circumstances at a given schnol Ad-
ministrators at unusually Effective Shools, in other words, have
somehow learned how to “make sense” of the myriad of problems
and opportunities that exist in their schools; turough continuous
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“strategic dialogues,” they communicate a vision of improvement
sufficiently powerful to change faculty motivation and organiza-
tional culture (Taylor, 1984, 1986).

In our opinion the best and surest way to help principals ana
other administrators learn to develop and implement appropriate
theories-in-use bearing on organizational culture and other key as-
pects of the change process is through internships and mentoring
arrangements such as those described above.

PLANNING FOR IMPROVEMENT

Successful implementation of systernatic efforts to improve
achievement at poverty schools depends on improvement in site-
level planning to deliver instcuction more effectively. General
guidelines should be utilized to help schools and districts avoid
some of the mistakes that have been common in various Effective
Seliools projects throughout the United States. Several guidelines
to serve this purpose are provided helow. (The guidelines are adapt-
ed from Levine and Leibert, 1987).

1. Do not overload schools, or allow them to overload themselves
as part of a public relations attempt to “demonstrate” that they are
doing everything fJossible to improve achievement.

In addition to limiting the number of objectives and components
in a school plan, central office personnel should help school facul-
ties select relatively simple approaches for improving instruction.
For example, it is known that students differ somewhat in pre-
ferred learning style, and school plans frequently specify that in-
struction will be reformed to take account of learning differences.
If the approach specified is relatively simple and manageable, such
as emphasizing an alternative mode of instruction for corrective in-
-struction, most teachers probably-can proceed to make instruction
somewhat more effective for many students. If the solution selected
is complicated, such as design and re-design of learning environ-
ments with reference to 20, 30, or even 100 or more types of learn-
ing preferences, the result probably will be still another innovation
which is carried out only on paper.

2. Require that school personnel deal with strategic instructional
issues as part of their plans for improvement.

One implication ofp our preceding discussion is that planning
guidelines and formats should be formulated with reference to key
Instructional issues such as grouping of students. If, for example, a
school plan specifies that improvements will be made in reading
performance on standardized tests, the plan should provide infor-
mation showing that problems and alternatives regarding grouping
were considered in the context of reading instruction. Evidence
also should be presented showing that reading skills and activities
have been carefully selected and scheduled at the grade and class-
room lev- * ‘0 avoid page-by-page emphasis on low-order skills.

3. As.wstance from the central office must be furnished primarily
through technical support from persons, not forms to f‘il{J out and
deadlines to meet on paper.

Resolution of difficult problems involving delivery of instruction
cannot be achieved through filling out forms describing compo-
nents in an annual school plan, no matter how elaborate. To ad-
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dress these issues successfully, schools need many kinds of techni-
cal asgistance from persons who can help them develop agreements
regarding priorities for change, identify obstacles to change in
practice, and work out solutions to complex problems within their
particular school context.

We admit that it is much cheaper and easier for central adminis-
trators to collect and process reams of gaper designated as “annual
improvement plans” than it is to provide intensive and useful tech-
nical assistance. We have seen too many instances, however, in
which rssistance primarily took the form of processing paper to be-
lieve that this approach can make much difference.

4. To the extent possible, plans as well as planning directives anc
formats should focus attention on the most cemmon pitfalls in im-
plementmg a particular approach to improving instruction.

This guideline is implicit in our previous recommendation that
the central office should require schools to aeal eXplicith with
problems they encounter in groupini of students and other ey in-
structional issues. Other Yitfalls such as mental and physical over-
load of teachers also should be addressed.

Many districts now specify one or another mastery learning ap-
proach to improve instruction at the elementary level. Research as
well as the experience of many educators indicate that there are
predictable pitfalls that frequently detract from the success of
these approaches. Anderson and Jones (1981), have identified some
of these common flaws as follows: (1) Iack of priorities among in-
structional objectives: (2) failure to organize objectives into well-se-
quenced units; (3) failure to orient and schedule students and in-
struction properly; (4) over-testing; and (5) unjustifiable decisicns
about performance standards. If planning does not help schools
deal effectively with these problems, mastery learning tends to re-
inforce negative tendencies toward slow pacing of instruction em-
phasizing low-order learning.

At a broader level, common pitfalls in mastery learning include
neglect of students’ interest and enjoyment in learning, failure to
coordinate mastery learning with other instructional approaches,
failure to provide teachers with sufficient planning time and,
equally pernicious, assigning teachers so many low-achieving stu-
dents that teachers cannot %'ive them enough learning time and
teacher support. At this level of analysis, much of the problem in
implementing mastery learning involves making it manageable and
feasible for teachers—a consideration that should be explicitly ad-
dressed in formulating and carrying out individual school plans,

5. Modify some of the language of the effective schools literature
to reflect key instructional and organizational issues as part of the
planning process.

Although most of the school effectiveness studies have been cor-
relational and hence severely limited in indicating specific actions
to improve achievement, this research has helped identify some of
the important manipulable characteristics and variables (Good and
Brophy, 1986). To make this literature even more usefu: as a guide
for school planning, we believe that some of these characteristics
should be re-defined to focus partly on resolution of key instruc-
tional and organizational issues, For example, the characteristic
which Edmonds (1982, p. 4) described as “the principal’s leadership

Do
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and attention to the quality of instruction“ might be re-written as

“The principal provides leadership in identifying and implement
ing solutlons to central instructional issues such as pacing and
grouping.”

Similarly, the characteristic most commonly referred to as “high
expectations” and described ia more detail by Edmonds (1982, p. 4)
as “teacher behaviors that convey the _expectation that all students
are expected” to attain “at least minimum mastery” might be re-
written as “‘assistance is provided and instructional arrangements
and practices are structured so that all students are expected and
required to meet mlmmum performance levels.” In our experience,
discussing teacher “‘expectations” often leads to a fruitless debate
on whether teachers believe their students can learn. Improved ter-
minology could help direct attention to questions such as how to
provide assistance for slow learners through altering instructional
arrangements, how to communicate high expec.ations through re-
quirements for completion of classroom tasks, and how to imple-
ment rigorous yet realistic promotions policies.

CONCLUSION

Although the conclusions reached and the issues considered in
this paper necessarily touch on curriculum and teaching, they are
first and foremost the province and responsibility of «:hool admin-
istrators. Organizzational arrangements at the school level, policies
and practices regarding school structure and staffing, and utiliza-
tion and availability of resources are determined to a significant
degree by administrators at various levels ranging from tne school
site to the central office.

Whenever or wherever adequate resources are not available to
carry out fundamental reform of instruction, acquisition of addi-
tional resources must be the primary priority for administrators
and policymakers at all levels. Wherever or whenever adequate re-
sources are avallable or become available, administrators are re-
sponsible for revising organizational arrangements to ensure their
effective use, though such revisions may well create conflict and
opposition from some faculty members, teacher orgaaizations, or
other sources. What administrators must particularly avoid and
oppose are the schemes being advanced by state government offi
cials and leglslators, local boards of cducation, bureaucrats, and
other who in the absence of needed fundamental changes are pro-
posing to improve achievement by simply “tightening up” on
standards or testing the minimal competence of disadvantaged stu-
dents for whom improved performance depends on availability of
adequate resources together with fundamental changes and im-
provements in the ways they currently are used.
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Programs of School
Improvement: An

Overview

Universities, state agencies, and school
districts have established school
improvement programs based on
effective schools research,

RonaLp R. Epmonps

All rights

ducators have become increase
ingly convinced that the charac.
tenstics of schools ate lmporunl

Several school effects researchers
have independently concluded that
eﬂ'cc!m schools shate certain essential

o
Since 1978 an extraordinary number
and vanety of school improvement pro-
grams have concemmed on 2 school
effects interp lationshi
between achmemenl and famlly back-
ground Such ama-

» tWo
caveats exst, meucheu do not yet

know whether those charactensics are
the causes of instruciional effectiveness.
nor have the characterishcs been
unl:ed “We must thus conclude that to

school effec 2 school

101 educational reform: and denve from
a fairly rapid educator acceptance of the
research of Brookover and Lezotte
\1977), Edmonds (1979), Rutter (1979),
and a number of others who have stud
ied characterstivs of both effective and
inefectve schools

This antxle was prepared under contract
to the Natonal Insttute of Education for
presentahon 3t 2 conference o The Implie
cahons of Research for Practice.” held at
Aichie House, Virginia. Februzev 1982

4

must impl all of the ch -
ics at once.

The charactenstics of an e&'cchve
school are (1) the p

Phare Chorien Showd

To be effective a3 school need not
bung all students to (dentical levels of .
mastery, but it must bung an cqual
percentage of its highest and lowest
soctal classes to mimmum masteny.
This of school efectiveness

and attention to the quahty of instruce
tion, {2) a penasive and broadly under-
stood instructional focus; (3) an orderly.
safe climate conducive to teaching and
learming: (4) teacher behaviors that con-
vey the expectation that all students are
expected to obtain at feast mimmum
mastery, and (5) the use of measures oi
puptl aciiievement as the basis for pro-
gram evaluation.

serves two broad purposes First. it per-
mits the mddle class to estabhish the
standard  of propottionate  masters
<gainst which to judge a school’s effec-
tiveness. Second. it permits schools to

ronale R Edmonds ¢ Professor of Educae
tron, AMichgan State Universins. Ean Lane
sng.
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“To be effective a
school need not
bring all students
to identical levels
of mastery, but it
must bring an
equal percentage
of its bighest and
lowest social
classes to
minimum

mastery.”

effectivencss rescarch (1) programs that
are organized and administered wathin
schools and school dustncts. (2) pro-
grame that are administered by state
education ‘gencres, which provide in-
centives azd technical assistance to local
schools and distnets: and (3) rograms of
research, development. and techascal
assistance usually located in a universi.
ty. The university programs tend to
emphasize the disseminat.on of knowl.
edge gained from research on school
and teacher effects as well as description
and analysis of the technology of school
intervention.

Local District Programs

Thete are now more than 2 score of
urban school districts at vanious stages of
the design and implementation of
. school smprovement programs based on
be casly charactenzed as improving or o lls. the ch isti olwschool Fect
dechning as the proportion of the lowest  Three bypes of school smprovement  ness Fise such programsein New York
soctal class demonstrating mastery nses  programs have resulted from the school  City, Milwaukee, Ch.cago, New Ha.

Drecensex 1982
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“Clearly, change
must be
schoolwide and
#include both
principals and
teachers.”

ven, and St Louis—all attemptto intro-
duce zpproaches to leadership, climate,
focus, expectations, and assessment that
conform to charactenstics of school ef
fectiveness. These programs are dissimi-
Lar in that their designs for change are
different. Some of them invite schools
to voluntanly patticipate while others
require participation Some were initiat.
ed by school officials while others were
initiated by outsiders,

The New York Cuy School Improve-
ment Project (SIP) is the most widely
pubhicized of these eforts Between A~
gust 1978 and February 1981, [ was
chief instructional officer of the New
York City Public Schools. | therefore
presided over the design and implemen-
tahion of SIP, which was partof a larges
atternpt to improve the school system s
basic approach to teaching and leam-
ing. Since 1978 there have been
changes in the New York City schools

6

. Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

n such basic areas as cumculum re-
qui! andthe dard
for pupi} promotion

SIP was and 13 the most generously
funded of the five projects described
here. The project began in October
1979 with nearly + mithon dollars of
support provided by the Ford Founda-
tion, the Camegie Corpoution, the
New York Foundation, the New York
State Department of Education, and the
New York City Public Schools.

57

Duning the 1978-79 school year
about 15 persons were recruited and
trasned as school hatsons. The training
covered the research on school effects,
the use of instruments to evaluate the
schools, and procedures the staff were to
follow when consulting with individual
schools. Initally each participating
school was assigned a full-time haison,
by 1980-8] each haison was assigned
two schools All of the patiuipating
schools were volunteers.
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changes over
which the local
school does not
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ttee of principal h plan. dxﬂ'cmtﬁmnlthchorkCltypmi-
and parents was then formed to partici- In New York Cily, typical interven-  ect. During the 1979-80 school year,
pate in and approve all projec activites  tons sncluded hing principals the 18 ckement y schools—tegarded at the
in the schoel Using int a ) of i tional leadership;  time as the least effective in the Milwau-
| observations, the liaison con. to imp teachens’ use of school district—were assigned by
ducted 2 “needs " of the hi data as 2 basis for program  the supenintendent to participate in this
school in order to determine the pnnct- | and developing and dissemi-  project.
pal’s syle of leadenship, the instruction- nating written descriphons of the  The Milwauk project was primanly
al focus of the school, the climate, t:  school's major focus, designed and impl d by M
nature of teacher expectations of pupil The New York City School Improve-  Latkin and relied solely on school dis-
performance, and the role of standard-  ment Project 1s lly evaluated on  tnct It inibally focused on
ized pupt! perf in of ization, institutional  teacher atttudes toward the educabulity
program evaluation. On the besis of the changs, and measures of pups! perform-  of the schools” predomunantly low-in-

assessment, 2 plan was developed  ance on standardized tests of achieve- come students.?

by the haison and the school's commit-  ment, The Ford Foundation conceived The St Louis project was initiated
tee to introduce the cffective school  of and funded 2 “documentation unit®  from outside the school distner Duning
charactenstics where were absent 1 evaluate the outcomes of the project  the 1980-81 school year, John Ervin,
and to strengthen them wheretheywere  and to record s evolution The  Vice President of the Danforth Foundz.
weak. Des-riptions of supp educa- h t data for each school have  ton, persuaded St. Louis schoo) offi-
tional services weredcvefoped insidethe  shown an arnual increase in students cuals t0 permit several inner-city schools
school distnct and 1n greater New York  demonstratio academic mastery to pasticipate in 2 project designed to
City These descriptions were used by fhe scboof:mpmmnmt project 1 introduce the ch istics of eff

the hatson to decade which sevices were

required by the school imp
Decoaex 1982

ment
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Mulwaukee is also based on school effec-
tiveness h. but 15 substantiall

[
schools. From the beginning, Ervin and
arez 3

Rufus Young used
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“This much

is certain:
significant
numbers of
educational
decisiorn mukers
have concluded
that the findings
Jrom research on
effective schools
are accuraie and
efficacious.”

a design focused on broad part--ipation
and shared decision mahing, With Dan-
foth support, teachers and pnnapals
were chosen to visit New Yok City's
SIP and a Pontizc, Mnhxn. 1mprove-

with im Comer of Yale. Comer's
Schonl Power (1980) descnbes a ten-year
history of direct intervention in three
predominantly black New Haven cle-

behzvm in order to improve the quzhty
of ed This

has required many educdtors to leam
shllLs. Comer’s prognm not only

ment project based

Lezotte characteristics of schoo! effec-

tveness From these wisits, St. Louis

educators gained personal knowledge of
ve schools.

The 1980-81 school year was spent
mn intense planning with the assistance
of area univensity faculty who illustrated
the processes of changc and the behav-
tors associated with school effe

mentary schools. Comer's approach to  rauses has a desirable
school 1mp hasizes the efect an the aﬂ'echvc outcomes of
menta) health shills of ed and sh My i

rmrcmodﬂ:ml}mﬁugoalum-
interaction between teachers and stu-  creased avhievement and the measure of
dents, =chool and family, adults and gain is exclusively cogmtue The a-
chnidren The New Haven schools in  temptto
which Comer has worked have dramati-  has not been under wzy long enogh to

seeks 2 qualitztive improvement in the

cally improved both interpersonal rela-
tions and thc quahty of teaching and

laming. Jerry Tirozzs

Area supenntendent Young has report-
ed achievement gains Eorna%l parhcipa.
ing schools.

The New Haven, Connecticut, project
fovuses on all schools within the district
and is dusectly supervised by the supenn-
tendent. New Haven 1s especially inter-
esting because of its long association

8

has set out to build on Comer's model
inan ov:nll approach that denves from
my comelates of efechveness (Ed-
monds, 1979).

My major differences with Comer
focus or;‘ tactics ang e:;ulcm";md Cm?eu
approach s grounded in the disciphnes
of psychoicgy and psychiatry in that he
teaches the psychological origin o1 pupi

p:r_‘r_r,:x‘t ee"alluahon

lcago project represents yet
another altemative design. Durning the
1980-81 school year, Dean Robert
Creen of Michigan State Universitys
Usban Affairs Program was hired by the
Chicago Board c‘ Education to preside
over the design of a «.uegrcgahon plan
for the Chxcz;o schov... Green 1; a
e-
signs, especially a lhcy welate upil
placement, equitable rules g .emung
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student behavior. supplenientary serv-
sces, and the myriad elements that con-
tnibute to efective desegregation.

1 was hired by the Chicago Board of
Education to design the portion of the
desegregation plan that would directly
afect teaching and leaming Thus divi-
sion of labor produced two distinet plans
(Green, 1981) which were submutted to
the Chicago board in the spnng of 1981
Creen's plan focused on pupil place-
ment to desegregate the schools My
plan, wis inlendcld to standardize ¢ -

P hi in
evaluabon, and otherwise cause the sys-
tem to implement what is known z2bout
school effectiveness.

The school board rejected Creen's
plan for pupil placement and only re-
cently submitted to the federal court 2
plan for voluntary d M
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and ethical ohligation to el dis.

bon 2. a charactenstic of pupd
placement.

Supenntendent Ruth Love didn't ar-
nve in Chicago tll after both plans had
been submitted tothe board. Itas there-
fore reasonable to expect that Love will
winterpeet the court order in ways that
reflect her formdable mastery of the
vanous elements that advance achieve:
ment in 3 large urban school system.

is y prefe over

evaluation. Finally, while most changes
will occur within the school, some 1m-
portant and desirable changes can only
be made by the school board or the
supenntendent. Local school designs for
lmpn;\rmenl \}n&f:‘?m ltxme lod ume
reveal aspects o pokicy or adm:n.
sstrative rules that impede the plan. It
important at such himes to continue the

The school improvement prog
thus far discussed are but a few of many
now under way. Our expenetive with
smplementation gives no basis for pre-
ferting any particular design. We know
far more about the characteristics of
school effectiveness than we do about

local school plan while acknowledging
that d, de changes may not occur
ot may take 2 long ime to accomplish.
Thus no local school design should
depend on changes over which the jocal
school does not have control.

State-Administered
A numbxr of siate dep ts of edu-

how they become effective. Neverth
fess, it 13 possible to make summary
8 ,

87eE Y
plan, however, was adopted, submitted
to the federal court, and ordered into
effect in September 1981, That was an
unfortunate development. Had the
board adopted both plans, nn\sould have
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of p ! use to all pro-
grams of school improvement.

Cleatly, change must be schoolw de
and include both prncipals and teach-

cation are circulating matenals designed
to encourage local school dutnets to
adopt 51001 waprovement plans based
on school effectiveness research. For
example, the Missoun Department of
Educati duced 3 film now

ers. All programs of school 1mp
Tcnuhouldbeevalmt:donallm!wo

Changes 1 stu-

ment smultancously. Its farture to do
so, however, implies that programs of

dentachievementare 2n obvious impor-
tant measure. Of equal impu.ance zre

schos] imp: can for
pupil placement plans for desegrega-
tion. Im) achievement for black
students is unrelated to the legal, moral,
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teacher behavior. F

bengable changes in the insttutional,
orgamizational nature of a school as 2
[ of ch in principal and

|

s schools. The preliminary reports are
4 enthusiastic altho 15h no?t;

arculating throughout the state. and the
Ohio Department of Education, 1n ad.
dition to disseruination actvities, 15 of-
fenng modest financul support to Ohio
school dustncts willing to puisue school
effestiveness prarains.

The most formal state program 13 the
Office of School Improvement of the
Connecticut Department of Education
During the 1979-80 school year, de-

rtment s spent substantial tme in
New Yotk City observing the SIP train.
ing program and lLaison behavior 1n
pimpect schools. Connecticut was uﬁ:-
cially interested in the instrumens that
had been developed to evaluate the
correlates within the schools. The Con-
necticut Office of School Improvement
now offers two semices to local school
districts.

First, dustricts are pavited to submit
designs for school improvement based
on the characterishcs of effective
schools. Some of these designs are fund-
ed with grants from the state. Second,
whether funded or not. all Connecticut
schoc): districts may request technical
assistance from the Office of School
Improvement. For cxample, any distnct
may ask state personnel to use the evalu-
ative instruments to conduct 2 needs
assessment in 2 local school. State per-
sonnel 2ko teach officials of the local
district how to use the instruments. As 2
result, a number of Connecticut dis-
tricts have d:..oned and implemented
programs of school improvement based
on the characterstics of effective

rmal evalua-
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tiens have yet been produced.

The New Jersey Education Assoctas
ton {NJEA) offers an interesting vana.
tion on these state programs. Is of
the state office of the NJEA were also
sent to New York to observe SIP, and in
1980-81 NJEA launched its owh Effec-
tveness Traiming Program  Local chap-
ters of the NJEA may request assistance
from the state office to design and im-

lement a program of school improve-
ment. The state office then sends to the
Tocal chaptet a team of trainers to cone
duct needs mdq;:dnd staff devel-
opment activibes desiy to encourage
the development of local plans Unfor.
tunately, none of these state activibes
has produced evaluative materials that
permat assessment.

Univensity-Based Programs

The Title IV Kent State University de-
segregation assistance centet is a pro-
gram that combines disseminatwn and
technical assistance.

In cooperation with the Ohio Depart-
ment of Educaton, Kent State has held

P and |
15 working with a numbet of Ohin dus-

tricts 3r; the design and implementation
of local plans for school improvement
based on the school effectiveness te-
search, Kent State has anterpreted the
school effectiveaess research as comple-
mentary toand supportive of focal plans
for desegregation The Kent Sute De-
ssgregabon Center graphically allus-
trates that regardless of the patticular
plan for desegregabion, all schools profit
by exploibng what is known the
characteristies of effective schools

A similar program s now under way
*# the University of Michigan's Program
of Equal Opportumty (PEO), which 15

pate 10 a trainung program focused on
the nmplm::ons of dmlohbnwled;e pafl:t
practice, More tha principals,
teachers, and cental admipusrstors
from Michigan's 21 larest school dis-
trets arc now &

sent. While all of these programs would
advocate ancreased financial supgon for
schools, their designs focus on more
efhiaient use of existing resources. Finale
Ty, all of these programs wse increased

h 1 childten as

grung local peog
of school improvement to be smple.
mented in one of more of the schools in
their dutne  The demand for trainung
peograms basd on research on efechive
scl'}oob an.d efmnve teaching allustrates

also a Titde 1V desegregation assistance
center PEO’s d i ial
plrcitly note the ! nra-

turc of school efiects research and teach-
¢ effects rescarch (Breakthrough, 1982).

Finally, thete is Michigan State Un:.
vensity’s NIE-funded Institute for Re-
search on Teaching. which 1s part of
MSU’s College of Educabon Some
faculty of the Tnstitute study the corre-
lates of efiective teaching while othess
focus cn the comelates of effective
schools,

The College of E&: has formed

D ducater interest 10 knowd-
odge-based designs 13t school 1mprove.

ment.
These baef descrivhons of local,
state, 2nd univernty programs of school

m; t are typial of the range
anj vanety of :\x&l:qprrm and actvi.

; unit called t:e Center for School
mprovement whose purpose 1s to syn-
thesize and disserminate the knowledge
s med from research on effective
«hools and effective teaching D:mng

hes, although share cettain
similanties.

Fomman Characteristics of

In all of these

the measyr. of gun while presuming
that such gains wall accrue to the even
greater benefit of middle-class children
These shared charactenstics form an
interesting basis for judging the long.
range prospects of the programs 1
strongly urge all programs of school
improvement to pronde the basis for
thert systemnabe evaluabon.

1t 15 equally smportant to suggest ad-
varces in educabona! research that
would benefit these projects More basic
research on school efiechveness would
rewnforce the correlates of school effecs
tivencss and further advance our knuwl.
edge of efiective schools. Araong the
fundamenta research issues yet to be
m}s‘d;”lwd 5 whether the comclates of
«

the local school 13 the umit ofamlym
and the focus of intervenbon Al of
these programs presume that almost all
school-age childien are educable and

the §981-82 school year, M

that thewr educability demves from the

school dustricts were invited to part;x-
10

nature of the schools to which they are

are also the causes
of school effectiveness Basing improve-
ment programs on the causes of school
£ ould 4 Iy m-
crease achievement rates,
Research on school effectiveness has
been complemented and tentorced by
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“While all of these
Dbrograms would
advocate

JSinancial support
Jor schools, tlfeir
designs focus on
more efficient use
of existing
resources.”
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tesearch on  teacher  cffectveness
Broptv (1974), Good (1979), and Ros-
enshiz ¢ (1978) for example, have fo-
cuse? on the tear'er behaviors and
elrsioom characterstics that desenbe
i lly  efcctive ol

Teacher effects analysis of the interac-

be strengthened were they integrated
For example, one of the corelates of
effectie schools 15 the pnncnal's in.
steuctional leadership. One ofghe mans.
festations of ; N

P 1
frequent principalteacher discourse fo-
on dugrtosmg and solving in.

1 mock i

tion between pupil and
pupil famly  background parallels
school effects analysis in that both focus
on aspects of the school to explain why
some schools sueceed wiuls greater pro-
portions of their puptl populations than
do others

The major findings from research on
s;ho‘;tl's and (cswd} on  classrooms
should be integrated From a conceptu-
al pont of \1:wg' both groups of sesearch.
ers emphasize behaviors wathin the
school as the majcr dricemunants of
achievement in basic school shills. Both

roups of researchers depend on the
Snscomyof cffective practice in contrast
to invention of tecommended practice
theonzed to smprove achievement. Fur.
thermore the conclates of effective
schools and effective classrooms demve
¢xclusinely from the environment over
which local schools have control

These two scts of rescarch findings
also complement each other and would

Decimarn (992

st P in the

Pancipals who have intimate knowledge
of the most effective techniques of elass-
To0m and ion are

This much 15 certain  sigmficant
numbers of educational decision makets
have concluded that the findings from
wesearch on effective schools are aceu.
rte ‘lhnd tﬁca':fious We are thus observ.
tng the prohferation of programs of
school smprovement bzsecfon a com-
mon body of knowledge. This intimate
Interaction between fesearch and prac-
tice validates the usefulness of research
on schools and elassrooms and encour-
ages an expanded 2genda cf educational
inquiry O

"The detadls of the Milwaukee program
appeat 1n this issue 1n an antkle whtten by
hrlzlr “Miaukee's Project RISE.™ PP
16-.
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e recent lterature on school
effechveness concludes that dif-
fmnca aiong s schools do affect

(1981}, we view school systems as “nest-
ed hayers™ 1n which cach organizational
level sets the context and defines the
boundanes for the Isyer below (though

15
3 hall, Y

tlut had found uncqual mdem:c

there 15 3 teciprocal influence). If the
locus of the eduahonal process is at the

of family bacixround and relatcd vana-

bles (Coleman and others ; Jencks
and others, 1972). Eauly ‘measured difs
fe among schools—class size,

1 level, the At
1s nevertheless the adjacent layer, the
school, whuch: forms the immediate
environment 10 which the cl

effective ot ineffective. Charactenstics of
thess two types of schools ate then
assessed by sunveys or case studies to
determine the reason for the outcomss
Studies that have adopted this general
approach include three carned out by
the New York State Department of Edu-
caton (19742, 1974b, 1976), a study
conducted for zhe Maryland State De-
tment of E: \Austin, 1Y '8),

teacher salanes, number of books in the
library, the reading senes, the 2ge of the
schoel building, or whether ot not the
school had a compensatory educahon
programr—wzre found to bear httle relz.
tionship to achievement (Averch and
others, 1972, Coleman and others,
1966, Jercks and others, 1972, Ste-
phens, 1967, Hanushek, 1981, Mullin
and Summers, 1981, Mumzne, 1980).

ctions The quality of the process at
the classroom level 18 enhanced or di-
nunished by the quality of actmty at the
level above 1t.

Review of the School Sffectiveness
Litersture

We have clustered the studzes that have
received the most altention 10 the
school effectiveness hiterature into four
groupo—oudm studies, case studies,

Stuwies on the of studies, and “other”
achievement have been concemed with | studies. The lack of empincal data tn
vanables relating to (1) how schools and | many of the sludlu precluded w from
school dustricts are d and make

decisions, {2) the process of change 1n
schools and school dustncts, and (3) the
way tn which classrooms and schools

Followmg the teview of studies we ex-
amine the growing literature on e
xm ementation of change in schools

can increzse the amount of ime spent recent research on theones of orgas | (1974b) found the opposite—the meth
on produchve instruction.  Although muuon n order to gain an understand- of reading instructiun did not appear
bles are less ble to | ing of Ily eflective schools. to make any difference A thid New
mcchamul changes in policy, thcy are York study (1976) agan found salient
alterable (Bloom, 1981)—gencaally with | Outlier Studies. One major ;tmcgy n al-
difficulty, but often for little money. ofschool c&'cctwcncu m&rchhzs though it dld not highlight the same
Qur attention in this article is directs highly I features as the first study
ed to the literatute on school-level fac- schools {positive outliers) and lly | The Maryland study {(Austn, 1978)

tors. Folloming Barr and Drechan

Stewart C Purkey 1 @ doctoral candidate
Research Asustant and Manhall S Smuth o
Drrector. Wisconsin Center for Education
Revearch, School of Educanion, Univernity of
Waconnun at Madison

Lezotte, Edmonds, and Ratner's study
of model aities elementary schools 1n
Detrot (1974 Brookover and
Schnerder’s (1975) study of Michigan
elementary schools; and the study of
l?cl;;;are schools by Spartz and others
(19
The similanty among these studies 1s
stnking 10 two areas the means of
school identification (four used regres-
sion analysis to identfy outhers) and the
selection of only elementan schools as
study sites, Quality and . - lusions.
however, vary considerably . ot exam
ple, the fist New York study 19743
found that methods of reading instruc
tion vanied greatly between high and lov
rming schools A follow-up study

ineffective schools (negative outhiens),
Most such studies employ

concluded that e&'cchve schools are

analyses of school mean achievement
scores, contmllmg student body sacio-
economic factors. Based on the regres-
sion equabon, an “expected” mezn

rei! leulated for each
school Thu erpeded scote is sub-
tracted from the actual

by stro!
leadership, while Spartz and others
(1977) foun:h that effective schools had

tive activits, The Spartz study identi
fied at Jeast seven general vanables relat.
ng to achlevcment. Brookover and

h study (1975)

level of the school to give a “retidual”

scote for each school. The researcher
then selects the most positive and the
most negative tesidual wores and labels
the schools they represent s unusually

found six. Morcover. Brookover and
Schneider did not mention ability
grouping. while the Delaware and two
of the INew York studies considered this
a sgaficant feature Finallv. although

(4
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it 1s cated by many in support of vanvus
hsts of entical factoss. we could find no
discussion of the substantive findings of
the Lezotte (1974) study of Detroit’s
medel cities schools

While the studies do cotrespond 1n
several tespects, the variations in ther
findings should sene s 2 caution to
those who would reduce such disparate
Iteratue to five or six vanables Sim-
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(Austin, 1978)}—suffer from this prob-
lem to ,uch an extent as to render their
conclusions meaningless.

3 Inappropniate compansons In a
bref note Khitgaard and Hall (1974
tecommended comparning positive outh-
ers with average schools rather than with
negative outhers. We were struck by the

of outher hers to ignore

ladly, those vanations suggest that no
variable in particular is crucial None-
theless there is some consizency in the

this good advice  The important differ-
ences between effective schools and av-
etage schools may be very different from

tesults The more pervast
elements ate better control ot discipline
and high staf cxpectations for student
achievement Each of these vanables
showed up in four of the seven studies
for which there are data An emphasis
on instructional leadership by the pnin-
cipal or anothcr important staf mem-
bers was found to be important in three
studies

Although outlier studies vary 1,1 qual-
ity. they commonly suffer from the fol-
lowing weaknesses

1. Narrow and relatively small sam-
ples used for intensive study Though
they often sift through a fauly large
population, researchers who used a sta-
tistical procedure followed by 2 case
study approach had a final sample rang:
ng from 2 to 12 schools. The small
sample sizes suggest that the chasactens-
ties that appear to discminate between:
high andlow outhiets ate chance events.
The lack of representativenest or the
samples also raises 1ssues about theur
generahizabilty. On the bagis of these
studies <lone we might make tentative
claims adout what conshitutes an effec-
tne lower grade reading program 1n an
l‘nban elelmelnury schoo ‘:lnh a pre-

the diffe between "ineflectine”
and “efc.tive” schools. Unless schools
ate capable of making quantum leaps in
effectiveness, it will probably not greatly
profit a very poot school to compate
itself to an cxceptionally fine school.
None of the studies addresses this 1ssuc.

Case Studics. We carefully studied
five school case studies cited in vanous
schoo] effectiveness reviews (Brookover
and others, 1979, Brookover and Le-
zo0ttc, 1979, Rutter and others, 1979,
Venezdy and Winfield, 1979; Weber,
1971) and thiee recent additions to the
Iteratuse (Califomia State Department
of Education, 1980, Clenn, 1981, Le-
vine and Statk, 1981)

Six case studies in this greup looked
at utban elementary schools The stud-
tes vatied in quality of methodology and
clanty of reporting Taken together they
looked closely at a sum total of 43
schools, an #verage of a hittle over seven
schools pet study The inherent weak-
nesses of the case study approavh and
the small samples seem a fraif reed upon
which to base 3 movement of school

previous six. Brookoser and others
979 obsened two matched pairs of
elementary schools One school in each
pait was high-sconing, the other low-
sconng. The researchers theotized that
student achicvement was strongly affect-
ed by the school social system, which
vaned from school to school even with-
in similar subsamples with SES and
tacial composition controlled

The school social system was said to
be composed of three interrelated vana-
bles. 11} social inputs istudent bodv
composition and other personnel -
puts), 12} social structute such as school
s12¢, open or cosed classtoomss, and so
forthy, and (3) soci1al chmate 1school
cultute as the notms, expectations, and
feelings about the school held by staff
and students). While school social in-
puts affect academic achiesement, they
ate ‘modified in the processes of mter-
action” with the school social structure
and school social climate ip i4)

An effective school was descnibed as
one “chatactenized by high cvaluations
of students, high expectations, high
norms of achievement, with the appro-
prate pattems of reinforcement and in-
struction,” in which students “acquire a
sense of control over their envizonment
and overcome the feehings of futibty
which chatactenze the students 1n
many schools™ (p. 243}

The study by Rutter and otheis 11979}
stands out n four respects 1t was a
longitudin2. study camed out from
1970-1974, 1t ex2mined secondary
schools, 1t looked at IZ inner-city
schools in London, and it attempted to
mcisule school outcomes in terms of

pi Yet the hty of
findings among the case studies and
!heu similanty to other kinds of studies

7 an ¢A
student population, The evidence will
not take us beyond that with any cer-
tainty,

2 Ermor \n identification of outher
schools The strength of the outlier up-
proach depends on the quahity of the
measures used to distinguish the efects
of social class and home background If
these are weak or inapprop
ate, differences in school charactenstics
between high and low outliers will be
confounded wath student background
“Ferences. Two of the studies—the
New Yoik State study (1976) companing
148 “positive™ schools with 145 “nega-
tive” schools and the Maryland study

their credibiity

Five factors stand out as 2 common to
most, but not all, of the six case studies
These are (1) strong leadership by the
pnncipal of another staff member. (2)
high expectations by staff for student
actuevement, (3) a clear set of goals and
emphasis for the school, {4) 2 school-

e cffechve staff training program,

and (5) a system for the monitonng of
student progtess. An empkasis on order
and disciphine showed up 1n two of the
studies, and a large number of factors
were specific to a single study

The authors of the other two case
studies took a mote complex look at the
nature of effective schools than did the

" in-school behaviot,  atten-
dance, examination success, and dehin-
quency The general argument 1s that
secondary schools vary 1n outcome in
the four areas above, that these vana-
tior are d with the charactens
ties of schools as “social institutions,”
and that #t 15 a school’s “ethos that
influences students as a group. School
ethos includes the “style .ad quality" of
school hife, pattems of student and
teacher behavior, how students are
treated as 2 group, the management of
groups of sturlents within the school,
and the cate and maintenance of build-
ings and grounds.

A troubling aspect of thus study, how-
ever, 1s that the mote effective schools
had highet percentages of middlen-
come students than did the less efective

Drcemsen 1982
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“School
governance was
Jound to be of
critical
importance in
creating safe
schools.”

schools. If academic achievement, at-
tendance, and delinquency are strongly
hnked to social class integration, then
the possibility exists that the significant
difference between schools s not un
school processes but in school comooss
tion. This problem 15 magnified by the
fact that only two of Rutter's 12 schools
can be dered 1o be acad 1y
effective.

Program Evaluations, A third catego-
ry of school effectivencss research s
progiam cvaluation. We looked at six
evaluations that examined school-level
vanables Amor and others (1976,
Tnsman and others (1976}, Doss and
Holley (15¢ . and three studies carned
out by the Michigan Department of
Education (Hunter, 1979)

Amor and others identified “the
school and classroom pohicies and othex
factors that have been most successful in
raing the rcading scores of inner<ity

hiddeen” P v who attended schools
paricipating in the School Preferred
Reading Program in the Los Angeles
Unified School District. The Tusman
study examined reading programs un
clementary schools lhrouggoul the na-
tion The tesearchers suncyed a large
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number of programs and catefully stud-
1ed the charactenstics of a few schools
that had especially successful efforts
Doss and Holley summanized data from
an evaluation of Tille | programs in
Austin, Texas. The three Michigan
studies were conducted froni 1973
1978 1n an attempt to understand wizat
kinds of schools can carry out effectine
compensatory education programs.

By and large these studies are meth-
odologically stronger than the preceding
two types of rescarch, However. thenr

findings are bly con.
sistent with the outlier and casc studies.
Most schools with effective programs are
charactenzed by (1) high staff expecta.
tions and morale, (2) 2 considerable
degree of control by the staff over in-
structional and training decisions in the
school, (3) clear leadetship from the
principal or other i ional figure,
{4) clear goals for the school, and (5) 2
scnsc of order in the school.

Other Studies The comparatine
study of public and prvate secondary
schools by Coleman and others (1981)
makes an interesting contribution to the
analysis of effective school charactens-
ties. Theu basic contenuion 1 that pri-
vate schools are academically supenion
to public schools. While the method-
logy leading to thiy conclusion is cut-
rently the subject of considerable de-
bate. of patticular interest are thosc
features of arnate schools that were
hypothe.ized as accounting for their
academic superiority.

On the school level, prvate schools
sere more likely to exhibit charactens-
tics that scem to encourage academic
perfc better attendanve. more
h ¥, mote req , g aca-
demic subjects, and Gverall "more ex-
tensive academic demands.” Prate
schovls were less likely than pubhc
samols to passess charactenstics thought
to harm academic achievement, disrup-
tive behavior \fights, cotting class,
threatening teachers, and s unp student
pesception of discipline as being ineffe-
tive and unfair, and student perccption
of lack of teacher interst in student
achievement, behaviut, and 5o forth,

NIE s Safe School Study \L.§ De-
pastment of Health, Lducation, and
Welfare, 1978, was concemed with

schools safe, nonviolent, orderly institu-
tions of learning. Though the study did
not evaluate the academic effectivencss
of schools nor focus on schoo! charac-
tenstics that were hinked aith academic
success, many of its findings regarding
the difference between safe schools and
siolent schools are relevant to the dis-
cussion of effective schools.

School governance was found to be of
entical importance in creating safe
schools. The central role 1n school gov-
emance it played the principal,

0se who scned as firm disciphinare
1ans, strong behavioral role models {for
students and teachers alike), and educa-
tional leaders were crucial 1n making
the school safe. Also contnbuting to
school efectiveness is the strong relas
tionship indicated in the study between
a school's “structure of order” and aca-
demic success. Morcover. “one of the
measures associated with the tum-
around fof 2 violent school) seems to
have been improving the academic pro-
gram and stressing the importance of
academic excellence™ (p. 169) The im.
phications of this study for building aca-
demically eflective schools are intrigu-
ng.

General Cntique
Specific ntiisms of pattivular studies
nd th s |, e b o "

a (-4 o'
and disregarding a numbe: of inconyis-
tenuies in fadings, there remainy an
intuitive logic to the results of the re-
search, Flaws in the onginal sesearch
should not discredit the notion of dis-
covering effective school characteris-
tics—sceds for school improvement that
can be sown elsewhere. However, blan-
ket ptance would be dang

Fo1 example, there has been no sys-
tematic samphing of different types of
schools The existing rescarch tends to
concentrate  on utban  elementary
schools with succenful reading andin
math programs in the lower grades
Given that, the generahizability of the
tescarch 15 limited. There s ulso a
dearth of longitudinal studies. It & not
ulear that the veading scores of a third-
grade class in an effectinve schoul will
look the same when that Jlass & in the
sixth u eighth grade. Simiatly, it seems
teasonable and prudent to expect an
effective kb 4 to have been 5o Lastori-
wally before raising the banner of sucuesy
over ats doors. Few studies require

Wentifying the elements that make | whools tu be consistently effectine Nux

6
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“There are many

possible

approaches to
turning an
academically
inferior school
into a more
successful one.”

L TR

have researchers examined schools that
are sy ically trying to imp
Finally, the implicat asumption of
many reviews of the literature and the
press scems to be that once aware of a set
of S—or 7 o1 12~key featutes, schools
can simply decide to adopt them (The
further imphication is politically Joaded:
schools that do not acquire these chat-
acte. o3 lack the will or desite 1o
cfectively instruct all ther students.)
Evenif ({Jm “easy-to-assemble model”
features were necessary for efiective
schools, they would not be sufficient,
The history of education reform dem-
onstrates that, no matter how well

p L sy inter n
schools ate not always syccessful esther
n form or outcomc {(Berman and
McLaughlin, 1977, Elmore, 1978,
1979-80). In fact, curent theorics of
school organization suggest that there
are structural and procedural cha racter.
istics of schools that milstate aganst ths
sort of top-down change For example
if schools arc indeed “Iosely coupled”
syste ns (Weick, 197) hawng weak
hinkage between adminustration levels
and the relatnely autonomous class.
foom, then notinns of eBectiveness that

53

utrative leadership are immeduately
nlicapped.
Having expressed our resenations
about the available research and writing
on schoul cfectivencss, we nes ertheless
a substantive casc ging from

Towatd 2 Theory ollSchool th
Improrement-—The mportane of the
Culture of the School

A different approach to sehoot imptorve.
ment than the recipe model rests on a
conception of schools that finks contert

the literature There is 2 good deal of
common scnse to the notion thay 2
schoot 13 mote Ikely to have relatnely
high reading or math scores if the staff
agrec to emphasize those subjects, ae
scrious and purposeful about %, task of
teaching, expect students to Jearn, and
create a safe and comfortable enviton.
ment in which students accurately per.
ceive the school's expectations for aca.
demic success and come to share them.

with process to atrive at a notion of
school cultue (Brookover and others,
1979, Rutter and others, 1979) Content
refers to such things as the organization.
al structure, roles, norms, values and
instructional techniques of 2 school,
and the information taught in the cuts
ticulum  School process refers to the
natute and shyle of political and social
relationships and to the flow of infornia.
tion within the school 1t 15 a school's

® A sense of order

@ A system for monitoring studen

® Good discipline,

In addition, private
good attendance,

and have strong leadership,

successful programs In some schoo
may simply preclude the successfu!
teristics,

While one approach to
structured mode! that imposes char

{nvolve schoolwide reforms,

to research and sources of

the RIS column in Updiate, an
Indate,

the

Highlights from Research

Two elements in particular appear to be common 1o effective schools
high expectations for student achievement on the part of school staff
members, and strong instructional leadership on the partof the school
principal or another staff member Cther elements that are common to
a significant number of effective schools include;

 Well-defined school goals and emphases
® Staff training on a schoolwide basis
* Contro! by staff over instructional and training decisions

schools with high student achievement have
assign more homework, offer a sirong academic
program, and emphasize high standards. Schools that are safe for
students also ste-.» academic excelle 1ce and program improvement,

However, schools should not blindt accept or attempt to institute
all of the characteristics associated wn%

undertaken thus far have not been longitudinal, nor have they concen.
trated on other than urbaa elementary schools that already have

Improving achievement is

tration, most successful change resu
the participation of staff members on all
levels, and a focus on the overall cultare of the individuat school,
Resource Information Service (R|S) provide; ASCO menmuers access
information on selected topics The
information is available lhrough RiSssponsored research syntheses,

on Effective Schools

t progress

effective schools The studies
Is, structural or procedural factors
Implementation of certain charac-
based on a highly

§e from higher levels of admunis-
ts from collaborative eftorts that

quarterly publication Curriculum

depend on strong and dog admin.
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cultute tesulting in 3 dutinet chmate
p o~ ' A Aok arn, o"’.
nizational structute, and 5o on, that is
influential in determining the school's
efiecctivencss, An academically efect

come 1o “own” new educational Weolo-

gy and techniques iMclaughlin, 1978)

Though specific tactics may vary, the

general strategy o bcsl‘:haudenud a
NN

plan.

school would be likely to have cleat

onc that p
ning, col!cg?l work. and 3 school atmo-

goals related to student achic

phete ¢ to

teachers and parents with nigh expecta-
tions, and 3 structure designed to mau-
mize opportunitics for students to leam.

The appropnatencss of the school
culture notion is supported by Wcas

from tescarch on the

denved from organization theory ar:‘{

§ P

and evaluation (Deal and othens. 1977,
Hargrove and others, 1981, Hawley,
1978, Lutde. 1981, McLaughlin. 1978,
Miller {1980) suggested it 15 an apptoach
that sees teachers as part of an cntie

education innovation. Recent rescarch
and theoty have tejected 3 notion of
schools 35 classical buteaucracics, huee-
haeally ot ’] P blc to 13-
tiona) control, and wath hugh respon-
sveness 3t the lowest level (the
classroomy to the goals sct by the admin.
wtraton, A competing and mote pet-
suasive descnpton of schools 15 it
they are “looscly coupied systems” in
which teachers ate largely independent
of the pnncipal's immediate supenision
(March and Olsen, 1976; Wexck, 1976).
If schools are 1ndeed looscly coupled,
then attempts to increasc thair effective-
ness through imposing disctete pohicics
fist arc unhikely to bear frust. Schools
by their natuge may not prove amenable
N “‘

school organization en, indevelop-
ment activities that take place overtime
Successful change cforts ate therefore

mote likely to be reahized when the
entite school culture 18 affected,

The | on school otg
ton and on i ! n

mandated goals further comphicates ¢f
forts to improve academic cEectiveness
However, research by Rutter and others
{19™9). Coleman and others (1981),
Hargrove and others (1081), US De
patment of Health, Education, and
Welfare 11978). and ovhers suggests that
the culture of sccondary szhools can b;.-

o 1 A ' 3 3 of-

fectiveness, The same research alie sug
gests that schools effective in one arca
tended to be cfective in other ateas (3
theme often tepeated throughout the
cfiective schools rescarch, though sy,
porting dta arc gencrally not pm\id«E
Thete are many posuble approaches
to tumg an academically inferior
school into a mote successful one One

fend s%zength to the school cukture 3p-
proach to improving academic schieve-
ment. Both stress the importance of
acknowledping the interplay of factors
that compose the school culture and
emphasize the need to address all facets
of the school when attempting change

Finally, both undeihine the sigmb

pptoach is based on a tightly structured
hierarchical model in which change 1s
decteed from the top (the district or at
Teast the puncipal) Administiatise fiat
¢an announce clear goals, organizc
pl g mectings. and institute model
evaluation systems  There are other
places where such direction may be

of staff agreement about the norms and

Is of the school and suggest ways of
orging that conscnsus in the real world
of public cducation.

Conclusion

to PP -
peciatly given the vested inzetests of the
vanous §toups of telatnely autonomous
professionals involved in the daysto-day
operation of a school. Furthermore,
teachers may not agree wath the punc-

We have argued that an academucally
efective school 15 distinguished by its
culture, 3 structure, process, and cli
mate of values and noms that channcl

bsolutely ctutical to upsetting an other
wisc firmly established pattem of “inef
fective™ operation Our sensc, however,
1s that there ate few schools in which
mandated changes will be cnough to
u“ 1 1, .da A

' r !
tive school climate and culture. Most
successful school chiange cZorts will be
messier and more idiosyncratic than
systematic and will neeo to focus on
coltaborative. whole-school l}form

xuﬂ'an’d‘ dents on the d o

pal (ot with cach other) on !
vanables, and the recipe models say
nothing about overcoming ot avording
that resistance

The schoot culture model Segins to
tesolve the dilcr.ma posed by loose
coupling. It assumes that :hanﬁ:g
schools requites changing people, theit
behaviors and attitudes, as well as
school ofgamization and norms. It 3s-
sumes that consensus among the staff of
3 school 15 more powerful than overt
control, without sgnoring the need for
leadecship.

Studies of smplementation cforts re-
inforce the validity of the school culture
perspective and ‘uxhlighl the impor-
tance of forging conscnsus in d.\: process

proving schools. Of p me
pomm:uix the fad that chargc {and

f

hing and | g. In that
tegard we Iean in the ditection indicated
the .esearch of Rutter and others
(1979) and Brookove- 2nd others (1979).
The lists of effective school charactetis.
tics compiled by othet tescarchers and
teviewers are also helpful to the extent
that they have captuzed thou fictors
that are hkely to have cumulatne 1m:
pact on pupils” achievement,
A cultural apptoach to school im-
aovcmml also has the sdvantige of
ing equally apphicable to clementary
and secondary schools. The lugic of the
cultural mode] 15 such that it points to
incteanng the otganizstional efective.
ness of 2 school building and 15 neither
padeleve]l not cummicta speafic.
Certainly the greater complexty and
size of secondary schools indicate that

P )
will not tske place without the support
and commutment of teachers who must

pts to change their culture will
prove mote difficult, and the greater
diversity of scondary schools socially

!

In Y. the data

school-level factors can promote feam
ing in the classtoom By studying aca.
demicatly ¢ective schools we can iden
bfy charactenstics that together create 2
school culture conducive to student
achievement However, in attempting
to build mote cective schools we must
bandon out reliance on facile soluti
and the assumption that fundamental
change can be brought about from the
top down. Instesd. 2 morc promising
notion rests ou the conception of
schools as funchioning social systems
with distinctive cultures in which the
impeoverent cffort s directed toward
inctemental,  longterm  cultunal
change.0]
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Successful Teaching Strategios

For the Inner-City Child

by Jere Brophy -

A large body of research generated in the 1970s

provides consistent, encoursging Information for all
teachars, but especially for teachers of Innsrcity students,
Innerclly students can be taught etfectively, says

Mr, Brophy, Teachers do make & difference.

he Seventies produced a greatdeal of
P in h on teachi
Sophisticated rescarch designs and class-

consistent support to certain principles,
on which 1 shall sow focus.?

Teachers Make a Difference
Academic achicvement in the late Six-

- ug-

related to quality of instruction, Teechers

were said to have little or no impect on

Aante® achi t, & conclusion that
dicted both

theory, Second, the nstructizas! implica-
tioas of the data are feasidle and realistic
for teachers with classes of 20 to 40 stu-
dents; they do not require special faqilities
or equipaent, full-time aides, or other
M«mbyrqouma.mhd.“lheln-

sense and
most people’s own school X

2. Student opportunity to lezm, Stu-
deats of effective teachers leamn more than
other students, in part because they are
given more opportunity to learn, Effective
teachers allocate mort of their available
ﬁmtoh-umcdouw , and they orgazize and

Nonetbeless, some people still believe this
today.

- oThe research of the Seventics has clear.
ly disproved this notion by establishing
that sor. teachers are reliably more effec-
tive then others in producing student
learning gaing on dardized tests of
basic skills, even when students’ initial

t levels are taken Into account,

plicable, because they have been derived
from observations of typical public schoot

every re-
tpect, but this body of research has given

JERE BROPHY s & professor in the Coi-
lege of Educetiza ond co-director of the Insth-
tute for Roearch on Teacking (IKT) Michisen
State Universicy, East

a3 Lansng. T s work is
sponsored in pert by the IRT. whic~ bs funded
primerily by the Progrem for Teachin- end In-
Strwetion of the Netionel Institute o) »  ation
(NIE), U.S. Department of Educanc- e
5 In this artice o8
necessanly reflect the position ena , iy or
imply the endorsement of iM NIE,
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fective teachers also use effecuve
mansgement techniques.? They
lessons carefully to provide
s continuous focus for students’
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jon. They ol itions be-
tween activities quickly and efficiently.
They pive students assignments of appro-
priate dufficulty and sufficient variety to
maintain ther interest. Students know
what to do if they need help and what op-
tions are available to them if they com-
piete their ssngnments early.

Effective classronm organization and
group h i
disrupion. Students are bikely to remaa
attentive and engaged when therr teacher
preseats  appropriate  activites, keeps
these activities movirg at a good pace,

and to
them, Careful preparation of the physical
cavironment, early instruction on class-
room procedures and routnes, and con.
tisucus review and maintenance through-
out the year lead to & classroom environ.
ment that promotes learniag.¢

4. Cumauum poarg. To learu of-
ficiently, studeats must be engaged in
meaningful tasks, Vanety an'd & degree of

“[TJeachers who
aim for success
rates of 90% to 100% on
student assignments
Pproduce more learning
than teackers who
tolerate higher
Jailure rates,”’

%
m
teacher. Somewhat lowsr success russ can
be tolerated 1n large-group ins.ruction,
since the teacher is present to reonztor stu-

centration and effort. No youngsters 1
the extly grades and protably only 8 smali
percentage of older students possess this
b of skil- ~ad Yet
the emphasis of wie Sixties and easly
Seventics was oa teacher.proof curricula
and todivadushized L g packages that
changed the teacher’s roke from instruc.
sonal leader to instructional manager,
The noton that there was 100 much
“teacher talk” in classrooms and not
erough “student talk” compounded the
bl The of the S i
SURgests that these attempts to change the
tzacher’s traditionat role were mustaken,
6. Teaching to masiery. Following ac-
Uve instruction in pew content, cffective
teacher, brovide opportunitics for prac-
tsce and 2poli . mon e

dents’ responses and provide i

challenge help 10 ning, dut
the key vanable seems to be the match o
Cween students’ present achisyvewment Lvels
l.nd!hedﬂ‘ﬁcultykvdsohbermimcd
tasks. Students learn best when ey pro-
ceed rapidly but in very simall aeps. If
they are consistently given work that is
toodzmum,lbeymbkdywdnupmd
become “motivation problems.**

This cencral principle has been weil

feedb: E-ta in thi case, a teacher
should aim for 70% to 80% comrent
answers, especially when working with
inner-aty students, 10

Thus the student” of efvective teachers
areexposed (o and progress throush mor.
matenal  gother students, and the p
Ing of classroom activities and of prog
tkrough the curmculum is generally brik.
Buubeymovn!on;inmnu:ps.md
they L =

known for some time, but recent h
indicates that students require & very high
success rate in order to progress efficient-
Iy, There is duagreement on this point,
however, The b on achl

suceess along
lbeway.m:ppfoachknotonlyeﬂw
ial for teacki

ledge and skulls are mas.
tered to the point of overlearning. Fasnc
skills are taught in hierarchically se.
Guenced strands; thus success at any given
level usually requires mastery of skils
raught exrlier and £"+hity 1o apply them in
wew situstions. But students typically can-
nof retain and apply skills unless they have
first overlearned themr., It 1 vital to teach
10 thus level of mastery consistently, if
consistent success is the goal,

theonuts l.ud.tuch« edu-
cators ofte 1 criticize teachers — especal’y
those in schools — for

tive but probably
basic skills to most students, because 0

motivation suggests that & 50% sucoess
rateis optimal, atleast for youngsters who
do not fear failure. This has scmetimes
been taken — inappropriately — to tean
that ol jons and

much of the currk " inmendyu‘l‘dcs

placing
10~ much emph:'sis on low-level objec-
tives. The term “low Jevel” implies that

i i} and ars to
work for much of the time.
Effective tesch

such odj are trivial and eanly
mastered. Nather claim is true. National
da i

S. Active teochi,
of inser-aty stedents are more than in-
ional who distribu.e and

should be geared to 2 0% success rate,
Other write.s have reached 4. similsr con-
clusion from ther belief that higher-level
“thought" questions are more valuable
than lower-level ““fact*” quesnons or from
ther bebef that kearning is Likely to be
fepetitive, bonng, or pointless if it 1s **too
€aiy** On the other hand, sdvocates of
mastery Iearning usually demand at least
a1 0% succe:: tate on assignments, and
!dvocausofprouc.:nmedlelmin;npm
the sucesss rate to approech 1009, New
research supports this positicy; findings
show that teachers who am for wppess
rates of 90% to 100% on student astige
meats produce more kearmng then teach.
ers who tolerate lugher failure rates. The
importance of succ1s rate to keasning has
led one group of rescarchers to define
““scademic leamning time' as the time
students spend engaged In academc tasks
with high sucsess rates.

comrect assignments. They actively tesch
t‘heu.rm:dquhhrxeudmnuouu—

and state ta regularly reveal
that vast aumbers of students have faled
Lo master even fur damental objectives in
such arcas as r- wing and mathematics.
Yet everything we know sbout karning

lex and hicraschicall >

assignments, and re-
viewin, whn pecessary, If they are first.
grade teackers working with reading
groups, they introduce new words, point
out important phonetic faapures, and
work with students on word a1 lys:s and
stocy compreheasion. ! I they are fourth-
grade

students understand the assignment thor-
cazhly before they release them to work
indspendently.t

Students who recesve much of their in-
struction directly from the teacher gen-
erally do better than thote who are ex-
pected to lears. mmaxownqr{rom‘m

skills tells us that hisher.level objectives
will not be reedily comprehendsd, let
alone mastered, unul lower-level ob-
Jectives are not only mastered but over-
lamcdxosuchapolnnhnlbeyanbe
combirted and applied in the learmung of
more complex Jaatenal. Thus it is not sur-
prising that effectve teschers spend much
of their ume asking factual questions and
supervising practice of basic skikis. There
appear to be no shortcuts to efficrent pe-
formance on higher-level objectives.

7. Grode-level differences. I.ave 2id
that effective instruction in the basic skl
Involves determination to teach these
skills thoroughly, carefa! allocation of
classroom time (o thit purpose, organiza-
tion and managemenc of the classroom to

involve stud 1 aczd

another To leamn independently,
d, and fol-

Very high success rates (50% 1o 100%0)
are ly mp tx 23

i when students are d to
work tndi dently withont freq

must be able Lo read, und
low directions. They must be able to iden-
afy key concepts and 1o correct their own

monitonag by of asustanee from the

PHI DELTA KAPPAN
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and easy success, active snstruction and
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mastery These pnnaples constitute &
general model for instruction in basic
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sklls, but they require qualification or
1sboration when diff 10 stud
subject matter, or other factors are taken
into account. Grade kevel is one such fac-
toe.

Students in the carly gredes requuire 8
great desl of onevto-one interaction with
the teacher, who prondes them wth op-
portunities for overt practice with feed-
back. For the sake of efficiency, most of
this dyadic interaction occurs dusing
small-group instruction. Nevertheless, itis
important that the teacher monitor the
progress of and interact with each student
regularly. In reading groups, for example,
teachers who call 02 students to read or
recite in & Predetermined order tend ? 3 be
more eftzctive *haa teachers who ..l on
students randomly.!? The ordered mesyod
provides structure for students who raay
need it, and it cuts down on the distrac.

ons caused by students who are trying to
coax the teacner to call on them. Perhaps
more important, this method insures that
all students participate regularly and
somewhat equally. Earber reczarch or
tezcher expectations as they are com-
ucicered 10 studsnts showed that most
teschers who think they are calling on
uudmu undomly actually call on higher-

d more

““The research of
the Seventies . . .
validates many of the
practices thai
teachers have found
to be effeciwve
in their own
classrooms.”

classroom, Highly effective teachers clear-
ly stress cogaitive objectives, b~ they do
nolconxaamuuvednvus.aadm

do not bl

probadly brighter and more dedicated
than average. They are certanly better
organized and mote eificient classroom
mansgers, better pre,ored and more
hosough i The repre-
sented by their students® test scores ars the
cumulstive result of daily planning, thor-
ou_hprmnuon.mdnmplchudwork
Teachers cannot rexlutically expect

smenuumﬂm-ymno(wmmxand
able to supply these ingredients.

There are Emits, however, to what
even the most dedicated and talented
mchmanamp!uhomhcxm Ity
dufficelt to med focus
when ¢l it f hy

are
interrupted by anrouncerents o the in-
tercom or hallway noise. M'se can be
done with 2 class of 20 students than with
3 claxs of 40, and more can be done when
the class contans only one or two dis-
ruptive tudents than whea i includes six
wﬂxhl.lsucso!schoolfundm;.polny

They maintain standards gnd de-
mand that students do thewr best, but they
are not pumtm of hyperenical.# Ie-

the effec-

nvcn&ohucbm.
The reszarch of the Seventies has re-
vealed agres: dahwadfecuvemxmc-

pe eﬂccuve‘
usisstie 2nd th

as
whmcamomm!nmd!ymdcon—
vul."Suchxexbm are supportive of

orxcnuunon' ing or shy stu.
dmu.l‘Aslrmk.lkosemdmu who
ost need opportunities for peactice mth
feedback have fewer opp jties to pare

those who may be -
hibited, frustrated, or alienated.

Much of this support is instructional.
S who have difficulty muunx:x

ticipate actively.
Smdcnumlheh;han:dcshveks

tion of 4 1 basic skalls.
But these ﬁndxw will not necessarily
prove easy 1o tmplement 1 classrooms. In
Zuy case, they can provide only part ot &

to the chall of
creating effecuve inner-city schools for
the Esghves and beyond.

matenal receive more
apam.moredeuﬂedmdr:peuuve
and mdi-

nced for overt practice and individual

nteraction: with the teacher, bectuse they
are better able to learn by attending to the
tescher's presentations to the class and
through interactions with their peers.
Thus preseatations to the whole class
become the usual mode fot muoduung
new matenal, and d: take

more

widualized oppoftuniues to responu and
obtain feedback, shorter and more closely
morstored ssugnments, and more con-
tinuous g.oeral direction and supemsion.
Support also takes more personal forms.
Eﬂecuve mchus obtun muiml per-
d not

place in small groups. The teaches's need
10 tateract overtly with cach student gaves
ws: - .ms level 1o the need for more
bnskly paced fessoas directed to the class
a3 8 whole. In fact, in the higher grades 1t
+ often counterproductive for teachers to
interrupt large-greup activities for any
Tetgth of ume :a order 1o deal mts cone
cerms specific to indivdual students, be-
cause ths muy lead to loss of kesson
mwomentum and student attention.

Even in the hi;hef grades, bowever,
teachers must monitoe Students® inde-
pmdenlwotkclosdymdpmndcnm

byda:nndxnz it (with implied rejection or
pums.uu_nl for failure to ddw«). bul

1 MEMMMM Evertson, Loern-
A Developmenial Perspective

by f suca perf on Pupd Report, Yoswe }, Begin
through praise, BTES S Esocmona Tes St 1770,
sions of 2ppreciation for effort, sand 21 Roben 5. Sour 23d Ruth M. Sowr, "Ax Empacal

teation to evidence of genuine progress.
Thar long-range goals include turning
these students iato confid d d:

leamers, In the meanume, they are williag
to provide the students with whatever ex-
tra direction and support they mey need.

he resaarch of the Seveaues 13 en-
because 1t demonstrates

leﬂ on their m too long are Lkely to
become distracted or to develop miscon-

ceptiomabounbemtem - cvenif they

do reman on tas'. and are abie to produce

cofrect answers, ¥ [aner-ity students 10

particulas profit from structure and teach-

er guidance.

8. A supporlive learning environ.

mml It is important to note that cffecuve

2 strong acad
within the context of a pleasant, fnmdly

that all students, induding mnner-aty
students, can be taught effectively. It s
alio reassunng, because it validates many
of the practices that teachers have found

to be effecure in ther own ck
The nstructicnal umplcations of thus
research seem simple, but this does not
make them easy to implement.

Effective teachers — teachers who do
a1l the things I have mentioned sbove —
are not  crdinary’ eachers. They are
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Ingrednents

Succeﬁflﬂ
School
Effectiveness
Project

In five years Milwaukee’s Project RISE
has significantly raised the achievement
levels of students in 18 elementary

schools.

Maat 1985 uuuumx Leadership 42 (March 1985):
of the Assoclation for Supervision #nd & riculum Developaent. Copyright (¢)
1985 by the Assocfation for Supervision sed Curriculus Developwent. All righce

reaerved.

n 1979 the local schoot board di-
reaed 18 elementary schools in
Milwaukee to  improve their
achievement levels in reading, math,
and language to teflect arywide or

national norms. These schools were
idenufied s the lowest achieving
schools in the system. All were located
i the central ary and served a pre-
domunantly low-income and minonty
student populauon

No changes were made in the ad-
ministranon or in teacher or student
compasttion, and no addisonal mon.
1es were allocated to these schools. Yet
achievemnent levels have increased sig-
nuficantly in the last five years.

Maureen McCormackLarkm, ubo s on
leare as a cmmculum supenvsor w the
Milwaubee Public Schools, 1s currently tn
volved tn research related 1o efectne
schools. She & an officer of the Nanonal
Coural for Effective Schools and was proj-
et dmrector of the Milwaukee Teacher Ex-

Project wnid assistans to the deree-

pectanon
tor of Project RISE. Sber 2 2oy

o= T

B -\

. Reproduced with peraission 31
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School Climate

1. Strong sense of academic mission

2. High expectations conveyed to alf students

3. Strong sense of student dentificationvaffiliation

4. High level of professiona) collegiality among statf

+ Orgoing recognition of personabiacademic excel.
lence

Curriculum

1. Grade-level expectauons and standards i.. resding,
math, and fanguage
2, Planning and monitoring for full content coverag.

Instruction

1 Efficient cl.
learning environment
1 Academic pronity evidenced tn increased amount of
allocated time
3. Key instructional Urehaviors (review and homework
k, developmental fesson, process/product
check, actively monitored seatwork, related home-
WOIK assignment)
. Durect instruction as the main pedagogical appro. h
- Maximizing academic engaged time (time-on-task)
Use of the accelerated learning approach (planning
for more than one year's growth)
- Reading, math, and language instruction beginning
at the kindergarten leval

gh structured

S

~

Figure 1. The Essential Hements of Effective Schools.

Coordination of Supportive Services

1 Instructiora) approach, curnculum content, and ma-
terials of supplementary instructional senvce coor-
di d with the ¢ progs

2 Pullout approach used only if it does not {frag nent
the ¢l nstructional p does nc. result
in lower expectations for some students, and does
not interfere with efforts to maximize the use of
time

Evajuation

1. Frequer.
tin¢ basis

2. Precise and informative report card with emphasis
0n acquisition of basic school skills

3. Serious attitude toward test-taking as an affirmation
of ndividual eccomplishment

4. Test-taking preparation and skills

of student progress on a roy-

Pz ent and Community Support

1. Regular and consistent communication with parents

2 Clearly defined homework policy that 1s explained
to students and parents

3 Emphasis on the impontasce of regular schoo) atten-
dance

4 Clear communication to parents regarding the
school’s expectations related to behavioral standards

S. Increasing awareness of <community services avail.
able to reinforce and extend student learning

Project RISE

Since 1979 these schools have paruic-
pated in Project RISE, which attempts
10 raise stucent achievement by svs.
tewnatically implemenung the esseatial
elemen of effiecne schooling These
elements (see Figure 1) were derved
primanly from the research and htera.

Percentage
ture on school and eacher effective-

of Students

ness and from the repornted practices wo k
of ather effective schools. sl
By the close of the 198344 ~chool 0L
year. Project RISE had been operating &
for five years. Figure 2 chants the per- 5L
centage of elemenury students in Mil- || 71
waukee's 107 elementary schools who || 651
scored average and abcre average on | | 904
standardized tests. The most sionifi- g 3
cant gains occurred berween 1979and | | BT
1983 and brought the Project RISE 0l
s¢hools to the level set by the school || 351
board *

Figure 2. Percentzg; y ts
Achieving Avetage or Aove-Averay 2 Scores on Standardized

of Milwaukee Ek Studen
Tests From 197578 Through 1563-84.
2d and 3rd Grade Math

City Average .

RISE Schoots

Among the RISE schools, several
distinguished themselves from the rest
in their exceptional rate of gains and

76 77

78 79 o0 81 ' Kt K-

(Continued on p 33)
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Figare 2. (continued),

i
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BREKBUERIABOS

City Averzge

i

-

BREGBUSHIUBRE

RISE Schools

i

by

|

BREZBUESHIUBAS

Coy Avenge

76 k4 e

high levels of achievement. Specific
changes made by these fast improving
schools fall into four categories.
changes in staff attwudes. changes in
school g and ory: i

changes 1n school practices 2ud poli-
cies, and changes 1n classroo.1 prac-
tices While each of the 18 sckols in
Project RISE may have made on.2 or
more of these changes. the fast
:}r:\eprmmg schools made most or all of

m

Changes in Staff Attitudes
Suff members verbally and behavior
ally expressed the behef that alt of
their stedents could achieve regard-
fess of sociceconomic status 07 past
academic performance.

®lnsenvice actvities  that under-
scored the educabilury of all students
were offered These sessions were ger
signed to re-educate misinformed per-
sonnel by refurir g the indvidual defi-
atand cult-iral deficit theories that are
commonly used to explain the under-
achievement of low-income and mi-
noruty students. The school deficnt the-
ory was explained and the potency of
schoo! expectanons ¢ mphasized.

®35uf members were encouraged
1o meet and esablish networks with
pracutioners from effectne schools
throughout the country. RISE princt
pals and teachers wisited efeane
schools. and practiioners from these
schools came to Milwaukee to share
how they had changed their schools

o Literature 2nd reports related to
the successes of schools that served
low.income and minorry students
were duisseminated among staf and
reviewed on a regular basts. reinforc-
ing the belief that low-income stu-
dents can perform at high levels of
achievement,

® Grouping practices and programs
that idenufied some students as fow
achievers were abandoned.

Suf members indicated an im-
provement 1n therr sense of self-
esteem and efficacy as professional
educators

o Inservice artivities included ex-
change forums wherein teachers
would aat a5 the consultants in pre

Marxai 1985
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senting successful methods and prac-
tices (o other teachers, and prinapals
would share their successes in vanous
domains. This contnbuted to 2 shift
from depending on ¢ utside education

al expents to recognizing the experse
within their own ranks Staf members

DI £ N, Mongomery Pubiic

from the fastimproving schools fre-
quently volunteeied or were asked to
lead these sessions

@5af members (rather than the
superintendent or central ofice per-
sonnel) acted as spokespersons for the
school effecuveness program at local

“Principals
involved teachers
in important
planning and
decision-makiug
processes,
thereby
generating a
strong sense of
ownership of
their school.”

professional meetings, press confer-
€nces, university ciasses, and commu-
nity forums Thus, the pracutioners

were responsible for the imple-
mentation and successes of the pro-
gram were the ones to discuss the
program and recewve the recognition
due.

@ When visitors came (0 the schools,
the pancipals shared with the staff the
responsibilities 1nvolved in gwiding
tours, explat ‘ng the program, and
recognizing the zccomphshments of

drvidual staf members and stud

© Staff members orchestrated their
own professional development acuvi-
ues. Schools used their atiocated funds
to design their inservice selecung the
topics and presenters A number of
RISE principals and (cachers led 2
professional education group called
the League of Urban Educators The
League, which received no funding
and met afier school, was 2 voluntary

M

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EDUCATIONL Leapexsstr




group ot teachers, punapals, central
office staf. unnersitv professors, and
business and community leaders. who
met monthly 1n & prestigious universy
rconference center to share a potluck
dinner, hste, to 2 presentation on an
issue related to urban educaton, and
discuss the issues ratsed in the presen
tation For the most part. the presenta
uons focused on the essenual cle-
ments of RISE. Partiipaung members
repont that the League «levated their
stature as professionals, united people
across role and swtus lines, and served
2z a professional support group

Changes in Schoot
Management and
Organization
Principals reported a change 1n therr
role a5 bur'ding manager to include
being an instrucuonal leader

® Prin;-pals had the opportumity to
meet Wi.a other principals from effec-
uve schools who emphasized the sm-
portance of being knowledgeable of
the cutniculum and of mstrucuional
practices. visiung each classroom on a
dailv basis. and concentrating the
agenda of the saf meeungs on -
structional issues

Princspals imolved teachers 1n 1m-
ruant planni decsic king
processes, thereby generaung a stron,
sense of ownership of their school

® Prnapals 1n these schools loos.
ened the linkages between central of-
fice and the school and strengthened
the sense of school ownership. thus
engendering the responsibiliny among
staff for the school's successes or fail-
ures One way they did this was by
cmpowering the teachers 1n acting a5
advocates for the changes proposed by
the teachers. For example, when
teachers denounced tE\c pullout ap-

clude the RISE essenual clements.
each school decided for iiself how to
best reach the progect goals based on
the umque charactensucs of the
school

o School cfecuveness commuees
assumed tesponstbility for matung
plans to improve school climate. read
ing and math achievement. and the
school's evaluauon program Therr
plans were presented as recomm.nda
uons at «aff meetings for discussion.
moditicauon, and adoption

® Prinupals established grade level
teams and arranged for them to meet
on a weekly basis dunng the sciool
day for planning. sharing. and coordi-
nating their efforts

Staff members expressed their rec-
ogmtion of the interr latedness of
their responsialies and the need to
work together as a unified system.

® During the progiam’s five-year pe-
nod. the schools operated less as a set
of separate classrooms and programs
and more as 2 unified body with inter-
related and interdependent responsi-
b es The pnncipals heightened this
awareness in 2 number of ways. for
example. by emphasizing the respon-
sibility each teacher had in secing that
students were performing at or above
grade level A 3rd grade teacher soon
came 10 reahze that all of the effort
exented (0 prepare her students for
the 4th grade could be rendered
meaningless if the following year the
4th grade teacher did not also work
toward grade level proficiency The
teacher 3150 realized that the 2nd
grade teacher’s failure to prepare his
students for the 3rd grade would cre-
ate a burden for this 3rd grade teach-
er.
® Behavioral expectaiions were de-
veloped and consistendy reinforced
by all staff
-7 programs discon-

proach used PP Y pro
grams as bemng disrupuve and coun-
terproductive. and recommended that
all programs be conducted 1n their
classrooms coordinated with the class-
room nstructional program, the prin-
cipals supported the teachers 1 im-
plemenung this approach

@ Although all of the annual 1m-
provement plans were required to -

° )
unued the pullout 2pproach and
worked with the classroom teacher
within the classroom setung

Changes in School P sctices
and Policies
A strong academic emphasis was clear-

Iv evident 1n the fastimproving

“Staff members
verbally and
behaviorally
expressed the
belief that all of
their students
could achieve
regardless of
socioeconomic
status or past
academic
performance.”

MarcH 1985
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“A strong
academic
cmphasis was
clearly evident in
the fast-
improving
schools, with a
focus on
acquin’-’ing basic

skills,

schools, with a focus on acquining
basic shalls

® Because the majorsty of the stu-
dents were performing far below
grade level 1n 1979, staf members
expressed the need 10 concentrate
On reading, math, and language ans
as 2 first step in improving smudent
achievement In 1984, staf members
1n the fast improving schools reporied
that the majonity of their students are
now performung at or above grade
level, and that plans are now under
w3y 10 move from effectveness to
excelience, These plans include broad-

PenShpay
-aga
PR

- ——

ening and strengthening the curricu-
lum, leamning beter * uys of teaching
tugher order skalls, 2nd possibly adogx-
iIng computer programs, Great Books
study clubs, and criucal thinking proy-
ects,

® Extracurricular acuviies and as-
sembly Emgmms emphasized aca-
demi¢ achievement by including com.
petitive meets with the rcading and
math olympic eams, academic pep
rallies, student recogniuon programs,
oratorical presentations, debates, and
50 on,

The schools were characternized by
well-mantained and orderly environ-
ments

® Behavioral expectauions were de-
veloped by the staf, and 2 commut-
ment was made to consistently enforce
them.

® The principal com eyed these be-
havioral expectauons 10 the students at
the opening assembly at the beginning
of the school yea:, followed by a dis-
cussion of the expectauons in each
classroom.

®Behavioral  expecttions  were
printed in the student handbook and
distnbuted 10 every parent,

® Student traffic 1n the hallways was
reduced by the ehiminauon of pullout
p.ograms.

@ Some schools subsututed oudoor
recess with indoor study breaks
throughout the day when students
could casually interact, go to the lava-
tory, and $0 on,

he  schools clearly  aniculated
grade-level objectives and minimum
standards within each subject area

® Sl members were involved in
the developtaent of grade:level objec-
uves and siandards

®Grade level sundards were de.
fined as those skalls, concepts, and
learnings that are prerequisite for suc-
cess at the next grade level,

® Gradedevel stindards were print.
ed on "Yes I Ca1" sheets, reviewed
with students. and distributed t0'par-
ents,

The schools developed a school-
vade policy that expected all students
to complete daily homework assign.
ments

ERIC
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“The schools
clearly zsticulated
grade-level
objectives and
minimum
standards within
each subject
area.”

® The nigorous nature of the home
+ork policies was defended as neces-
sazy to bring underachieving students
to grade-level profictency.

® Principals and teachers enforced
the rolicy by monitoring the doors at
dismissal and sending empty-handed
students back to their roors to get
their homework.

® Parents were In‘ ‘med if students
were nox completing their homework
assignments and told that the students
would be retained 2fer ‘unch, during
recess, or after school irs the “home
work center” to complet . missing as
signments.

The schoots had scaoolwide poli:
cies designed to profect instructional
time from unnecessary disruptions
and distractions

efome of the schools ide.ufied
blocks of time in the daily schedule
when the entire school would be
teaching reading. math, and language

ans Interruptions such as public ad
dress announceme: s, requests from
the office, pullout programs, and the
Ike would not be allowed during
these instructional periods

Changes in Classroom
Practices

Teachers planned 1o teach the entire
grade-level curnculum content, tu ev
ery student

®The grack 'evcl objectives were
organized into units of instructicn.
and teachers used content coverage
schedules to pian on a yearly, weekly,
and daily basts,

o Adjustments in the content cover-
age schedules were made throughout
the year as some lessons required
more or less time than expected.

Lessons were usually taught to the
whole class and were supplemented
with small group corrective or enrich:
ment instruction.

® Whole-class Instruction was taught
at the student’s grade level, and small-
group instruction was taught at the
student’s performance level

®The pullout approach for com.
pensatory education was replaced by
an in-class delnery of service. Support
teachers were In classrooms during
the instrucuional lesson. which pre-
pared them to supplement the instruc
tion,

® Precautions were taken 10 avoid

ibly Identifying of labeling stu
dents as Title | students or as the “slow

up.

® Grouping was flexible, and out
side observers commented that they
were unable to idenuft the slow learn
ers.

Instructionat lessons were hightly
structured and generally included the
key instructional behaviors.

® These behaviors were wlenufied
as: a review of the previous lessun and
homewotk check, a developmenal
lessonusingd:  instruction, 2, X
ess-product &« tor undersianuing,
actively mongtured searmork, and the
assignment of a related duly home
work assignment

o 5taf members repurted that the
systematic and structured ins. - tonal
format helped maintain urdes v mini

muzung the opportun.ty for d sruptne
behaveor and increased the academsc
engagement of the students

Teachers expected their students o
gerform at or above grade level, and
used remed'al measures 10 help une
derachieving  students  advanse to
grade level proficiency

® Teachers used some form of ac
celerated learning Thus was descnbed
as an intervenuon strategy intended to
help underactueving students make
more than a year's gain in a gnen
school year. This curric " design
and instructional approach included
concentratea 1nstrucuon that focused
onthe essential content included wath-
in each of the preceding levels

®\When many older students com-
plained that they were embarrassed t0
carry home books that were years
below their grade level and that
younger students were using. the
schools prepared and  distnbuted
book covers wath the school’s name
and logo to all the students Soon the
unterachieving students began bring:
ing home the books and assignments
needed to help them advance to0
grade-level proficiency.

Concluding Rewsarks
Project RISE appears to L a promusing
example of the successful imy.i>men-
aton ot the school eflectveness and
teacher chectiveness findings The
project schools began with a clear
vision of what an cffecuve school s
(one performing at or above natonal
norms in reading, math, and language
arts, with no dispanity based un race or
class), they used the school effecve
ness correlates as a framework for
developing their own plans: and they
iriplemented these pidiss in 2 system
au, and self«onscicus manner

The RISE pracutioners are modest
when discussing their accomplish
ments They are obviously proud of
the guns their students have made,
but are quick to point out that becom
ing an efflective school fs only a first
step. Narrowing the educational agen
da was a necessary prerequitite in
wrnuing their schools around, but now
they are eager to accept the challenge
of comverung their cffective schools
into excellent schools O
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